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District Profile  

Demographics  

281 S Mountain Blvd 
Mountain Top, PA 18707-1913 
570-474-6888 
Superintendent: Joseph Gorham 
Director of Special Education: JOSEPH RASMUS 

Planning Process 
The Crestwood School District will begin Phase II of the  Comprehensive Planning process during the 

2015 - 2016 school year with the target for Phase II plan implementation during the period of 

August 2017 through June 2020.  

Information regarding the process will be disseminated district-wide via a newsletter and District 

website explaining the Comprehensive Planning process.  The district will continue to quantify roles 

throughout the planning process including the  identification of key members of the planning team, 

within and outside of the district.  The district will adhere to the time-lines established by the 

Comprehensive Planning Process District-School Process Work Flow Document.  Various 

committees will be responsible for different aspects of the planning process with team members 

consisting of administration, staff and parent/community representation. 

¶ Communication of the process will occur through administrative meetings, faculty meetings, 

Act 80 in-service days, newsletters, CSD website postings, PTA meetings, and personally via 

committee work. 

¶ Communication of district goals is broadcast in district in-service presentations, professional 

learning community meetings, curriculum development sessions, administrative team 

meetings. committee meetings, and board of education meetings.  

¶ District goals will be developed yearly based on needs of the district. The goals will be review 

annually and adjusted accordingly during the duration of the Comprehensive Plan. 

¶ District goals will help assist with District/Building level plans and goals. 

¶ Goals will be developed based upon analysis of data from various sources which include, but 

is not limited to PVAAS, eMetric, Keystone Exams, DIBELS, AIMSweb, iReady diagnostic 

assessments as well on-going district self-assessments. 
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Mission Statement  
 

The mission of the Crestwood School District is to support personalized learning so 

students are college and career ready upon graduation. 

The mission of the Crestwood School District is to foster and maintain high quality, 

comprehensive educational programming that emphasizes personalized learning 

in a manner that unleashes individual student learning velocities so that ALL 

students demonstrate growth.  

  

Vision Statement  
 

Your future is our goal! 

Shared Values 
 

Shared Core Values 

1. We develop individuals that can adapt to change and acquire skills for the 

future. 

2. We support a diverse environment across our school communities.  

3. We believe technology improves teaching and learning. 

4. We believe that quality education is the responsibility of the entire 

community. 

5. We believe that all students can achieve. 

6. We believe that the purpose of education is to build productive citizens. 
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Educational Community  
The Crestwood School District rests on the western edge of the Pocono Mountains midway between 

the cities of Hazleton and Wilkes-Barre.  The nine municipalities - the townships of Fairview, Wright, 

Dorrance, Slocum, Rice, and Dennison; and the boroughs of Nuangola, Penn Lake Park, and White 

Haven ɀ cover an area of 109.5 square miles and have a combined population of 23,130. 

Within the boundaries of the District, there exist several outdoor scenic and recreational areas.  The 

rolling mountainous terrain is a spectacle of beauty throughout the seasons of the year.  Individual 

spots, like the secluded, pleasant atmosphere of Lake Nuangola or the rugged terrain which invites 

white-water rafting and trout fishing as the Lehigh River runs through White Haven, display the 

opportunities of nature. 

Outside the boundaries of the district, the cities of Scranton, Hazleton and Wilkes-Barre provide a 

wider spectrum of cultural and entertainment attractions.  In addition to dinner theater, the Kirby 

Center for the Performing Arts, the Mohegan Sun Arena, and the PNC Stadium attract high profile 

entertainment and exciting athletic events.  Plus, the Interstate Highways Routes 80 and 81 and the 

Pennsylvania Turnpike offer convenient links to larger cities. 

Co-curricular activities provide students with varied avenues to develop and display their talents 

and skills.  The Science and Mathematics Departments encourage many students to participate and 

excel in the Pennsylvania Junior Academy of Science.  The School newspaper, The Comet Connection, 

ÔÈÅ %ÎÇÌÉÓÈ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔȭÓ ,ÉÔÅÒÁÒÙ Magazine and the annual school play provide students with 

means of expression.  The Music Department has both vocal and instrumental year-long programs.  

In addition to traditional roles of the marching band at football games and parades, there are the 

Concert Band and the Jazz Band.  The choral group performs at two concerts annually and has 

singers selected to perform in regional and state chorus, annually.   School social events are well 

supported by the student body. 

Crestwood School District brings students together from the various little communities and 

developments that make up the district and forms a school community of which the students, 

parents, faculty, administration, and staff can be proud.  The successes are apparent not only in the 

programs and test scores, but also in the graduates of the school.  The alumni of the school lists 

doctors, lawyers, mechanics, teachers, nurses, and business persons; professional and non-

professional leaders and workers; members of the military and members of the clergy; and members 

of the community and members of society at large.  This demonstrates the success of the school over 

the last four decades.  To continue this success, the professional staff and administration recognize 

the need to address the challenges of the twenty-first century and the challenges of meeting the 

needs of the students every day.  By meeting the small and large challenges, the district can 

accomplish its mission statement. 

References 
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Planning Committee  
Name Role 

Joseph Delusso Administrator : Professional Education Special 

Education 

Peg Foster Administrator : Professional Education 

Chris Gegaris Administrator : Professional Education 

Bonnie  Gregory Administrator : Professional Education 

Kevin  Seyer Administrator : Professional Education 

Brian  Waite Administrator : Professional Education Special 

Education 

Joe Kaminski Board Member  

Ron Sturgeon Board Member  

Norb Dotzel Business Representative : Professional Education 

Jerry Orloski Business Representative : Professional Education 

Bridget Barno Community Representative : Professional 

Education 

Dave Sawicki Community Representative : Professional 

Education 

Trisha Major Ed Specialist - School Counselor : Professional 

Education 

Stephanie Wychock Ed Specialist - School Psychologist : Professional 

Education Special Education 

Carolyn  Boone Elementary School Teacher - Regular Education : 

Professional Education 

Toni Humphries Elementary School Teacher - Regular Education : 

Professional Education Special Education 

Beth Mullen Elementary School Teacher - Regular Education : 

Professional Education 

Joseph Chmiola High School Teacher - Regular Education : 

Professional Education 

Christy Laubach High School Teacher - Regular Education : 

Professional Education 

Betsy Morris High School Teacher - Regular Education : 

http://pasdc.hbg.psu.edu/pasdc/census_2000/index.html
http://www.schoolmatters.com/
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Professional Education 

Cecelila Chmiola Middle School Teacher - Regular Education : 

Professional Education 

Justine Yeager Middle School Teacher - Regular Education : 

Professional Education 

Tim Thomas Middle School Teacher - Special Education : Special 

Education 

Karin Caporuscio Parent : Professional Education 

Donna Good Parent : Professional Education Special Education 
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Core Foundations 

Standards  

Mapping and Alignment  

Elementary Education -Primary Level  

Standards Mapping  Alignment  

Arts and Humanities Non Existent Non Existent 

Career Education and Work Non Existent Non Existent 

Civics and Government 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

PA Core Standards: English Language Arts Accomplished Accomplished 

PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, 
Science and Technical Subjects 

Developing Developing 

PA Core Standards: Mathematics Accomplished Accomplished 

Economics 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Environment and Ecology 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Family and Consumer Sciences Non Existent Non Existent 

Geography 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Health, Safety and Physical Education 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

History 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Science and Technology and Engineering Education 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Math Non Existent Non Existent 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Reading Non Existent Non Existent 

American School Counselor Association for Students Non Existent Non Existent 

Early Childhood Education: Infant-Toddler Second 
Grade 

Needs 
Improvement 

Needs 
Improvement 

English Language Proficiency Accomplished Accomplished 

Interpersonal Skills 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

School Climate Developing Developing 

 
Explanation for standard areas checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent": 

The areas designated as "needs improvement" or "non-existent", have not been focal points 
of the Crestwood School District as we are currently focusing on the PA Core Standards and 
eligible content mapping of English Language Arts, Math, Science and Social Studies 
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curricula.   These curricular areas have been our focus since 2010 and will continue to be as 
we continually revise our instruction to meet the high levels of rigor expected in the PA 
Core Standards. 

Elementary Education -Intermediate Level  

Standards Mapping  Alignment  

Arts and Humanities Non Existent Non Existent 

Career Education and Work Non Existent Non Existent 

Civics and Government 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

PA Core Standards: English Language Arts Accomplished Accomplished 

PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, 
Science and Technical Subjects 

Developing Developing 

PA Core Standards: Mathematics Accomplished Accomplished 

Economics 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Environment and Ecology Non Existent Non Existent 

Family and Consumer Sciences 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Geography 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Health, Safety and Physical Education 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

History Developing Developing 

Science and Technology and Engineering Education Developing Developing 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Math Non Existent Non Existent 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Reading Non Existent Non Existent 

American School Counselor Association for Students Non Existent Non Existent 

English Language Proficiency Accomplished Accomplished 

Interpersonal Skills 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

School Climate 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

 
Explanation for standard areas checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent": 

The areas designated as "needs improvement" or "non-existent", have not been focal points 
of the Crestwood School District as we are currently focusing on the PA Core Standards and 
eligible content mapping of English Language Arts, Math, Science and Social Studies 
curricula.   These curricular areas have been our focus since 2010 and will continue to be as 
we continually revise our instruction to meet the high levels of rigor expected in the PA 
Core Standards. 

Middle Level  

Standards Mapping  Alignment  

Arts and Humanities 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 
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Career Education and Work 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Civics and Government Accomplished Accomplished 

PA Core Standards: English Language Arts Accomplished Accomplished 

PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, 
Science and Technical Subjects 

Accomplished Developing 

PA Core Standards: Mathematics Accomplished Accomplished 

Economics Developing Developing 

Environment and Ecology Developing Developing 

Family and Consumer Sciences Developing Developing 

Geography Developing Developing 

Health, Safety and Physical Education 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

History Developing Developing 

Science and Technology and Engineering Education Developing Developing 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Math Non Existent Non Existent 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Reading Non Existent Non Existent 

American School Counselor Association for Students Non Existent Non Existent 

English Language Proficiency Developing Developing 

Interpersonal Skills 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

School Climate 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

World Language Not answered Not answered 

 
Explanation for standard areas checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent": 

The areas designated as "needs improvement" or "non-existent", have not been focal points 
of the Crestwood School District as we are currently focusing on the PA Core Standards and 
eligible content mapping of English Language Arts, Math, Science and Social Studies 
curricula.   These curricular areas have been our focus since 2010 and will continue to be as 
we continually revise our instruction to meet the high levels of rigor expected in the PA 
Core Standards. 

High School Level 

Standards Mapping  Alignment  

Arts and Humanities 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Career Education and Work 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Civics and Government Accomplished Developing 

PA Core Standards: English Language Arts Accomplished Accomplished 

PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, 
Science and Technical Subjects 

Developing Developing 

PA Core Standards: Mathematics Accomplished Accomplished 

Economics Accomplished Developing 
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Environment and Ecology Accomplished Developing 

Family and Consumer Sciences 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

Geography Accomplished Developing 

Health, Safety and Physical Education 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

History Accomplished Developing 

Science and Technology and Engineering Education Accomplished Developing 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Math Non Existent Non Existent 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Reading Non Existent Non Existent 

American School Counselor Association for Students Non Existent Non Existent 

English Language Proficiency Developing Developing 

Interpersonal Skills 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

School Climate 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

World Language 
Needs 

Improvement 
Needs 

Improvement 

 
Explanation for standard areas checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent": 

The areas designated as "needs improvement" or "non-existent", have not been focal points 
of the Crestwood School District as we are currently focusing on the PA Core Standards and 
eligible content mapping of English Language Arts, Math, Science and Social Studies 
curricula.   These curricular areas have been our focus since 2010 and will continue to be as 
we continually revise our instruction to meet the high levels of rigor expected in the PA 
Core Standards. 

Adaptations  

Elementary Education -Primary Level  

Checked answers 

¶ PA Core Standards: English Language Arts 

¶ PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and Technical Subjects 

¶ PA Core Standards: Mathematics 

Unchecked answers 

 None. 

Elementary Education -Intermediate Level  

Checked answers 

¶ PA Core Standards: English Language Arts 

¶ PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and Technical Subjects 

¶ PA Core Standards: Mathematics 

Unchecked answers 
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 None. 

Middle Level  

Checked answers 

¶ Civics and Government 
¶ PA Core Standards: English Language Arts 

¶ PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and Technical Subjects 

¶ PA Core Standards: Mathematics 

¶ Geography 

¶ History 

¶ Science and Technology and Engineering Education 

Unchecked answers 

 None. 

High School Level 

Checked answers 

¶ Civics and Government 

¶ PA Core Standards: English Language Arts 

¶ PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and Technical Subjects 

¶ PA Core Standards: Mathematics 

¶ Geography 

¶ History 

¶ Science and Technology and Engineering Education 

Unchecked answers 

 None. 

Explanation for any standards checked:  

Currently the Crestwood School District has provided staff development to K-12 
professional staff relative to the Common Core, Pa Common Core and Literacy in the content 
areas.  Staff have participated in professional development in mathematics, writing and 
reading across the curriculum.  
The Crestwood School District has reviewed the PA Core Standards and eligilble content for 
both PSSA and Keystone exams.  The district mapped curriculum in Mathematics and ELA 
during the 2010/2011 school year and extended this process in subsequent years to include 
the development of a common assessment from grades K - 6 in ELA and Mathematics as 
well as at the high school levels.  
Mathematics:  Curriculum alignment to PA Core Standards initiated during the 2011/2012 
school year.  This mapping is reviewed annually and has been extended to include the rigors 
of Depth of Knowledge to our instruction and assessments across all grade levels.   Common 
assessments administered at least twice a year have been developed at most levels of 
instruction and are a component of the Phase II Comprehensive Planning process. 
English Language Arts:  Curricumul alignment to the PA Core Standards initiated during the  
2011/2 -12 school year.  This mapping is reviewed annually and has been extended to 
include the rigors of Depth of Knowledge to our instruction and assessments across all 
grade levels.    Common assessments administered at least twice a year have been 
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developed at most levels of instruction and are the focus of the Phase II Comprehensive 
Planning process. 
Science:  Curriculum alignment to PA Core Standards at the high school level was initiated 
2011/2012.   Elementary science level curricular alignment is currently teacher driven and 
is a component of the Phase II Comprehensive Planning process.  
Civics and Government:   Curriculum alignment to PA Core Standards at the high school 
level was initiated 2011/2012 .  Elementary Civics and Government level curricular 
alignment is currently teacher driven and is a focus of the Phase II Comprehensive Planning 
process.  
  
  

Curriculum  

Planned Instruction  

Elementary Education -Primary Level  

Curriculum Characteristics  Status 

Objectives of planned courses, instructional units or interdisciplinary 
studies to be achieved by all students are identified for each subject area. 

Developing 

Content, including materials and activities and estimated instructional 
time to be devoted to achieving the academic standards are identified. 

Developing 

The relationship between the objectives of a planned course, 
instructional unit or interdisciplinary studies and academic standards 
are identified. 

Developing 

Procedures for measurement of mastery of the objectives of a planned 
course, instructional unit or interdisciplinary studies are identified. 

Developing 

 
Processes used to ensure Accomplishment: 

The Crestwood School District is currently mapping and aligning curricula with PA Core 
Standards.  Included in this mapping/alignment process are the key components listed 
above including but not limited to the use of common assessments and is ever changing in 
relation to student needs. 

 

Explanation for any standards areas checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent". How 
the LEA plans to address their incorporation: 

This narrative is empty. 

Elementar y Education -Intermediate Level  

Curriculum Characteristics  Status 

Objectives of planned courses, instructional units or interdisciplinary 
studies to be achieved by all students are identified for each subject area. 

Developing 

Content, including materials and activities and estimated instructional 
time to be devoted to achieving the academic standards are identified. 

Developing 
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The relationship between the objectives of a planned course, 
instructional unit or interdisciplinary studies and academic standards 
are identified. 

Developing 

Procedures for measurement of mastery of the objectives of a planned 
course, instructional unit or interdisciplinary studies are identified. 

Developing 

 
Processes used to ensure Accomplishment: 

The Crestwood School District is currently mapping and aligning curricula with PA Core 
Standards.  Included in this mapping/alignment process are the key components listed 
above including but not limited to the use of common assessments and is ever changing in 
relation to student needs. 

 

Explanation for any standards areas checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent". How 
the LEA plans to address their incorporation: 

This narrative is empty. 

Middle Level  

Curriculum Characteristics  Status 

Objectives of planned courses, instructional units or interdisciplinary 
studies to be achieved by all students are identified for each subject area. 

Developing 

Content, including materials and activities and estimated instructional 
time to be devoted to achieving the academic standards are identified. 

Developing 

The relationship between the objectives of a planned course, 
instructional unit or interdisciplinary studies and academic standards 
are identified. 

Developing 

Procedures for measurement of mastery of the objectives of a planned 
course, instructional unit or interdisciplinary studies are identified. 

Developing 

 
Processes used to ensure Accomplishment: 

The Crestwood School District is currently mapping and aligning curricula with PA Core 
Standards.  Included in this mapping/alignment process are the key components listed 
above including but not limited to the use of common assessments and is ever changing in 
relation to student needs. 

 

Explanation for any standards areas checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent". How 
the LEA plans to address their incorporation:  

This narrative is empty. 

High School Level 

Curriculum Characteristics  Status 

Objectives of planned courses, instructional units or interdisciplinary 
studies to be achieved by all students are identified for each subject area. 

Developing 

Content, including materials and activities and estimated instructional Developing 
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time to be devoted to achieving the academic standards are identified. 

The relationship between the objectives of a planned course, 
instructional unit or interdisciplin ary studies and academic standards 
are identified. 

Developing 

Procedures for measurement of mastery of the objectives of a planned 
course, instructional unit or interdisciplinary studies are identified. 

Developing 

 
Processes used to ensure Accomplishment: 

The Crestwood School District is currently mapping and aligning curricula with PA Core 
Standards.  Included in this mapping/alignment process are the key components listed 
above including but not limited to the use of common assessments and is ever changing in 
relation to student needs. 

 

Explanation for any standards areas checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent". How 
the LEA plans to address their incorporation: 

This narrative is empty. 

Modification and Accommodations  

Explain how planned instruction contains modifications and accommodations that allow all 
students at all mental and physical ability levels to access and master a rigorous standards 
aligned curriculum. 

Planned instruction contains modifications and accommodations through specially 

designed instruction for students with a disablity.  Ongoing staff development on a variety 

of teaching methodologies also allow all students at all mental and physical ability levels to 

access and master a rigorous standards aligned curriculum.  Staff development 

opportunities include, but are not limited to, differentiated instruction, inclusion 

practices,use of  formative assessments to guide instruction, literacy strategies and use of 

technology to increase student engagement and increase achievement. 

Instru ction  

Instructional Strategies  

Checked Answers 
¶ Formal classroom observations focused on instruction 

¶ Walkthroughs targeted on instruction 

¶ Annual Instructional evaluations 

¶ Instructional Coaching 

Unchecked Answers 

¶ Peer evaluation/coaching 
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Regular Lesson Plan Review 

Checked Answers 

¶ Building Supervisors 

Unchecked Answers 

¶ Administrators 

¶ Department Supervisors 

¶ Instructional Coaches 

¶ Not Reviewed 

Provide brief explanation of LEA's process for incorporating selected strategies. 

The district has developed a differentiated supervision model.  Within the model is the 
formal and informal observation process that is aligned with the Danielson framework.  The 
district has also incoporated the use of instructional coaches as resources for staff to 
implement best teaching practices while providing support to staff via professional 
development and as a resource for classroom instruction.  Building principals continuously 
do "walk throughs" and complete both informal and formal observations of staff. 

 

Provide brief explanation for strategies not selected and how the LEA plans to address their 
incorporation. 

The strategies that were not selected are not appropriate for the Crestwood School District.  
For example, the district is not considering lesson review by instructional coaches as a 
formal process.  The instructional coach can and currently does help guide classroom 
teachers when developing lessons that utilize strategy to engage students in the learning 
process or utilize PLN strategies.  

Responsiveness to Student Needs 

Elementary Education -Primary Level  

Instructional Practices  Status 

Structured grouping practices are used to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Flexible instructional time or other schedule-related practices are used 
to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Differentiated instruction is used to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

A variety of practices that may include structured grouping, flexible 
scheduling and differentiated instruction are used to meet the needs of 
gifted students. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 
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If necessary, provide further explanation. (Required explanation if column selected was  

This narrative is empty. 

Elementary Education -Intermediate Level  

Instructional Practices  Status 

Structured grouping practices are used to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Flexible instructional time or other schedule-related practices are used 
to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Differentiated instruction is used to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

A variety of practices that may include structured grouping, flexible 
scheduling and differentiated instruction are used to meet the needs of 
gifted students. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

 
If necessary, provide further explanation. (Required explanation if column selected was  

This narrative is empty. 

Middle Level  

Instructional Practices  Status 

Structured grouping practices are used to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Flexible instructional time or other schedule-related practices are used 
to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Differentiated instruction is used to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

A variety of practices that may include structured grouping, flexible 
scheduling and differentiated instruction are used to meet the needs of 
gifted students. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

 
If necessary, provide further explanation. (Required explanation if column selected was  
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The Crestwood Middle School operates on a 40 minute instructional schedule.  The building 
does provide opportunities for extension and remediation of skills/concepts during the day. 

High School Level 

Instructional Practices  Status 

Structured grouping practices are used to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Flexible instructional time or other schedule-related practices are used 
to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Differentiated instruction is used to meet student needs. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

A variety of practices that may include structured grouping, flexible 
scheduling and differentiated instruction are used to meet the needs of 
gifted students. 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

 
If necessary, provide further explanation. (Required explanation if column selected was  

The Crestwood High School operates on a 40 minute instructional schedule.  The building 
does provide opportunities for extension and remediation of skills/concepts during the day. 

Recruitment  

Describe the process you implement to recruit and assign the most effective and highly 
qualified teachers in order to meet the learning needs of students who are below 
proficiency or are at risk of not graduating. 

The district has an extensive process to recruit and assign the most effective and highly 
qualified teachers.  This process begins with a paper screening and is followed by an 
interview process that may include all of  the following: technology component, oral 
responses to questions that are rubric scored, written component and assessment of skill 
knowledge. 

Assessments 

Local Graduation Requirements  

Course Completion  SY 18/19 SY 19/20 SY 20/21 

Total Courses 23.00 23.00 23.00 

English 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Mathematics 4.00 4.00 4.00 



18 

Social Studies 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Science 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Physical Education 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Health 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Music, Art, Family & 
Consumer Sciences, 
Career and Technical 
Education 

2.00 2.00 2.00 

Electives 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Minimum % Grade 
Required for Credit 
(Numerical Answer) 

70.00 70.00 70.00 

 

Graduation Requirement Specifics  

We affirm that our entity requires demonstration of proficiency or above in each of the 
following State academic standards: English Language Arts and Mathematics, Science and 
Technology and Environment and Ecology, as determined through any one or a 
combination of the following:Checked answers 

¶ Completion of secondary level coursework in English Language Arts (Literature), 

Algebra I and Biology in which a student demonstrates proficiency on the associated 

Keystone Exam or related project-based assessment if § 4.4(d)(4) (relating to 

general policies) applies. 

¶ Locally approved and administered assessments, which shall be independently and 

objectively validated once every 6 years. Local assessments may be designed to 

include a variety of assessment strategies listed in ? 4.52(c) and may include the use 

of one or more Keystone Exams. Except for replacement of individual test items that 

have a similar level of difficulty, a new validation is required for any material 

changes to the assessment. Validated local assessments must meet the following 

standards: 

I. Alignment with the following State academic standards: English Language 

Arts (Literature and Composition); Mathematics (Algebra I) and 

Environment and Ecology (Biology). 

II. Performance level expectations and descriptors that describe the level of 

performance required to achieve proficiency comparable to that used for the 

Keystone Exams. 

III. Administration of the local assessment to all students, as a requirement for 

graduation, except for those exempted by their individualized education 

program under subsection (g), regarding special education students, or 

gifted individualized education plan as provided in ? 16.32 (relating to 

GIEP). 
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IV. Subject to appropriations provided by law, the cost to validate local 

assessments shall be evenly divided between the school district, AVTS or 

charter school, including a cyber-charter school, and the Department. If the 

Department does not provide sufficient funding to meet its share, local 

assessments submitted for validation shall be deemed valid until a new 

validation is due to the Department. 

V. The Department will establish a list of entities approved to perform 

independent validations of local assessments in consultation with the Local 

Assessment Validation Advisory Committee as provided in ? 4.52(f). 

VI. School boards shall only approve assessments that have been determined to 

meet the requirements of this subsection by an approved entity performing 

the independent validation. If a school district, AVTS or charter school, 

including a cyber-charter school, uses a local assessment that has not been 

independently validated, the Secretary will direct the school entity to 

discontinue its use until the local assessment is approved through 

independent validation by an approved entity. 

¶ Completion of an Advanced Placement exam or International Baccalaureate exam 

that includes academic content comparable to the appropriate Keystone Exam at a 

score established by the Secretary to be comparable to the proficient level on the 

appropriate Keystone Exam. 

Unchecked answers 

¶ Not Applicable.  Our LEA does not offer High School courses. 

Local Assessments 

Standards WA TD NAT DA PSW Other  

Arts and Humanities X X  X X  

Career Education and Work  X  X  X 

Civics and Government  X  X  X 

PA Core Standards: English 
Language Arts 

 X  X  X 

PA Core Standards: Literacy in 
History/Social Studies, Science and 
Technical Subjects 

 X  X  X 

PA Core Standards: Mathematics  X  X  X 

Economics  X  X  X 

Environment and Ecology  X  X  X 

Family and Consumer Sciences  X  X  X 

Geography  X  X  X 

Health, Safety and Physical 
Education 

 X  X  X 
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History  X  X  X 

Science and Technology and 
Engineering Education 

 X  X  X 

World Language  X  X  X 

 

Methods and Measures 

Summative  Assessments 

Summative Assessments EEP EEI ML HS 

Unit/Chapter Assessments X X X X 

Common Assessments (Developmental Stages at 
different levels) 

X X X X 

Quarterly/Mid -term/Final Exams   X X 

PSSA X X X  

Keystone Exams    X 

 

Benchmark Assessments  

Benchmark Assessments EEP EEI ML HS 

Common Assessments X X X X 

AIMSWeb X X X X 

DIBELS X X   

 

Formative Assessments  

Formative Assessments  EEP EEI ML HS 

Think-Pair-Share X X X X 

Numbered Heads X X X X 

Please Do Nows X X X X 

Exit Ticket X X X X 

Post it Continuum X X X X 

Response Clickers X X X X 

Use of rubric to analyze student work X X X X 

Open ended responses X X X X 

Back to Back X X X X 

Turn and Talk X X X X 

Focus Correction Area (FCA) X X X X 

Stop and Write X X X X 

 

Diagnostic Assessments 

Diagnostic Assessments EEP EEI ML HS 
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GMADE   X X 

GRADE   X X 

Woodcock Johnson   X X 

DIBELS X X   

CDT   X X 

PAL-RW X    

 

Validation of Implemented Assessments 

Validation Methods  EEP EEI ML HS 

External Review     

Intermediate Unit Review     

LEA Administration Review X X X X 

Building Supervisor Review X X X X 

Department Supervisor Review     

Professional Learning Community Review     

Instructional Coach Review     

Teacher Peer Review X X X X 

 
Provide brief explanation of your process for reviewing assessments. 

The Crestwood School District has developed common assessments that align to PA Core 
Standards for ELA and mathematics grades K - 6.  The District has involved staff in this 
process from each department.  In 2012/2013 the Crestwood School District began the 
process of reviewing and revising science and social studies curricula. Professional 
Development has been provided to staff, district-wide, regarding PA Core Standards, with 
Social Studies and Science staff focusing on literacy, specifically in text dependent analysis 
of informational text in History/Social Studies, Science and Technical Subjects.  Through the 
process of curriculum writing, staff has been provided with professional development 
regarding formative and summative assessments.  Each content area is also developing 
common assessments that will be able to provide data to staff to guide instruction as it 
relates to the PA Core Standards. 

Development and Validation of Local Assessments 

If applicable, explain your procedures for developing locally administered assessments and 
how they are independently and objectively validated every six years. 

The Crestwood School District has developed common assesssments for the use of 

benchmark assessments in grades K - 6 as well as high school science and English courses. 

 The District is not using the common assessments for independent validation.  The intent is 

to ensure the students in the Crestwood School District are all receiving a rigorous academc 

program in all content areas which is aligned to the PA Core Standards while providing 

students with a personalized learning experience so that they are college and career ready 

upon graduation. 
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Collection and Dissemination  

Describe your system to collect, analyze and disseminate assessment data efficiently and 
effectively for use by LEA leaders and instructional teams. 

The Crestwood School District has incorporated HUDAT (Helping Unite Data Analysis 

Teams) in the district.  Each building identifies staff to become HUDATANS.  The 

HUDATANS from each building begin to analyze PSSA data from three perspectives of the 

summative data.  They look at PA AYP, PSSA Data Interactive by eMetric and PVAAS School 

and Diagnostic Reports.  This information helps look at curriculum interventions, teaching 

pedagogy and interventions.  The HUDATANS also looks at PVAAS projections.  This 

information can then be shared at the building level and used to target student learning and 

interventions.  At the elementary buildings, DIBELS data, AIMSWeb Data and data from 

PALS is used to determine students' instruction strengths and weaknesses.  This data can be 

used for a cohort of students to provide interventions in small group instruction or as a 

means to determine instructional paths that a teacher may need to implement based on a 

class weakness/strength.  

At the K-12 level, data from Compass can be used to develop an instructional path for a 

student in a specific content area.  At the secondary level, CDT data can be used to help 

determine an instructional focus area for individual students. 

At the secondary level, PSSA data has been used to determine course rigor as it would relate 

to student achievement on the PSSA.  By analyzing PSSA data, the Crestwood High School 

fazed out Applied English and Applied Math courses.  

In the Spring of 2011, the Crestwood School District participated in ALL Keystone Exams 

(operational and field tests).  Data from the operational exams, along with the 

implementation of Common Core, has enabled the district to begin to look at the alignment 

of math and ELA courses to the Common Core.  The development of common assessments in 

mathematics and ELA will provide Benchmark data to staff to determine whether curricular 

revisions need to be made.  The Crestwood School District has also used the Keystone 

Exams operational data from Algebra, Literature and Biology to help determine curriculum 

gaps/overlaps as the district continues to backmap each curricular area. 

  

Data Informed Instruction  

Describe how information from the assessments is used to assist students who have not 
demonstrated achievement of the academic standards at a proficient level or higher. 

The data from various assessments is used to assist students to provide additional support 

if necessary in content areas like reading and/or math.  For example, students in the 

elementary schools may be part of the child study process.  Data from AIMSWeb,and/or 
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DIBELS data.  The data is used to determine a student's area of weakness to provide 

interventions.  Information for PVAAS, eMetric, Keystone Exams and common assessments 

help identify both curricular needs and student individual needs.  The use of formative 

assessments help form instructional practices in the classroom.  Classroom teachers can 

quickly and easily monitor instruction and change accordingly. 

Each building has a HUDAT (Helping Unite Data Analysis Team) so they can use data to 

make informed instructional decisions and determine the likelihood of an individual 

student meeting proficiency level or higher.  The HUDATANS can use the information to 

intervene or enhance a student's academic performance.  

The Crestwood School District has used the CDT as a tool to ascertain a student's level of 

need as well when appropriate.   

  

Assessment Data Uses 

Assessment Data Uses EEP EEI ML HS 

Assessment results are reported out by PA 
assessment anchor or standards-aligned learning 
objective. 

X X X X 

Instructional practices are identified that are linked to 
student success in mastering specific PA assessment 
anchors, eligible content or standards-aligned 
learning objectives. 

X X X X 

Specific PA assessment anchors, eligible content or 
standards-aligned learning objectives are identified 
for those students who did not demonstrate sufficient 
mastery so that teachers can collaboratively create 
and/or identif y instructional strategies likely to 
increase mastery. 

X X X X 

Instructional practices modified or adapted to 
increase student mastery. 

X X X X 

 
Provide brief explanation of the process for incorporating selected strategies. 

The Crestwood School District reviews data from PSSA using PVAAS and eMetric.  Each 
building has a data team that reviews data and uses the information to enhance the 
educational process and academic rigor in the Crestwood School District.  Each elementary 
building has a standards based report card that is aligned to the current PA Core Standards 
and eligible content.  The standards based report card is has been revised to align to the PA 
Core Standards and eligible content. 

 

Provide brief explanation for strategies not selected and how you plan to address their 
incorporation. 

This narrative is empty. 

Distribution of Summative Assessment Results 
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Distribution Methods  EEP EEI ML HS 

Course Planning Guides X X X X 

Directing Public to the PDE & other Test-related 
Websites 

X X X X 

Individu al Meetings X X X X 

Letters to Parents/Guardians     

Local Media Reports X X X X 

Website X X X X 

Meetings with Community, Families and School Board X X X X 

Mass Phone Calls/Emails/Letters     

Newsletters     

Press Releases     

School Calendar     

Student Handbook X X X X 

 
Provide brief explanation of the process for incorporating selected strategies. 

The Crestwood School District utilizes a variety of methods to inform parents about 
summative assessments.  Parents have access to results from local news publication to the 
internet to our district website. 

 

Provide brief explanation for strategies not selected and how the LEA plans to address their 
incorporation. 

Currenty the Crestwood School District is able to disseminate information to parents in a 
timely and informative manner. 

Safe and Supportive Schools 

Assisting Struggling Schools 

$ÅÓÃÒÉÂÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÅÎÔÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÆÏÒ ÁÓÓÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÍÅÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ 
student achievement targets or experience other challenges, which deter student 
attainment of academic standards at a proficient level or higher. 

If your entity has no struggling schools, explain how you will demonstrate continued 
growth in student achievement. 

Crestwood School District is continuously reviewing and evaluating programming and the 

implementation of programming throughout the district.  Using PSSA information from the 

2011/2012 school year as a baseline we have shown growth across multiple indicator 

areads.   

2015 Crestwood School District Value Added PSSA ELA 

Estimated LEA/District Growth Measure 
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Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 Growth 

Measure 

over 

Grades 

Relative to 

Standard 

for PA 

Academic 

Growth 

Standard for 

PA Academic 

Growth 

  0 0 0 0 0 

2013 Growth 

Measure 
  5.6 DB 0.3 G -1.8 R -1.6 Y 3.5 DB 1.2 DB 

Standard 

Error  
  0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.4 

2014 Growth 

Measure 
  7.2 DB 0.7 G -0.7 G -3.4 R 0.6 G 0.9 DB 

Standard 

Error  
  0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.4 

2015 Growth 

Measure 
  4.1 DB -1.8 R -2.9 R -2.5 R -1.4 Y -0.9 R 

Standard 

Error  
  0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.4 

3-Yr-Avg 

Growth 

Measure 

  5.6 DB -0.3 G -1.8 R -2.5 R 0.9 LB 0.4 DB 

Standard 

Error  
  0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.2 

Estimated LEA/District Avg Achievement 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 

  

State NCE 

Average 
50 50 50 50 50 50 

2012 Avg 

Achievement 
54.3 56.5 58.5 53.6 54.7 56.5 

2013 Avg 

Achievement 
50.7 59.9 56.8 56.8 52.1 58.2 

2014 Avg 

Achievement 
55.8 57.6 60.6 56.1 53.4 52.4 

2015 Avg 

Achievement 
55.8 59.8 55.8 57.7 53.6 52 

  

2015 Crestwood School District Value Added PSSA Math 

Estimated LEA/District Growth Measure 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 Growth 

Measure Standard for PA   0 0 0 0 0 
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Academic 

Growth 

over Grades 

Relative to 

Standard 

for PA 

Academic 

Growth 

2013 Growth 

Measure 
  1.0 LB 1.9 DB 9.5 DB -10.7 R 5.2 DB 1.4 DB 

Standard Error   0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.3 

2014 Growth 

Measure 
  3.5 DB 3.1 DB 5.6 DB -12.4 R 4.9 DB 0.9 DB 

Standard Error   0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.3 

2015 Growth 

Measure 
  4.1 DB -1.5 R 0.8 LB -9.1 R 1.7 DB -0.8 R 

Standard Error   0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.3 

3-Yr-Avg 

Growth 

Measure 

  2.9 DB 1.1 DB 5.3 DB -10.7 R 4.0 DB 0.5 DB 

Standard Error    0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.1 

Estimated LEA/District Avg Achievement 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 

  

State NCE 

Average 
50 50 50 50 50 50 

2012 Avg 

Achievement 
58.7 57.3 54.9 61.1 51.1 54.2 

2013 Avg 

Achievement 
53.5 59.7 59.2 64.5 50.4 56.3 

2014 Avg 

Achievement 
55 56.7 62.7 64.8 52 55.1 

2015 Avg 

Achievement 
56.2 59.1 55.1 63.5 55.7 53.8 

  

CHS Keystone Exam History 

School Year 
Graduating 

Class 

Algebra I Biology Literature 

Percent Pro/Adv Percent Pro/Adv Percent Pro/Adv 

    Pro Adv Total Pro Adv Total Pro  Adv Total 

2012/2013  2014 38 27 65 40 9 49 63 20 83 

2013/2014  2015 36 3 39 40 12 52 58 11 69 

2014/2015  2016 44 21 65 46 16 62 70 8 78 

*2015/2016  2017 45 30 75 43 33 76 - - - 

*2016/2017  2018 33 29 62 - - - - - - 

* partial cohort participation in  Keystone assessment as of Nov 2015 
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The process the Crestwood School District has implemented to assist with meeting these 

targets is multi-faceted.  Below are focus areas the District employs to assist with meeting 

target areas. 

Staffing to assist struggling readers in the elementary (RtII personnel) 

Instructional Coaches 

Child Study implementation at the elementary 

Data collection to assist with instruction and targeting students that require Tier 2 and/or 

Tier 3 intervention 

HUDAT to analysis district and school PVAAS, eMetric, and PA AYP data 

Professional development with a focus on assessment (formative/summative), literacy 

strategies across the curriculum, development of common assessments 

Remediation for elementary, middle school and high school students 

The Crestwood School District is currently completing a comprehensive school safety audit. 

 The Crestwood School District is auditing the following: 

¶ Crisis Management Plan 

¶ School Exterior and Play Areas 

¶ School Interior 

¶ Development/Enforcement of Policies 

¶ Staff Development regarding safety protocols 

¶ Local Law Enforcement participation in school safety audit as well as 

trainings/drills  

The audit will include teachers, parents, community and students. 

Programs, Strategies and Actions  

Programs, Strategies and Actions  EEP EEI ML HS 

Biennially Updated and Executed Memorandum of 
Understanding with Local Law Enforcement 

X X X X 

School-wide Positive Behavioral Programs X X   

Conflict Resolution or Dispute Management X X X X 

Peer Helper Programs X X X X 

Safety and Violence Prevention Curricula     

Student Codes of Conduct X X X X 

Comprehensive School Safety and Violence 
Prevention Plans 

X X X X 

Purchase of Security-related Technology X X X X 

Student, Staff and Visitor Identification Systems X X X X 

Placement of School Resource Officers   X X 

Student Assistance Program Teams and Training X X X X 



28 

Counseling Services Available for all Students   X X 

Internet Web-based System for the Management of 
Student Discipline 

X X X X 

 
Explanation of strategies not selected and how the LEA plans to address their 
incorporation:  

Counseling Services for students are available for students based on their need at off 
campus placements including an ALC and emotional support classrooms. We  do not have 
any students in the elementary that attend an ALC. 
Student discipline is monitored by each building principal.  The documentation of 
disciplinary consequences is reported as per regulation to the state.  Administrators enter 
student disciplinary infractions within our web-based student information system. 
At this time, school resource officer (SRO) placement is seen as necessary on the secondary 
campus, but not in the elementary buildings. 
Purchase of school related security technology has included interior and exterior security 
camera's at both elementary schools and plans are to expand the video surveillance to the 
secondary campus. 
The Crestwood School District does not have a Safety and Violence Prevention Curricula.  
School-wide positive behavior support programs are in place at Fairview Elementary 
school.   Rice Elementary has in place a pro-social program and provides instruction 
throughout various curricular areas that address safety and violence prevention. 
The Crestwood School District does have school-wide identificati on system for staff and 
school visitors.  Currently the District does not have student identification (although 
students are provide photo identification). 
  

Screening, Evaluating and Programming for Gifted Students  

$ÅÓÃÒÉÂÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÅÎÔÉÔÙȭÓ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔies conducted annually to inform the public 
of the gifted education services and programs offered (newspaper, student 
handbooks, school website, etc.)  

4ÈÅ #ÒÅÓÔ×ÏÏÄ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÁÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ 
promotes excellence and encourages all students to develop into life-long learners and 
responsible citizens. 
The District strives to contribute to the fulfillment of all students as responsible, creative 
human beings, and therefore, makes special provisions for those students who demonstrate 
outstanding academic achievement. 
In accordance with 22 Pa. Code Chapter 16: Special Education for Gifted Students, the 
District has in place a screening and evaluation process.  The students who are identified as 
gifted will have the opportunity to develop their own capabilities and talents, and have their 
needs addressed on an individual basis. 
Crestwood School District 
Notice to Parents Regarding Gifted Education 
In compliance with state law, notice is hereby given by the Crestwood School District that it 
conducts ongoing identification activities as part of its school program for the purpose of 
identifying students who may be in need of gifted education and related services. 
Mentally gifted, as defined by 22 Pa. Code Chapter 16 Special Education for Gifted Students, 
is outstanding intellectual and creative ability, the development of which requires specially 
designed programs or support services or both, not ordinarily provided in the regular 
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education program.  This term includes a person who has an IQ of 130 or higher and when 
multiple criteria as set forth in the Department Guidelines indicated gifted ability.  Multiple 
criteria, other than IQ scores, includes but are not limited to: Achievement, Rate of 
Acquisition/Retention, Demonstrated Achievement, Early Skill Development and 
Intervening Factors Masking Giftedness. 
If you believe that your school age child may be in need of gifted education services and 
related programs, screening and evaluation processes designed to assess the needs of the 
child are available to you at no cost, upon written request.  You may request your child 
undergo the screening process (must meet screening criteria prior to comprehensive 
evaluation) at any time and may be made in writing to the guidance counselor of your 
building.   Parents may, in writing, request Gifted Screening once per school year. 
  
  

$ÅÓÃÒÉÂÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÅÎÔÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÆÏÒ ÌÏÃÁÔÉÎÇ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÇÉÆÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ 
may be in need of specially designed instruction (screening).  

The Gifted Education Identification Process consists of four steps.  
They are:     
1. Formal rating by the classroom teacher 
ςȢ 2ÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÅÒÅÄ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÉÚÅÄ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔȟ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ 033! 
test scores 
3. Review of demonstrated academic performance as evidenced by report card grades 
And 
4. If the student meets the three initial screening criteria, the guidance counselor will 
administer a brief individual intelligence test 
The results of this screening process will determine whether the student will be referred for 
a Gifted Multi-Discipline Evaluation (G-MDE). 

$ÅÓÃÒÉÂÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÅÎÔÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÉÎÇ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ɉÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÅ 
criteria) and need (based on academic strength) for potentially mentally gifted 
students (evaluation).  

If the student is referred for a Gifted Multi-Disciplinary Evaluation, the evaluation will 
include a comprehensive evaluation by the school psychologist which includes an 
individually administered ability test, written input from the parents and teachers.  The 
Team will prepare a written report that will recommend whether the student meets the 
eligibility requirements of Pa. Chapter 16, and whether the student is in need of specially 
designed instruction. 

Describe the gifted programs* being offered that provide opportunities for 
acceleration, enrichment or both. *The word "programs" refers to the continuum of 
services, not one particular option.  

The District will then convene a Gifted Individual Education Program team meeting to 
formally develop the educational programming of the student in an individually designed 
education program.  The parents are part of and invited to this meeting.  
Opportunities for acceleration, enrichment, or both are driven by the GIEP team and are 
discussed individually to meet each students specific needs. 

Developmental Services 
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Developmental Services  EEP EEI ML HS 

Academic Counseling X X X X 

Attendance Monitoring X X X X 

Behavior Management Programs X X X X 

Bullying Prevention X X   

Career Awareness X X X X 

Career Development/Planning   X X 

Coaching/Mentoring X X X X 

Compliance with Health Requirements ɀi.e., 
Immunization 

X X X X 

Emergency and Disaster Preparedness X X X X 

Guidance Curriculum     

Health and Wellness Curriculum X X X X 

Health Screenings X X X X 

Individual Student Planning X X X X 

Nutrition  X X X X 

Orientation/Transition  X X X X 

RTII/MTSS X X   

Wellness/Health Appraisal X X X  

 
Explanation of developmental services: 

Although several areas are checked above, the Crestwood School District is always looking 
to enhance, improve and/or determine how to make programming better for the students 
in the District.  For example, the Crestwood School District does not run a true RtII model 
that follows state guidelines, but does have RTI/Child Study Teams in the elementary 
buildings with support from reading specialists to plan and implement interventions for 
students at risk. 

Diagnostic, Intervention and Referral Services  

Diagnostic, Intervention and Referral Services  EEP EEI ML HS 

Accommodations and Modifications X X X X 

Administration of Medication X X X X 

Assessment of Academic Skills/Aptitude for Learning X X X X 

Assessment/Progress Monitoring X X X X 

Casework X X   

Crisis Response/Management/Intervention     

Individual Counseling     

Intervention for Actual or Potential Health Problems X X X X 

Placement into Appropriate Programs X X X X 

Small Group Counseling-Coping with life situations     

Small Group Counseling-Educational planning     

Small Group Counseling-Personal and Social 
Development 
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Special Education Evaluation X X X X 

Student Assistance Program X X X X 

 
Explanation of diagnostic, intervention and referral services: 

The Crestwood School District may not have individual small group counseling services, but 
it does provide opportunity for students to work with guidance counselors at every level in 
small groups if deemed necessary for students.   

Consultation and Coordination Services  

Consultation and Coordination Services  EEP EEI ML HS 

Alternative Education X X X X 

Case and Care Management X X   

Community Liaison     

Community Services Coordination (Internal or 
External) 

    

Coordinate Plans     

Coordination with Families (Learning or Behavioral) X X X X 

Home/Family Communication X X X X 

Managing Chronic Health Problems X X X X 

Managing IEP and 504 Plans X X X X 

Referral to Community Agencies X X X X 

Staff Development X X X X 

Strengthening Relationships  Between School 
Personnel, Parents and Communities 

X X X X 

System Support      

Truancy Coordination X X X X 

 
Explanation of consultation and coordination services: 

This narrative is empty. 

Communication of Educational Opportunities  

Communication of Educational Opportunities  EEP EEI ML HS 

Course Planning Guides X X X X 

Directing Public to the PDE & Test-related Websites X X X X 

Individual Meetings X X X X 

Letters to Parents/Guardians X X X X 

Local Media Reports X X X X 

Website X X X X 

Meetings with Community, Families and Board of 
Directors 

X X X X 

Mass Phone Calls/Emails/Letters X X X X 

Newsletters X X X X 
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Press Releases X X X X 

School Calendar X X X X 

Student Handbook X X X X 

 

Communication of Student Health Needs 

Communication of Student Health Needs  EEP EEI ML HS 

Individual Meetings X X X X 

Individual Screening Results X X X X 

Letters to Parents/Guardians   X X X X 

Website X X X X 

Meetings with Community, Families and Board of 
Directors 

X X X X 

Newsletters X X X X 

School Calendar X X X X 

Student Handbook X X X X 

 

Frequency of Communication 

Elementary Education - Primary Level 

¶ Quarterly 

Elementary Education - Intermediate Level 

¶ Quarterly 

Middle Level 

¶ Quarterly 

High School Level 

¶ Quarterly 

Collaboration for Interventions  

Describe the collaboration between classroom teachers and individuals providing 
interventions regarding differing student needs and academic progress. 

Information regarding a student's needs is shared via teachers who have direct knowledge 

of the student's academic strengths and/or weaknesses.  Data is often shared in team 

meetings and/or child study/RTI team meetings.  The district has trained members of each 

teaching team in data analysis such that they can review data from PSSA to look at student's 

areas of weaknesses/strengths.  Special Education staff will also communicate student 

needs when appropriate.  Guidance counselors at each level can provide 
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academics/behaviorial information to staff, while the nurse is able to communicate student 

health concerns and what to look for if a student has health concerns.  

Community Coordination  

Describe how you accomplish coordination with community operated infant and toddler 
centers, as well as preschool early intervention programs. In addition, describe the 
community coordination with the following before or after school programs and services 
for all grade levels, including pre-kindergarten, if offered, through grade 12. 

1. Child care 
2. After school programs 
3. Youth workforce development programs 
4. Tutoring 

The Crestwood School District will visit child care/pre-school programs to ensure academic 

rigor maintained as the pre-school programs implement their curriculum.  The District 

works with after school care programs to enable the programs to use District facilities to 

provide after-school care.  The Crestwood School District has implemented tutoring after 

school, as well as in the summer, to assist struggling students.  Students are also able to get 

remediation during the school day.  Each level has means to assist students with 

remediation. 

Preschool Agency Coordination 

Explain how the LEA coordinates with agencies that serve preschool age children with 
disabiliti es. 

1. Address coordination activities designed to identify and serve children with 
disabilities and the supports and accommodations available to ensure both physical 
and programmatic access. 

2. Address pre-kindergarten programs operated directly by the LEA and those 
operated by community agencies under contract from the LEA. 

3. Describe how the LEA provides for a smooth transition from the home setting and 
any early childhood care or educational setting the students attend, to the school 
setting. 

The Crestwood School District works collaboratively with Early Intervention Services in 

 Luzerne County.  Representatives meet with families of students entering school age 

programming that are currently receiving early intervention services.  The initial meeting is 

with al l families and school representatives.  Later, individual meetings are held to ascertain 

the level of intervention necessary for a student that is entering school age programming. 

 The Crestwood School District school psychologist visits each Early Intervention location a 

child is attending to gather data to help determine if a student is eligible for special 

education services when he/she enters the school age program.   

The Crestwood School District does not operate a pre-kindergarten program, nor are there 
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any operated by a community agency under contract from the District.  However, the 

Crestwood School District works with pre-school programs in the community to help 

determine "pre" school age programming skills that would help students make a smooth 

transition from the home setting and any early childhood care or educational settings the 

students attend, to the school setting. 

The  Crestwood School District conducts on-site kindergarten registration and orientation 

events to assist in the transtion to school age programming.  During the registration a 

screening is completed to help determine a child's educational strengths/weaknesses.  A 

separate orientation program is offered for the students to participate in small group 

activities, experience a bus ride, and begin to learn about school.  The parents meet with 

school administration to answer questions about the logistics and procedures of school.   

Finally, the students, along with their parents, are provided an opportunity to meet 

kindergarten teachers prior to the start of the school year and take a bus ride.  Kindergarten 

students in the Crestwood School District also do not attend school the first 2 days.  This 

time is used for parent/teacher meetings to help transition students into the school setting. 

Materials and Resources  

Description of Materials and Resources  

Elementary Education -Primary Level  

Material and Resources Characteristics  Status 

Aligned and supportive of academic standards, progresses level to level 
and demonstrates relationships among fundamental concepts and skills 

Developing 

A robust supply of high quality aligned instructional materials and 
resources available 

Developing 

Accessibility for students and teachers is effective and efficient Accomplished 

Differentiated and equitably allocated to accommodate diverse levels of 
student motivation, performance and educational needs 

Developing 

 
Provide explanation for processes used to ensure Accomplishment. 

The Crestwood School District is continuing in the process of revising curriculum to align 
with Common Core. Through this process, we have backmapped curriculum to ensure 
fundamental concepts and skills are developed within and across grade levels.  Materials 
and resources are also reviewed and considered as part of the process.  Staff development 
has focused on various strategies to meet a variety of student needs. 

 

Explanation for any row checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent". How the LEA 
plans to address their incorporation: 

This narrative is empty. 

Elementary Education -Interm ediate Level  
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Material and Resources Characteristics  Status 

Aligned and supportive of academic standards, progresses level to level 
and demonstrates relationships among fundamental concepts and skills 

Developing 

A robust supply of high quality aligned instructional materials and 
resources available 

Developing 

Accessibility for students and teachers is effective and efficient Accomplished 

Differentiated and equitably allocated to accommodate diverse levels of 
student motivation, performance and educational needs 

Developing 

 
Provide explanation for processes used to ensure Accomplishment. 

The Crestwood School District is continuing in the process of revising curriculum to align 
with Common Core. Through this process, we have backmapped curriculum to ensure 
fundamental concepts and skills are developed within and across grade levels.  Materials 
and resources are also reviewed and considered as part of the process.  Staff development 
has focused on various strategies to meet a variety of student needs. 

 

Explanation for any row checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent". How the LEA 
plans to address their incorporation: 

This narrative is empty. 

Middle Level  

Material and Resources Characteristics  Status 

Aligned and supportive of academic standards, progresses level to level 
and demonstrates relationships among fundamental concepts and skills 

Developing 

A robust supply of high quality aligned instructional materials and 
resources available 

Developing 

Accessibility for students and teachers is effective and efficient Accomplished 

Differentiated and equitably allocated to accommodate diverse levels of 
student motivation, performance and educational needs 

Developing 

 
Provide explanation for processes used to ensure Accomplishment. 

The Crestwood School Districtis continuing in the process of revising curriculum to align 
with Common Core. Through this process, we have backmapped curriculum to ensure 
fundamental concepts and skills are developed within and across grade levels.  Materials 
and resources are also reviewed and considered as part of the process.  Staff development 
has focused on various strategies to meet a variety of student needs. 

 

Explanation for any row checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent". How the LEA 
plans to address their incorporation: 

This narrative is empty. 

High School Level 
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Material and Resources Characteristics  Status 

Aligned and supportive of academic standards, progresses level to level 
and demonstrates relationships among fundamental concepts and skills 

Developing 

A robust supply of high quality aligned instructional materials and 
resources available 

Developing 

Accessibility for students and teachers is effective and efficient Accomplished 

Differentiated and equitably allocated to accommodate diverse levels of 
student motivation, performance and educational needs 

Developing 

 
Provide explanation for processes used to ensure Accomplishment. 

The Crestwood School District is continuing in the process of revising curriculum to align 
with Common Core. Through this process, we have backmapped curriculum to ensure 
fundamental concepts and skills are developed within and across grade levels.  Materials 
and resources are also reviewed and considered as part of the process.  Staff development 
has focused on various strategies to meet a variety of student needs. 

 

Explanation for any row checked "Needs Improvement" or "Non Existent". How the LEA 
plans to address their incorporation: 

This narrative is empty. 

SAS Incorporation 

Elementary Education -Primary Level  

Standards Status 

Arts and Humanities 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Career Education and Work 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Civics and Government 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: English Language Arts 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and 
Technical Subjects 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: Mathematics Implemented in 
50% or more of 
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district 
classrooms 

Economics 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Environment and Ecology 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Family and Consumer Sciences 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Geography 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Health, Safety and Physical Education 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

History 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Science and Technology and Engineering Education 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Math Not Applicable 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Reading Not Applicable 

American School Counselor Association for Students Not Applicable 

Early Childhood Education: Infant-Toddler&rarr;Second Grade Not Applicable 

English Language Proficiency Not Applicable 

Interpersonal Skills Not Applicable 

School Climate Not Applicable 

 
Further explanation for columns selected " 

The materials and resources available on the SAS are not as developed to support areas the are noted as 

<50%, UNK or NA 

Elementary Education -Intermediate Level  

Standards Status 

Arts and Humanities 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 
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Career Education and Work 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Civics and Government 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: English Language Arts 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and 
Technical Subjects 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: Mathematics 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Economics 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Environment and Ecology 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Family and Consumer Sciences 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Geography 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Health, Safety and Physical Education 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

History 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Science and Technology and Engineering Education 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Math Not Applicable 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Reading Not Applicable 
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American School Counselor Association for Students Not Applicable 

English Language Proficiency Not Applicable 

Interpersonal Skills Not Applicable 

School Climate Not Applicable 

 
Further explanation for columns selected " 

The materials and resources on SAS are not as developed to support areas that are noted as 
<50%, UNK, or NA 

Middle Level  

Standards Status 

Arts and Humanities 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Career Education and Work 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Civics and Government 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: English Language Arts 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and 
Technical Subjects 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: Mathematics 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Economics 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Environment and Ecology 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Family and Consumer Sciences 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Geography Implemented in 
less than 50% of 
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district 
classrooms 

Health, Safety and Physical Education 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

History 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Science and Technology and Engineering Education 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Math Not Applicable 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Reading Not Applicable 

American School Counselor Association for Students Not Applicable 

English Language Proficiency Not Applicable 

Interpersonal Skills Not Applicable 

School Climate Not Applicable 

World Language Not Applicable 

 
Further explanation for columns selected " 

The materials and resources on SAS are not as developed for the areas that are noted as 
<50%, UNK, NA 

High School Level 

Standards Status 

Arts and Humanities 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Career Education and Work 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Civics and Government 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: English Language Arts 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

PA Core Standards: Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and 
Technical Subjects 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 
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PA Core Standards: Mathematics 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district 
classrooms 

Economics 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Environment and Ecology 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Family and Consumer Sciences 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Geography 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Health, Safety and Physical Education 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

History 

Implemented in 
less than 50% of 

district 
classrooms 

Science and Technology and Engineering Education 

Implemented in 
50% or more of 

district  
classrooms 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Math Not Applicable 

Alternate Academic Content Standards for Reading Not Applicable 

American School Counselor Association for Students Not Applicable 

English Language Proficiency Not Applicable 

Interpersonal Skills Not Applicable 

School Climate Not Applicable 

World Language Not Applicable 

 
Further explanation for columns selected " 

The materials and resources on SAS are not as developed for areas noted as <50%, UNK or 
NA 

Early Warning System  
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The free PA Educator Dashboard Early Warning System and Intervention Catalog (PA 
EWS/IC) utilizes the metrics of Attendance, Behavior and Course grades to identify students 
who may be on a path to dropping out of school. Please indicate your selection of the 
following options. 

Not answered 

Professional Education  

Characteristics  

$ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ 0ÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎÁÌ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ #ÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓ EEP EEI ML HS 

%ÎÈÁÎÃÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
ÁÒÅÁ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÁÓÓÉÇÎÍÅÎÔȢ 

X X X X 

Increases tÈÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÔÅÁÃÈÉÎÇ ÓËÉÌÌÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ 
effective practice research, with attention given to 
interventions for struggling students. 

X X X X 

Increases the educator's teaching skills based on 
effective practice research, with attention given to 
interventions for gifted students. 

X X X X 

Provides educators with a variety of classroom-based 
assessment skills and the skills needed to analyze and 
use data in instructional decision making. 

X X X X 

Empowers educators to work effectively with parents 
and community partners. 

X X X X 

 

$ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ 0ÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎÁÌ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ #ÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓ EEP EEI ML HS 

Provides the knowledge and skills to think and plan 
strategically, ensuring that assessments, curriculum, 
instruction, staff professional education, teaching 
materials and interventions for struggling students 
ÁÒÅ ÁÌÉÇÎÅÄ ÔÏ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒȟ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ÔÏ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ 
academic standards. 

X X X X 

Provides the knowledge and skills to think and plan 
strategically, ensuring that assessments, curriculum, 
instruction, staff professional education, teaching 
materials and interventions for gifted students are 
aligned to each other, as well as to Pennsylvania's 
academic standards. 

X X X X 

Provides leaders with the ability to access and use 
appropriate data to inform decision making. 

X X X X 

Empowers leaders to create a culture of teaching and 
learning, with an emphasis on learning. 

X X X X 

Instructs the leader in managing resources for 
effective results. 

X X X X 

 
Provide brief explanation of your process for ensuring these selected characteristics. 
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The Crestwood School District has implemented professional development based on staff 
needs, as well as student needs.  This, in concert with state mandates, has enabled staff to 
work toward understanding the implementation of the Common Core, types of assessment 
and their role instructing students, and various techniques to address both written and 
reading areas.  
The district has implemented technology in the classroom including providing every 
classroom with a Promethean Board, iPad and Chrome Book carts for student use, Google 
Doc/Google Education apps for cloud based storage and collaboration, along with staff 
development on how to incorporate the technology.    Additionally, the district has invested 
in classroom response systems to help with formative assessment to help guide instruction 
and is currently developing common assessment is curricular areas of mathematics, English, 
biology, and social studies.  The data from both formative and summative assessments help 
educators make informed decisions regarding instruction. 

 

Provide brief explanation for strategies not selected and how you plan to address their 
incorporation. 

This narrative is empty. 

Educator Discipline Act 126, 71 

Provides educators with mandated reporter training, totaling 3 hours, every 5 years as 
outlined in Act 126. 

Questions 

The LEA plans to conduct the required training on approximately: 

9/2/2016 Superintendent lead training  

9/1/2017 Superintendent lead training  

9/7/2018 Superintendent lead training  

 
Provides educators with four (4) hours of professional development in youth suicide 
awareness and prevention every five (5) years for professional educators in grades six 
through twelve as outlined in Act 71. 

Questions 

The LEA plans to conduct the training on approximately: 

9/2/2016 Video based training 

2/21/2017 Video based training 

3/20/2018 Video based training 

 
Provides educators with four (4) hours of professional development every five (5) years for 
professional educators that are teaching the curriculum in which the Child Exploitation 
Awareness Education program is incorporated as outlined in Act 71. 

Questions 

The LEA has conducted the training on: 

2/16/2016 Video based training 
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Strategies Ensuring Fidelity  

Checked answers 

¶ Professional Development activities are based upon detailed needs assessments that 
utilize student assessment results to target instructional areas that need strengthening. 

¶ ¦ǎƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ 

¶ Professional Development activities are based upon detailed needs assessments that 
utilize student assessment results to target curricular areas that need further 
alignment. 

¶ Professional Development activities are developed that support implementation of 
strategies identified in your action plan. 

¶ Clear expectations in terms of teacher practice are identified for staff implementation. 

¶ An implementation evaluation is created, based upon specific expectations related to 
changes in teacher practice, which is used to validate the overall effectiveness of the 
professional development initiative. 

¶ The LEA has a systemic process that is used to validate whether or not providers have 
the capacity to present quality professional development. 

¶ Administrators participate fully in all professional development sessions targeted for 
their faculties. 

¶ Every Professional development initiative includes components that provide ongoing 
support to teachers regarding implementation. 

¶ The LEA has an ongoing monitoring system in place (i.e. walkthroughs, classroom 
observations). 

¶ Professional Education is evaluated to show its impact on teaching practices and 
student learning. 

Unchecked answers 

 None. 

Provide brief explanation of your process for ensuring these selected characteristics. 

The Crestwood School District is able to ensure these selected characteristics due to the 
collaborative effort of working with administration and staff with a focus on student 
achievement.  Data is used to support implementation of learning priorities, with teachers 
being an integral part of this process.  Staff is provided opportunities to enhance their 
strategies via support of instructional coaches. 

 

Provide brief explanation for strategies not selected and how you plan to address their 
incorporation. 

This narrative is empty. 

Induction P rogram  

Checked answers 

¶ Inductees will know, understand and implement instructional practices validated by 

the LEA as known to improve student achievement. 
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¶ Inductees will assign challenging work to diverse student populations. 

¶ Inductees will know the basic details and expectations related to LEA-wide 

initiatives, practices, policies and procedures. 

¶ Inductees will know the basic details and expectations related to school initiatives, 

practices and procedures. 

¶ Inductees will be able to access state curriculum frameworks and focus lesson 

design on leading students to mastery of all state academic standards, assessment 

anchors and  eligible content (where appropriate) identified in the LEA's curricula. 

¶ Inductees will effectively navigate the Standards Aligned System website. 

¶ Inductees will know and apply LEA endorsed classroom management strategies. 

¶ Inductees will know and utilize school/LEA resources that are available to assist 

students in crisis. 

¶ Inductees will take advantage of opportunities to engage personally with other 

members of the faculty in order to develop a sense of collegiality and camaraderie. 

Unchecked answers 

 None. 

Provide brief explanation of your process for ensuring these selected characteristics. 

The Crestwood School District has a new teacher induction program that incorporates the 
characteristics described above.  New staff are assigned a mentor for the year that will help 
assist/support them throughout the year. 

 

Provide brief explanation for strategies not selected and how you plan to address their 
incorporation. 

This narrative is empty. 

Needs of Inductees 

Checked answers 

¶ Frequent observations of inductee instructional practice by a coach or mentor to 

identify needs. 

¶ Frequent observations of inductee instructional practice by supervisor to identify 

needs. 

¶ Regular meetings with mentors or coaches to reflect upon instructional practice to 

identify needs. 
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¶ Classroom assessment data (Formative & Summative). 

¶ Inductee survey (local, intermediate units and national level). 

¶ Review of inductee lesson plans. 

¶ Knowledge of successful research-based instructional models. 

¶ Information collected from previous induction programs (e.g., program evaluations 

and second-year teacher interviews). 

Unchecked answers 

¶ Student PSSA data. 

¶ Standardized student assessment data other than the PSSA. 

¶ Review of written reports summarizing instructional activity. 

¶ Submission of inductee portfolio. 

Provide brief explanation of your process for ensuring these selected characteristics. 

The Crestwood School District to some extent, incorporates all the tools above, with some 
tools developed more than others.  

 

Provide a brief explanation for strategies not selected and your plan to address their 
incorporation. 

The Crestwood School District would need to develop some the tools to a greater extent 
than they are currently being utilized.  District level Instructional Coaches are not directly 
involved in working specifically with new staff however, individually assigned mentors are 
much more involved with supporting new teachers with daily grass-roots instructional 
needs. 
Instructional Coaches are available as an educational resource for all staff to enhance 
classroom teaching practices.  They use evidence-based literacy practices and research-
based instructional techniques.  They are available to co-teach, model and demonstrate 
units of study with teachers. 

Mentor Characteristics  

Checked answers 

¶ Pool of possible mentors is comprised of teachers with outstanding work performance. 

¶ Potential mentors have similar certifications and assignments. 

¶ Potential mentors must model continuous learning and reflection. 

¶ Potential mentors must have knowledge of LEA policies, procedures and resources. 

¶ Potential mentors must have demonstrated ability to work effectively with students and 
other adults. 

¶ Potential mentors must be willing to accept additional responsibility. 
¶ Mentors must complete mentor training or have previous related experience (e.g., 

purpose of induction program and role of mentor, communication and listening skills, 
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coaching and conferencing skills, problem-solving skills and knowledge of adult learning 
and development). 

Unchecked answers 

¶ Mentors and inductees must have compatible schedules so that they can meet 
regularly. 

Provide brief explanation of your process for ensuring these selected characteristics. 

  
THE MENTOR TEACHER 
 
A beginning teacher clearly has a lot to learn, and a veteran teacher has a wealth of 
experience to offer.  The Induction Program is designed to pair, for a period of one year, an 
experienced teacher with a teacher new to the profession or a long term substitute (at least 
89 days).  The mentor helps the new teacher function effectively, grow professionally and 
ÆÁÃÅ ÔÈÅ ȰÕÎËÎÏ×Îȱ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÃÅȢ  The experienced teacher is encouraged to share 
his/her expertise acquired over years of successful teaching in the District. 
Teachers with at least five years of successful training may volunteer to serve as Mentor 
teachers.  The Mentor teacher will typically serve one year. 
The professional Development Committee recognizes that not every teacher needs the same 
level of support.  For example, if the District hired a tenured teacher, it would not anticipate 
the need for a mentor teacher for two years.  In these cases there would be an abbreviated 
Teacher Induction Plan initiated to accommodate an orientation of a more administrative 
nature. 

A.                 

Mentor  

Teacher Selection  

 

The qualifications of a mentor are: 

·         To have five years experience in the District 

·         To hold an Instructional II Certificate 

·         To be respected by his/her professional colleagues 

·         To demonstrate a knowledge of instructional and classroom management techniques 

·         To have a positive attitude toward the teaching profession 

  

B.                  

Selection Procedure  

 

·         The building Principal will be asked to submit a list of willing and qualified nominees 

to the Superintendent 
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·         The Superintendent will select the mentor from the names submitted based upon the 

criteria and background needs of the inductee 

  

C.                 

Mentor  

Training  

 

Mentors will be knowledgeable of: 

·         The Crestwood School District Policies 

·         The curriculum of the CSD 

·         Areas of concern of new teachers 

·         Classroom management procedures 

·         Communication and interpersonal skills 

·         Problem-solving and decision-making skills 

  

D.                 

Role of Mentor  

 

)Ô ÓÈÁÌÌ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÎÔÏÒȭÓ ÒÏÌÅ ÔÏȡ 

·         Communicate clearly with the new teacher and provide support in order to make the 

teacÈÅÒ ÍÏÒÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÈÅÌÐ ÔÏ ÉÎÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÕÃÔÅÅȭÓ ÓÕÃÃÅÓÓ 

·         Build trust, be positive and non-judgmental.  Confidence and trust are essential to the 

success of the mentor program 

·         Approach the induction process with an open mind and cooperative spirit.  A mentor 

needs to be eager and anxious to provide positive feedback 

·         Suggest ideas to improve classroom techniques.  The mentor helps new teachers to 

more accurately analyze their own effectiveness 

·         Suggest ways to communicate with parents 

·         Help the new teacher in all aspects of teaching, including teaching strategies, lesson 

planning, classroom management, technology, student assessment, and building/district 

procedures 

·         Function as a role model.  The mentor demonstrates specific strategies and practices, 

as well as an overall professional approach to teaching 
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E.                  

-ÅÎÔÏÒȭÓ 2ÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ 

 

At the beginning of the school year, the mentor will accomplish the following: 

·         Answer Essential Questions for the New Teachers  

(see attached Form A) 

·         Conduct a tour of the school 

·         Show the new teacher where to obtain his/her teaching materials and supplies 

·         Review discipline procedures 

·         Review building procedures, forms, and processes, attendance, bussing, lunch, etc. 

·         Demonstrate the types of technology available and how to reserve time for using the 

computer lab 

·         Review the support services that are available (School Counselor, Student Assistance 

Program, Instructional Support/Child Study Team, Nurse, etc.) 

·         Introduce the new teacher to other teachers and to building support staff 

·         Meet with the inductee a minimum of once each week for the first month and as 

needed thereafter 

 

Provide brief explanation for characteristics not selected and how you plan to address their 

incorporation. 

Every effort is made to ensure the mentor and inductee have a compatible schedule to meet. 

 If this is not possible the mentor and inductee may have to meet before and/or after school. 

This may still be necessary whether or not the mentor and inductee do have a compatible 

schedue. 

Induction Program Timeline  

Topics 

A
u
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-
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-
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o
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D
e
c
-
J
a
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F
e
b
-
M
a
r  

A
p
r
-
M
a
y 

Jun-Jul 

Code of Professional Practice and 
Conduct for Educators 

X      
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Assessments X      

Best Instructional Practices  X     

Safe and Supportive Schools   X    

Standards X      

Curriculum X      

Instruction   X     

Accommodations and Adaptations for diverse learners X      

Data informed decision making  X     

Materials and Resources for Instruction  X     

 
If necessary, provide further explanation. 

This narrative is empty. 

Monitoring and Evaluating the Induction Program  

Identify the procedures for monitoring and evaluating the Induction program. 

  
The evaluation of the CSD Induction Program will include: 

·         An evaluation of the Induction Program by the Mentor teacher (Form C) 

·         Completion of the Inductee Checklist (Form D) 

·         Completion of the Mentor teacher Checklist (Form E) 

  

Timeline for Implementation of the Content of the Teacher Induction Program  

 

The Teacher Induction Program will be implemented as follows: 

A.                The opening in-service of each school year shall include: 

·         Assignments of Mentor teachers 

·         A meeting with Inductees and Mentor teachers 

·         Completion of the Essential Questions for New Teachers Form  

 

  

B.                 During the first month of school the inductee will: 

·         Meet with the Principal and the Mentor teacher 

·         Attend meetings with the Mentor teacher 
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C.                 Meetings of the Inductee and Mentor teacher will be kept in a Mentor Log  

(Form B) 

D.                The last week of the school year a sign-off sheet will be completed by the Mentor 

teacher, Building Principal, and the Superintendent indicating that the CSD Induction Plan 

has been completed by the Inductee (Form F) 

E.                 The Mentor teacher and Inductee will complete Mentor  

and Inductee Checklists  

(Forms C and D), and the Inductee Evaluation of Program  

(Form E), the last week of the school year 

Recording Process 

Identify the recording process for inductee participation and program completion. (Check 
all that apply)Checked answers 

¶ Mentor documents his/her inductee's involvement in the program. 

¶ A designated administrator receives, evaluates and archives all mentor records. 

¶ School/LEA maintains accurate records of program completion and provide a 

certificate or statement of completion to each inductee who has completed the 

program. 

¶ LEA administrator receives, tallies, and archives all LEA mentor records. 

¶ Completion is verified by the LEA Chief Executive Officer on the Application for 

Level 2 Certification. 

Unchecked answers 

None. 

Special Education  

Special Education Students 

Total students identified: 293 

Identification Method  

Identify the District's method for identifying students with specific learning disabilities. 

  

Crestwood School District utilizes the discrepancy model when identifying students as 

being a student with a specific learning disability.  The discrepancy model is one of the key 
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indicators, along with the Response to Instruction and Intervention model, for identification 

of a specific learning disability.  Since Crestwood School District is not a Response to 

Instruction and Intervention district, we are required to utilize the discrepancy model; 

ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒ ×Å ÄÏ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ Á ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ ÉÎÔÅÎÓÉÖÅ ÒÅÍÅÄÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÄÁÔÁ ÁÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

decision making process.  The discrepancy model is a significant or severe discrepancy 

between achievement and intellectual ability in one or more of the following areas: oral 

expression, listening comprehension, written expression, basic reading skills, reading 

comprehension, oral reading fluency, mathematical calculations or mathematic reasoning.  

The discrepancy cannot be a result of sensory handicaps, intellectual disability, emotional 

disturbance, environmental, cultural, economic disadvantage or lack of instruction. 

Enrollment  

Review the Enrollment Difference Status. If necessary, describe how your district plans to 
address any significant disproportionalities. 

The data is publicly available via the PennData website. You can view your most recent 
report. The link is: 
https://penndata.hbg.psu.edu/PublicReporting/DataataGlance/tabid/2523/Default.aspx 

Based on the 2014/15 Special Education Data Report, the Crestwood School District does 

not have a signifcant disproportionality in the enrollment for any disability by reporting 

category.  

Non-Resident Students Oversight 

1. How does the District meet its obligation under Section 1306 of the Public School 
Code as the host District at each location? 

2. How does the District ensure that students are receiving a free appropriate public 
education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE)? 

3. What problems or barriers exist which limit the District's ability to meet its 
obligations under Section 1306 of the Public School Code? 

Currently the Crestwood School District is not a host District for any non-resident students. 

 As for any district student, the district reviews whether or not the need for supplementary 

aids and services (SAS) for each student that is identified with a learning disability to ensure 

FAPE in the LRE.  If the District were to have a 1306 facility in our perview, we would 

establish a contact between the Crestwood School District and a facility administrator to 

help ensure the implementation of a free appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least 

restrictive environment (LRE).  Barriers/problems that exist which limit the District's 

ability to meet its obligations under Section 1306  of the Public School Code include 

identifying educational resources that may be necessary to support a student that is a non-

resident student residing in the Crestwood School District.  This can be minimized by 

working together with local intermediate units and any agencies that may be able to 

provide resources to the district. 

https://penndata.hbg.psu.edu/PublicReporting/DataataGlance/tabid/2523/Default.aspx
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Incarcerated Stu dents Oversight  

Describe the system of oversight the District would implement to ensure that all 
incarcerated students who may be eligible for special education are located, identified, 
evaluated and when deemed eligible, are offered a free appropriate public education 
(FAPE). 

The Crestwood School District is made aware of students that are incarcerated and placed 

in non-residential facilities via either law enforcement or the receipt of 1306.  Once the 

district receives the notification of an incarcerated student, the district will begin 

communication at the building level the student attended to ascertain the level of 

academic/behavioral need that a student may need based on current data from the building 

level.  If necessary, the district will seek permission to evaluate to determine if the student 

is eligible for services and if eligible are offered a FAPE.  If an adult correction facility were 

locate within the boundaries of the Crestwood School District, the District would establish a 

procedure that would be used to assist with the identification of students that may be 

eligible for services and are offered a free appropriate public education (FAPE).  A point of 

contact would be established between the adult correctional facility and the Crestwood 

School District to help locate, identify, evaluate and when deemed eligible, offer a FAPE to 

any student that is still eligible for public education services. 

Least Restrictive Environment  

1. Describe the District procedures, which ensure that, to the maximum extent 
appropriate, children with disabilities, including those in private institutions, are 
educated with non-disabled children, and that removal from the regular education 
environment only occurs when education in that setting with supplementary aids 
and services, cannot be achieved satisfactorily. 

2. Describe how the District is replicating successful programs, evidence-based 
models, and other PDE sponsored initiatives to enhance or expand the continuum of 
supports/services and education placement options available within the District to 
support students with disabilities access the general education curriculum in the 
least restrictive environment (LRE). (Provide information describing the manner in 
which the District utilizes site-based training, consultation and technical assistance 
opportunities available through PDE/PaTTAN, or other public or private agencies.) 

3. Refer to and discuss the SPP targets and the district's percentages in the Indicator 5 
section - Educational Environments. Also discuss the number of students placed out 
of the district and how those placements were determined to assure that LRE 
requirements are met. 

The least restrictive environment is always considered first to ensure that, to the maximum 

extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including those in private institutions, are 

educated with non-disabled children, and that removal from the regular education 

environment only occurs when the education in that setting with supplementary aids and 

services, cannot be achieved satisfactorily.  The full range of supplementary aids and 

services is considered to determine each student's appropriate programming.  The IEP team 
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discusses the supplementary aids and services needed to support the student in a variety of 

settings considering the least restrictive environment first.  The team then determines 

which setting are the most appropriate for the student to gain educational benefit.  If a 

student is in need of more services or is able to participate in more general education 

classroom settings during the year, the IEP team meets to discuss progress and determine 

any placement or programming needs.  The Crestwood School District may not be able to 

program for students in other settings due to the district's size, we do not have enough 

students in like age ranges to support programs for students to support students with 

certain needs. 

The Crestwood School District has implemented RTII/child study teams in the elementary. 

 The team, along with reading specialists use data to identify potential at risk students and 

provide them with the appropriate Tier invention.  The Crestwood School District has found 

success in being able to provide intensive interventions.  For 2018-19 school year, the 

Crestwood School District opened a new Elementary Full-Time Autistic Support Program 

within Fairview Elementary School.  WIthin the Elementary Full-Time Autistic Support 

Program, Crestwood students access verbal behavior programming within their community 

school.   In order to ensure that our professional and support staff members are 

appropriately prepared to address the diverse needs of students with autism, the 

Crestwood team is participating in professional development and technical assistance from 

PaTTAN and the LIU 18. The members of the Special Education Team are not only 

participating in the Autistic Bootcamp offered through PaTTAN, but also are receiving 

coaching from both the internal VB coacehs from the LIU 18 and the external coaches form 

PaTTAN   Subsequent to receiving  2018 cyclical monitoring feedback, the Crestwood School 

District is providing professional and support staff which is focused upon inclusion, 

differentiation, and developing extended school year goals  

As per the SPP targets and the district's percentages in the Indicator 5 section - Educational 

Environments, the Crestwood School District has met both the SE inside regular class 80% 

or more and the SE inside regular class less than 40% as it relates to the state averages.  The 

Crestwood School District is above the state average by approximately 1% with a little over 

6% of students with special needs being placed in another setting that is not the 

neighborhood school.  The number of students placed out of the district is determined by 

considering both the student's least restrictive environment and any supplementary aids 

and services necessary to support the student in order to provide educational benefit.  Once 

the team, including parent, has determined that the least restrictive environment will be at 

another location, the district helps support the transition to the program. 

The Crestwood School District considers the following supplementary aids and services 

when considering a students least restrictive environment.  

Collaborative: 

Team meetings 

Paraeducator support 

Professional development related to collaboration 

Coaching and guided support for team members in the use of assistive technology for an 

individual student 
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Instructional:  

Provide modified curricular goals 

Providing alternative ways for students to demonstrate learning 

Providing test modification 

Providing alternative materials and/or assistive technology 

Changing methods of presentation 

Providing instructional adaptations (e.g. preteaching, repeating directions, extra examples 

and nonexamples) 

Physical: 

Furniture arrangements in environments 

Specific seating arrangements 

Individualized desk, chair, etc. 

Adaptive equipment 

Structural Aids 

Social-Behaviorial: 

Social skills instruction 

Counseling supports 

Peer supports 

Individualized behavior support plans 

Cooperative learning strategies 

  

  

Behavior Support Services 

1. Provide a summary of the District policy on behavioral support services including, 
but not limited to, the school wide positive behavior supports (PBS).  

2. Describe training provided to staff in the use of positive behavior supports, de-
escalation techniques and responses to behavior that may require immediate 
intervention.  

3. If the district also has School-Based Behavioral Health Services, please discuss it.  

The Crestwood School District has addressed behavior supports.  The district's behavior 

support programs shall be based on positive rather than negative behavior techniques to 

ensure that students shall be free from demeaning treatment and unreasonable use of 

restraints.  The use of restraints shall be considered a measure of last resort and shall only 

be used after other less restrictive measures, including de-escalation techniques to develop 

and maintain skills that will enhance students' opportunity for learning and self-

fulfillments.  The district continues to train staff using Safety-Care Behavioral Safety 

Training.   

The District has the following policies that support PBS and follow regulatory components: 

113.1 Discipline of Students with Disabilities 113.2 Behavior Support.  Other district 

discipline related policies are as follows: 218 Student Discipline, 218.1 Weapons, 218.2 

Terroristic Threats/Acts, 225 Students and the Police, 233 Suspension and Expulsion, 810 
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Transportation and 819 Suicide Awareness.  The Crestwood School District continuously 

monitors student behaviors in all classes.  Each professional staff member maintains a 

classroom management system that supports positive feedback, along with consequences.  

This system has student expectations for behavior.  

Research has shown that on task behavior helps minimize student discipline.  This is why 

professional staff establish routines and procedures at the beginning of the school year.  

Each classroom begins with an "at the bell", which helps maintain on task 

behavior. Expectations for staff to teach from "bell to bell" as well as engage students 

directly in the learning process is part of the classroom management procedures 

established by each classroom teacher.  As part of our new teacher induction plan, staff is 

trained regarding the use of routines/procedures.  We have utilized the "Effective Teacher" 

by Harry Wong as part of our training.  Staff recognizes students for positive behavior 

throughout our K-12 system.   This recognition comes in various forms, ranging from within 

the classroom to building wide recognition.  

Our guidance staff plays an integral role in student development.  Our elementary guidance 

counselors work with groups of students for social, emotional and positive support 

interventions.  Our middle school guidance counselor works with similar groups, but also 

teaches classes to all 8th grade students regarding peer pressure, bullying, career interests 

and transitioning from the middle school to high school.  Support is also provided to 

students for academics.  At the high school level, guidance counselors work with students 

more on a one-to-one basis; meeting with students for scheduling, career interests and 

academic intervention.  Counselors at this level will also meet with students for social and 

emotional needs that may arise and will also work with staff closely for typical and non-

typical peers as it relates to IEP and/or 504 plans.  

Special education staff have been trained in the development of Positive Support Plans.  

Monitoring of IEP and positive support plans within an IEP are monitored by building 

administrators and reviewed at least annually as per special education regulations.  When it 

is determined that a student with a disability may need behavior supports including the 

development of a behavior plan, the Crestwood School District may consult with a Board 

Certified Behavior Analyst (BCBA).  The district would ask permission to complete an 

evaluation to determine the need for addressing specific behaviors and/or social deficits a 

student may need.  Once the evaluation is complete, the district would consider the report 

and determine the need to develop a plan to help the student in the area of his/her deficit.  

  

Intensive Interagency/Ensuring FAPE/Hard to Place Students  

1. If the LEA is having difficulty ensuring FAPE for an individual student or a particular 
disability category, describe the procedures and analysis methods used to 
determine gaps in the continuum of special education supports, services and 
education placement options available for students with disabilities. 

2. Include information detailing successful programs, services, education placements 
as well as identified gaps in current programs, services, and education placements 
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not available within the LEA. Include an overview of services provided through 
interagency collaboration within the LEA. 

3. Discuss any expansion of the continuum of services planned during the life of this 
plan. 

Students with severe behavioral needs are difficult to place, including students in need of 

Partial Hospitalization or RTF mental health placements.  The Crestwood School District 

works with the following agencies on a regular basis to assist in the serving difficult to place 

students; LIU CASSP Director, LIU Alternative Education Program, LIU Partial 

Hospitalization Programs, CSC Partial Hospitalization Programs, Victim's Resource Center, 

MH/ID, local mental health agencies, OVR, Juvenile Probation, and CYS.  The LEA regularly 

utilizes an inter agency approach for meetings and programming with all students who have 

outside agency involvement.  These agencies are invited to all meetings and are an integral 

part of our educational planning/programming for students.  Parents are supported by the 

district in making initial connections with these agencies and to assist in facilitating the 

coordinated approach. 

Currently the Crestwood School District offers a full continuum of services to meet the 

needs of students with disabilities.  
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Assurances 

Safe and Supportive Schools Assurances 
The LEA has verified the following Assurances: 

¶ Implementation of a comprehensive and integrated K-12 program of student services based 

on the needs of its students. (in compliance with § 12.41(a)) 

¶ Free Education and Attendance (in compliance with § 12.1) 

¶ School Rules (in compliance with § 12.3) 

¶ Collection, maintenance and dissemination of student records (in compliance § 12.31(a) and 

§ 12.32) 

¶ Discrimination (in compliance with § 12.4) 

¶ Corporal Punishment (in compliance with § 12.5) 

¶ Exclusion from School, Classes, Hearings (in compliance with § 12.6, § 12.7, § 12.8) 

¶ Freedom of Expression (in compliance with § 12.9) 

¶ Flag Salute and Pledge of Allegiance (in compliance with § 12.10) 

¶ Hair and Dress (in compliance with § 12.11) 

¶ Confidential Communications (in compliance with § 12.12) 

¶ Searches (in compliance with § 12.14) 

¶ Emergency Care and Administration of Medication and Treatment (in compliance with 35 

P.S. § 780-101ɂ780-144) 

¶ Parents or guardians are informed regarding individual survey student assessments and 

provided a process for refusal to participate (consistent with § 445 of the General Education 

Provisions Act (20 U.S.C.A. § 1232h) and in compliance with § 12.41(d)) 

¶ Persons delivering student services shall be specifically licensed or certified as required by 

statute or regulation (in compliance with § 12.41(e)) 

¶ Development and Implementation of Local Wellness Program (in compliance with Public 

Law 108-265, Section 204) 

¶ Early Intervention Services System Act (if applicable) (11 P.S. § 875-101ɂ875-503) 

http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.41.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.1.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.3.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.31.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.32.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.4.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.5.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.6.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.7.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.8.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.9.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.10.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.11.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.12.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.14.html
http://government.westlaw.com/linkedslice/default.asp?SP=PAC-1000
http://government.westlaw.com/linkedslice/default.asp?SP=PAC-1000
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pg122.html
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pg122.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.41.html
http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.41.html
http://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/governance/legislation/historical/pl_108-265.pdf
http://www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/governance/legislation/historical/pl_108-265.pdf
http://government.westlaw.com/linkedslice/default.asp?SP=PAC-1000
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¶ Establishment and Implementation of Student Assistance Programs at all of levels of the 

school system (in compliance with 24 PS § 15-1547) 

¶ Acceptable Use Policy for Technology Resources 

¶ Providing career information and assessments so that students and parents or guardians 

might become aware of the world of work and career options available. 

 

Special Education Assurances 
The Local Education Agency (District) has verified the following Assurances: 

¶ Implementation of a full range of services, programs and alternative placements available to 

the school district for placement and implementation of the special education programs in 

the school district. 

¶ Implementation of a child find system to locate, identify and evaluate young children and 

children who are thought to be a child with a disability eligible for special education residing 

within the school district's jurisdiction. Child find data is collected, maintained and used in 

decision-making. Child find process and procedures are evaluated for its effectiveness. The 

District implements mechanisms to disseminate child find information to the public, 

organizations, agencies and individuals on at least an annual basis. 

¶ Assurances of students with disabilities are included in general education programs and 

extracurricular and non-academic programs and activities to the maximum extent 

appropriate in accordance with an Individualized Education Program. 

¶ Compliance with the PA Department of Education, Bureau of Special Education's report 

revision notice process. 

¶ Following the state and federal guidelines for participation of students with disabilities in 

state and district-wide assessments including the determination of participation, the need 

for accommodations, and the methods of assessing students for whom regular assessment is 

not appropriate. 

¶ Assurance of funds received through participation in the medical assistance reimbursement 

program, ACCESS, will be used to enhance or expand the current level of services and 

programs provided to students with disabilities in this local education agency. 

 

24 P.S. §1306 and §1306.2 Facilities 
There are no facilities. 

http://www.pacode.com/secure/data/022/chapter12/s12.42.html
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Least Restrictive Environment Facilities  

Facility Name  Type of Facility  Type of 
Service 

Number of 
Students Placed 

LCCC (IU #18 operated program) Other Life Skills 2 

Dallas MS (LIU #18 operated) Neighboring School 
Districts 

Emotional 
Support 

1 

GNA (LIU #18 operated) Neighboring School 
Districts 

Autistic 
Support 

1 

Martin Mateii (LIU #18 operated) Neighboring School 
Districts 

Life Skills 1 

Plains Alternative Learning Center 
(LIU #18 operated) 

Neighboring School 
Districts 

Emotional 
Support 

1 

NewStory Other Autistic 
Support 

4 

Graham Academy Other Autistic 
Support 

7 

Dallas Middle School - IU operated  Neighboring School 
Districts 

Autistic 1 

Dallas High School - IU operated Neighboring School 
Districts 

Life Skills 1 

Wyoming Area High School - IU 
operated 

Neighboring School 
Districts 

Life Skills 3 

Lynwood Elementary: Hanover - IU 
operated 

Special Education 
Centers 

Emotional 
Support 

2 

Wyoming Valley West High School - 
IU operated 

Neighboring School 
Districts 

Emotional 
Support 

2 

Nanticoke Educational Center - IU 
operated 

Neighboring School 
Districts 

Emotional 
Support 

1 

 
 

Special Education Program Profile  
Program Position #1 

Operator: Intermediate Unit 

PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Full-Time Special 
Education Class 

Autistic Support 6 to 9 8 1 

Locations:     

Fairview Elementary 
School 

An Elementary School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 
Program Position #2 - Proposed Program 
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Operator: School District 
PROPOSED PROGRAM INFORMATION 

Type: Position 
Implementation Date: October 1, 2015 
Justification: Compliance for proximity to home, classroom design (for instruction), 
classroom external noise, classroom accessibility, classroom location, classroom size 
was marked as inappropriate. 

PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Speech and Language 
Support 

5 to 12 60 1 

Justification: Speech therapist sees students either individually or in small groups that conform to age range 
requirements. 

Locations:     

Rice Elementary 
School 

An Elementary School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 
Program Position #3 

Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of 
Support  

Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 10 to 12 25 1 

Locations:     

Rice 
Elementary 

An Elementary School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 
Program Position #4 

Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of 
Support  

Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 5 to 8 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Rice 
Elementary 

An Elementary School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 5 to 8 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Rice Elementary An Elementary 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #5 
Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of 
Support  

Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 
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Itinerant  Learning Support  9 to 11 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Rice 
Elementary 

An Elementary School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 9 to 11 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Rice Elementary An Elementary 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #6 
Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 8 to 10 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Fariview 
Elementary 

An Elementary School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 8 to 10 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Fairview An Elementary 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #7 
Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 5 to 8 20 1 

Locations:     

Fairview Elementary An Elementary 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 
Program Position #8 

Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 9 to 12 25 1 

Locations:     

Fairview 
Elementary 

An Elementary School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 
Program Position #9 

Operator: School District 
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PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 11 to 14 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood Middle 
School 

A Middle School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of 
Support  

Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning 
Support 

11 to 14 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood Middle School A Middle School 
Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #10 
Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 11 to 14 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood Middle 
School 

A Middle School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of 
Support  

Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning 
Support 

11 to 14 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood Middle School A Middle School 
Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #11 
Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 11 to 14 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood Middle 
School 

A Middle School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of 
Support  

Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning 
Support 

11 to 14 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood Middle School A Middle School 
Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #12 
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Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 15 to 18 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood High 
School 

A Senior High School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 15 to 18 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood High School A Senior High 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #13 
Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 15 to 18 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood High 
School 

A Senior High School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 15 to 18 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood High School A Senior High 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #14 
Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 15 to 18 25 1 

Locations:     

Crestwood High 
School 

A Senior High School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 
Program Position #15 

Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of 
Support  

Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 15 to 18 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood  A Senior High School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 
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Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 15 to 18 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood High School A Senior High 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #16 
Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 15 to 18 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood High 
School 

A Senior High School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 15 to 18 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood School District A Senior High 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #17 
Operator: School District 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Learning Support 15 to 18 25 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood High 
School 

A Senior High School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 15 to 18 10 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood High School A Senior High 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #18 

Operator: Intermediate Unit 
PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Blind or Visually 
Impaired Support 

13 to 16 5 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood High 
School 

A Senior High School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 
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Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Itinerant  Blind or Visually 
Impaired Support 

13 to 16 5 0.5 

Locations:     

Crestwood Middle 
School 

A Middle School Building A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 

Program Position #19 - Proposed Program 
Operator: School District 
PROPOSED PROGRAM INFORMATION 

Type: Class 
Implementation Date: August 28, 2017 

PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Full-Time Special 
Education Class 

Life Skills Support 14 to 17 15 1 

Locations:     

Crestwood High 
School 

A Junior/Senior High 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 

  

 
Program Position #20 - Proposed Program 

Operator: School District 
PROPOSED PROGRAM INFORMATION 

Type: Class 
Implementation Date: August 27, 2018 

PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Full-Time Special 
Education Class 

Autistic Support 6 to 9 8 1 

Locations:     

Fairview Elementary An Elementary School 
Building 

A building in which General Education 
programs are operated 

  

 
Program Position #21 - Proposed Program 

Operator: School District 
PROPOSED PROGRAM INFORMATION 

Type: Position 
Implementation Date: August 27, 2018 

PROGRAM SEGMENTS 

Type of Support  Level of Support  Age Range Caseload FTE 

Supplemental (Less Than 80% 
but More Than 20%) 

Learning Support 9 to 10 22 1 

Locations:     

Rice Elementary An Elementary 
School Building 

A building in which General 
Education programs are operated 
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Special Education Support Services  

Support Service  Location  Teacher 
FTE 

Assisstant Superintendent-Director of Special 
Education/Director of Curriculum 

Central Office 1 

School Psychologist Crestwood School 
District  

1 

Paraprofessionial Fairview Elementary 3 

Paraprofessionial Fairview Elementary 4.5 

Paraprofessionial Rice Elementary 1 

Paraprofessionial Rice Elementary 3.5 

Paraprofessionial Crestwood Middle 
School 

3 

Paraprofessionial Crestwood Middle 
School 

1.5 

Paraprofessionial Crestwood High 
School 

2.5 

 
 

Special Education Contracted  Services 

Special Education Contracted Services  Operator  Amt of Time per Week  

Occupational Therapy-Encore Services Outside Contractor 2.5 Days 

Occupational Therapy-Encore Services Outside Contractor 2 Days 

Speech and Language-Encore Services Outside Contractor 3 Days 

Speech and Language-Encore Services Outside Contractor 3 Days 

Board Certified Behavior Analyst Outside Contractor 3 Hours 

PT Intermediate Unit 3 Days 
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Needs Assessment 

Record School Patterns 

Question:  

After reviewing school level accomplishments and systemic challenges, what patterns can you 

identify among your schools? 

What other information do you still need to assess? 

Answer:  

On an elementary level, Crestwood students who comprise the ALL STUDENT GROUP in grades 3-6 

tend to outperform same-aged peers in the ALL STUDENT GROUP across the commonwealth in all 

proficiency catagories.  

On an elementary level, while Crestwood students who comprise the HISTORICALLY 

UNDERPERFORMING COHORT in grades 3-6 outperform the HU Cohorts across the commonwealth, 

the levels of proficency are significantly lower than the ALL STUDENT GROUP.  

On an elementary level, students who comprise the ALL STUDENT GROUP and the HU COHORT 

demonstrate the lowest proficency with regards to ELA in the area of "TEXT DEPENDENT 

ANALYSIS." 

On a secondary level, while Crestwood students in grades 7 and 8 who comprise the ALL STUDENT 

GROUP may have exceeded the percent proficient in Mathematic when compared to the ALL 

STUDENT GROUP across the commonwealth for 2015-17, the percent of Math proficiency attained 

by our students in the ALL STUDENT GROUP has decreased each year.   

On a secondary level, Crestwood students in grades 7 and 8 who comprise the HISTORICALLY 

UNDERPERFORMING COHORT attained less proficency than their respective peers in the 

HISTORICALLY UNDERPERFORMING COHORT across the commonwelth for both ELA and Math for 

2015-2017. 

On a secondary level, the levels of proficency for Crestwood students who comprise the 

HISTORICALLY UNDERPERFORMING COHORT  are significantly lower than the ALL STUDENT 

GROUP.   

On both the elementary and secondary levels, students who have been identified as "high achieving" 

students via summative and curriculum-based assessments are underperforming upon both Math 

and ELA PSSAs 2015-2017. 

While on an elementary level, PVAAS demonstrates that students are demonstrating growth, once 

the same students matriculate to 7th and 8th grade, student performance demonstrates that 

students who are predicted to be proficient perform inconsistently on Math, ELA, Science PSSAs.  

Specifically, betwen 2015-2017, PVAAS demonstrates that students who were predicted to be 

proficient demonstrates a decrease in growth and/or inconsistency in growth.  

According to PVAAS, the student growth as demonstrated by their respective performance on the 

Algebra I Keystone and Literature Keystone Exams is not consistent and is declining through 2015-
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2017.   

   

 

District Accomplishments  

Accomplishment #1:  

The 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the 4th Grade ALL student group 

that tested across the commonwealth in all eligible content areas on the ELA PSSA every year 

2015 -2017   

The 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the 4th Grade ALL student group 

that t ested across the commonwealth in all eligible content areas on the Math PSSA every 

year 2015 -2017   

The 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview significantly outperformed the 4th Grade ALL 

student group that tested across the commonwealth in all eligible co ntent areas on the 

Science PSSA every year 2015 through 2017 

The 5th Grade ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade ALL student group 

that tested across the commonwealth in all eligible content areas on the ELA PSSA every year 

2015 through 2017.  

The 5th Grade ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade ALL student group 

that tested across the commonwealth in all eligible content areas on the Math PSSA every 

year 2015 -2017.  

The 6th Grade ALL student group at Fairview outperforme d the 6th Grade ALL student group 

that tested across the commonwealth in all eligible content areas on the ELA PSSA every year 

2015 through 2017.   

  

The 6th Grade ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade ALL student group 

that tested across  the commonwealth in all eligible content areas on the Math PSSA every 

year 2015 -2017    

  

Accomplishment #2:  

In 2016, The CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 52.5% proficient and 19.5% advanced 

on the 2016 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which yielded 40.9 % proficient 
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and only 17.5% advanced.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade scores on 2016 ELA PSSA demonstrate 

that CSD has a lesser percentage of students (21.5% basic and 6.5 % below basic) who have 

scored basic and below basic on the 2016 ELA PSSA as compared to the student performance 

across commonwealth (30.4% basic and 11.3 % below basic).    

Accomplishment #3:   

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric demonstrates that in 

2017, CSD 8th grade all student cohort percentages of pro ficiency and advanced exceeds the 

performance of the all student group reported across the commonwealth on the 8th grade 

Science PSSA in 2017. (CSD: 69.2% proficient and advanced as compared to state: PA: 52.7% 

proficient and advanced).    The CSD HU data demonstrates   that the 8th grade HU cohort at 

CSD outperformed the 8th Grade HU cohort from across the commonwealth on the 2017 8th 

grade Science PSSA (CSD HU students yielded 45 % proficient and advanced as compared to 

the performance of HU students across  the state which totals 32.6% Proficient and 

Advanced).  

¶ In 2016, The CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 52.5% proficient and 19.5% 

advanced on the 2016 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which yielded 

40.9 % proficient and only 17.5% adva nced.  Moreover, CSD 8th grade scores on 2016 

ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a lesser percentage of students (21.5% basic and 

6.5 % below basic) who have scored basic and below basic on the 2016 ELA PSSA as 

compared to the student performance across com monwealth (30.4% basic and 11.3 % 

below basic).    

  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric demonstrates that in 

2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 33.3 % proficient on the 2015 Math 

PSSA as compared to the state performance whi ch yielded 21.8 % proficient.   

-ÏÒÅÏÖÅÒȟ #3$ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ ÁÌÌ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÇÒÏÕÐȭÓ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÏÎ ςπρυ -ÁÔÈ 033! ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅ 

that CSD has a lower percentage of students (31.21% basic) who have scored basic on 

the 2015 Math PSSA and students who performed below basic on  the 2015 8th Grade 

-ÁÔÈ 033! ɉ ςψȢτϷ "ÅÌÏ× "ÁÓÉÃɊ ÁÓ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÁÌÌ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÇÒÏÕÐȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ 

across commonwealth (32.6 % basic) and (37.7% Below Basic).  The CSD HU data 

depicts positive outcomes as well: Crestwood MS HU students yielded 21.7 % 

pro ficient as compared to the performance of HU students across the state which 

totals 11.2% Proficiency.   

   

  

Accomplishment #4:   
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¶ While the Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates 

that over the course of three years 2015 -2017, t he all student groups overall proficiency in 

Math has vacillated and has been inconsistent, the reports demonstrate a steady increase in 

the percentage of students who achieved an advanced performance level.   2015: 11.5%; 

2016: 20.8%; and 2017: 21.1%.  

¶ Moreover the Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric 

demonstrates that over the course of three years 2015 -ςπρχȟ ÔÈÅ (5 ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÇÒÏÕÐȭÓ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ 

proficiency in Math has steadily improved and increased.   2015: 12.5%; 2016: 17.6%; and 

2017:17.7%   

  

Accomplishment #5:  

Crestwood Secondary Campus - Keystone Exams 

Academic 

Score         

% Pro + Adv 

2012/13    

Class of 

2014 

2013/14    

Class of 

2015 

2014/15    

Class of 2016 

School 

Performance 

Profile 

86 78.8 78.1 

Algebra I - 

Achievement 
65.7 39.73 64.98 

Algebra I ɀ 

Growth 
100 100 100 

Literature - 

Achievement 
83.47 69.68 77.73 

Literature - 

Growth 
100 94 78 

Biology - 

Achievement 
48.56 52.07 62.08 

Biology - Growth 75 54 100 

Industry 

Standards - CTC 
85.71 95.65 77.78 

SAT/ACT College 

Ready 

Benchmark 

100 100 100 

AP/IB/College 

Credit Offered 
100 75 100 

  

Accomplishment #6:  
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CHS Keystone Exam Historical view 

School Year 
Graduating 

Class 

Algebra I Biology Literature 

Percent Pro/Adv Percent Pro/Adv Percent Pro/Adv 

    Pro Adv Total Pro Adv Total Pro  Adv Total 

2012/2013  2014 38 27 65 40 9 49 63 20 83 

2013/2014  2015 36 3 39 40 12 52 58 11 69 

2014/2015  2016 44 21 65 46 16 62 70 8 78 

*2015/2016  2017 45 30 75 43 33 76 - - - 

*2016/2017  2018 33 29 62 - - - - - - 

* partial cohort participation in Keystone assessment as of Nov 2015 

  

Accomplishment #7:  

Both Fairview Elementary and Rice Elementary schools have scored significantly higher than state 

averages on the revised PA Core aligned 2015 PSSA. 

  

Fairview Elem 2015 PSSA 

% Pro + Adv School State 

English 

Language Arts 
76.1 59.9 

Mathematics 67 39.7 

Science 95.7 67.9 

  

Rice Elem 2015 PSSA 

% Pro + Adv School State 

English 

Language Arts 
79.7 59.9 

Mathematics 60.4 39.7 

Science 94 67.9 

  

Accomplishment #8:  

Crestwood Middle School has also scored significantly higher on the revised PA Core aligned 2015 

PSSA. 

  



73 

Crestwood Middle School 2015 PSSA 

% Pro + Adv School State 

English 

Language Arts 
64 59.9 

Mathematics 42.5 39.7 

Science 69.8 67.9 

  

Accomplishment #9:  

Crestwood High School SAT Historical View 

School 

Year 
Crestwood High School Pennsylvania United States 

  Reading  Math Writing  Total Reading Math Writing  Total Reading Math Writing  Total 

2006 501 514 500 1515 503 518 497 1518 503 518 502 1523 

2007 501 511 494 1506 502 515 494 1511 502 515 495 1512 

2008 508 506 487 1501 502 515 494 1511 502 515 494 1511 

2009 488 504 482 1474 501 515 493 1509 501 515 593 1609 

2010 506 511 494 1511 492 501 479 1472 501 516 492 1509 

2011 503 516 495 1514 493 501 479 1473 497 514 489 1500 

2012 495 513 487 1495 491 501 480 1472 496 514 488 1498 

2013 495 506 498 1499 498 504 482 1484 496 514 488 1498 

2014 515 513 508 1536 497 504 480 1481 497 513 487 1497 

  

Accomplishment #10:  

2015 Crestwood School District Value Added PSSA Math 

Estimated LEA/District Growth Measure 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Growth 

Measure over 

Grades 

Relative to 

Standard for 

PA Academic 

Growth 
Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
  0 0 0 0 0 

2013 Growth 

Measure 
  1.0 LB 1.9 DB 9.5 DB -10.7 R 5.2 DB 1.4 DB 

Standard Error   0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.3 
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2014 Growth 

Measure 
  3.5 DB 3.1 DB 5.6 DB -12.4 R 4.9 DB 0.9 DB 

Standard Error   0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.3 

2015 Growth 

Measure 
  4.1 DB -1.5 R 0.8 LB -9.1 R 1.7 DB -0.8 R 

Standard Error   0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.3 

3-Yr-Avg Growth 

Measure 
  2.9 DB 1.1 DB 5.3 DB -10.7 R 4.0 DB 0.5 DB 

Standard Error   0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.1 

Estimated LEA/District Avg Achievement 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 

  

State NCE Average 50 50 50 50 50 50 

2012 Avg 

Achievement 
58.7 57.3 54.9 61.1 51.1 54.2 

2013 Avg 

Achievement 
53.5 59.7 59.2 64.5 50.4 56.3 

2014 Avg 

Achievement 
55 56.7 62.7 64.8 52 55.1 

2015 Avg 

Achievement 
56.2 59.1 55.1 63.5 55.7 53.8 

  

Accomplishment #11:  

2015 Crestwood School District Value Added PSSA ELA 

Estimated LEA/District Growth Measure 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Growth 

Measure over 

Grades 

Relative to 

Standard for 
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Standard for PA 

Academic 

Growth 

  0 0 0 0 0 

PA Academic 

Growth 

2013 Growth 

Measure 
  5.6 DB 0.3 G -1.8 R -1.6 Y 3.5 DB 1.2 DB 

Standard Error   0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.4 

2014 Growth 

Measure 
  7.2 DB 0.7 G -0.7 G -3.4 R 0.6 G 0.9 DB 

Standard Error   0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.4 

2015 Growth 

Measure 
  4.1 DB -1.8 R -2.9 R -2.5 R -1.4 Y -0.9 R 

Standard Error   0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.4 

3-Yr-Avg Growth 

Measure 
  5.6 DB -0.3 G -1.8 R -2.5 R 0.9 LB 0.4 DB 

Standard Error   0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.2 

Estimated LEA/District Avg Achievement 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 

  

State NCE 

Average 
50 50 50 50 50 50 

2012 Avg 

Achievement 
54.3 56.5 58.5 53.6 54.7 56.5 

2013 Avg 

Achievement 
50.7 59.9 56.8 56.8 52.1 58.2 

2014 Avg 

Achievement 
55.8 57.6 60.6 56.1 53.4 52.4 

2015 Avg 

Achievement 
55.8 59.8 55.8 57.7 53.6 52 

  

Accomplishment #12:  
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2015 Crestwood School District Value Added PSSA SCIENCE 

Estimated LEA/District Growth Measure 

Subject Grade Year 
# of 

Students 

Avg 

Scale 

Score 

Avg 

%-

ile 

Avg 

Predicted 

Scale 

Score 

Predicted 

Avg %-ile 

Growth 

Measure 
Standard Error 

Science 

4 

2013 197 1516.6 65 1494.4 60 21.4 DB 7.7 

2014 230 1531.7 64 1485.7 55 44.7 DB 7.5 

2015 223 1512.2 64 1473.5 57 37.4 DB 7.4 

3-Yr-

Avg 
650 1520.4 65 1484.2 57 34.5 DB 4.4 

8 

2013 192 1373.2 57 1383.3 59 -9.6 Y 7.3 

2014 219 1370 54 1385.3 57 -14.7 R 6.7 

2015 220 1364.1 56 1365.7 56 -1.5 G 6.7 

3-Yr-

Avg 
631 1368.9 55 1377.9 57 -8.6 R 4 

  

Accomplishment #13:  

2015 Crestwood School District Value Added PSSA ALGEBRA I KEYSTONE EXAM 

Estimated LEA/District Growth Measure 

Subject Year 
# of 

Students 

Avg 

Scale 

Score 

Avg 

%-

ile 

Avg 

Predicted 

Scale 

Score 

Predicted 

Avg %-ile 

Growth 

Measure 

Standard 

Error  
  

Algebra 

I 

2013 263 1506.5 61 1496.7 54 9.7 DB 1.7   

2014 222 1521.4 70 1506.1 60 15.0 DB 1.8   

2015 352 1522.1 76 1516.1 72 6.4 DB 1.5   

3-Yr-

Avg 
837 1517 69 1507.3 63 10.4 DB 1   

  

Accomplishment #14:  

2015 Crestwood School District Value Added PSSA BIOLOGY KEYSTONE EXAM 

Estimated LEA/District Growth Measure 

Subject Year 
# of 

Students 

Avg 

Scale 

Score 

Avg 

%-

ile 

Avg 

Predicted 

Scale 

Score 

Predicted 

Avg %-ile 

Growth 

Measure 

Standard 

Error  
  

Biology 

2013 209 1504.6 55 1505.4 56 -1.0 G 1.8   

2014 230 1511.1 56 1517.5 60 -6.2 R 1.9   

2015 197 1532.6 70 1524.4 66 8.0 DB 1.9   

3-Yr- 636 1515.6 62 1515.7 62 0.3 G 1.1   
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Avg 

  

Accomplishment #15:  

2015 Crestwood School District Value Added PSSA LITERATURE KEYSTONE EXAM 

Estimated LEA/District Growth Measure 

Subject Year 
# of 

Students 

Avg 

Scale 

Score 

Avg 

%-

ile 

Avg 

Predicted 

Scale 

Score 

Predicted 

Avg %-ile 

Growth 

Measure 

Standard 

Error  
  

Literature 

2013 231 1542.2 69 1523.5 54 18.3 DB 1.9   

2014 214 1525.1 60 1520.8 57 4.1 DB 2   

2015 226 1525.8 57 1524.9 57 0.9 G 1.8   

3-Yr-

Avg 
671 1531.2 66 1523.1 61 7.8 DB 1.1   

  

Accomplishment #16:  

In 2015 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort outperformed the state all student group in all 

proficiency categories on the 2015 ELA PSSA. Specifically, FV 3rd grade all student group 

yielded 60.3 % proficient on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group 

which yielded 49% proficient  on the 2015 ELA PSSA.  

Additionally, FV 3rd grade outperformed the state in the % Advanced  on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

ȣȢ&6 σÒÄ ÁÌÌ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ ρχȢψω Ϸ !ÄÖÁÎÃÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ςπρυ %,! 033! whereas the 

state all student group only yielded 13 % Advanced  on the 2015 ELA PSSA.   

Moreover, FV 3rd Grade scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that the ALL Student Group 

has a lesser percentage of students (17.9% basic and 3.8 % below basic) who have s cored 

basic and below basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the ALL Student Group across 

commonwealth (24.6% basic and 13.4 % below basic).   

The HU data are encouraging as well: Crestwood HU FV students outperformed the students 

included within the sta te averages for the HU specifically in the proficiency  and advanced 

percentages: (HU state= 46.1% Proficient and Advanced as compared to CSD HU at 47.1% 

Proficient and Advanced).  

Accomplishment #17:  

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort outperformed th e state all student group in total % 

advanced on the 2016 ELA PSSA. Specifically, FV 3rd grade all student group yielded 40.4 % 

proficient /34.8 % Advanced on the 2016 ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group 

which yielded 45.7% proficient/14.9 % Advanced  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  
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Moreover, FV 3rd Grade scores on 2016 ELA PSSA demonstrate that the ALL Student Group 

has a lesser percentage of students (18% basic and 6.7 % below basic) who have scored basic 

and below basic on the 2016 ELA PSSA as compared to the ALL Student Group across 

commonwealth (25.6% basic and 13.7 % below basic).   

  

The HU data are encouraging as well: Crestwood HU FV students outperformed the students 

included within the state averages for the HU in all Proficiency categories  on 2016 ELA PSSA 

(HU state= 37.2% Proficient and Advanced as compared to CSD HU at 42.1% Proficient and 

Advanced).  

  

Crestwood HU FV students scored 57.9% basic and below basic on 2016 ELA PSSA as 

compared to the State HU student group which yielded 62.7%  basic and below basic on 2016 

ELA PSSA.   

Accomplishment #18:  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric demonstrates that in 2016, FV 

3rd grade all student cohort achieved 59.6% proficient and advanced on the 2016 Math PSSA 

as compared to the  state performance which yielded 54.1 % proficient and advanced on the 

2016 Math PSSA.  

The CSD FV 3rd grade scores on 2016 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a smaller 

percentage of students within the ALL student group (29% basic/11.2 % below basic) who 

have scored basic/below basic cumulatively on the 2016 Math PSSA as compared to the ALL 

student groups performance across commonwealth (21.1% basic/24.8 % below basic)  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric demonstrates that FV HU 3rd 

grade HU student group outperformed the state's HU student group in both proficiency and 

advanced categories.  FV HU group yielded 26.3 % proficient and 15.8 % advanced on the 

2016 Math PSSA as compared to the performance of HU students across the stateon t he 2016 

Math PSSA which is 13 % advanced and 24 % proficient.    

Accomplishment #19:   

¶ On the 2015-2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th grade All Student Group at Rice elementary exceeded 

the % Proficient and Advanced when compared to the 4th Grade All Student Group across 

the Commonwealth. The comparative scores are as follows: In 2015, Rice - 81.9 %Prof and 

Adv; State -58.6 %Prof and Adv; In 2016, Rice - 80.9 % Prof and Adv: State - 58.6% Prof and 

Adv; and In 2017, Rice 77.3 % Prof and Adv; State - 70% Prof and Adv.    

On the 2015-2017 Math PSSA, the 4th grade All Student Group at Rice elementary exceeded 

the % Proficient and Advanced when compared to the 4th Grade All Student Group across 
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the Commonwealth. The comparative scores are as follows: In 2015, Rice - 59.8 %Prof and 

Adv; State -44.4 %Prof and Adv; In 2016, Rice - 72.5 % Prof and Adv: State - 48.5% Prof and 

Adv; and In 2017, Rice 63.2 % Prof and Adv; State - 46.6% Prof and Adv.    

On the 2015-2017 Science PSSA, the 4th grade All Student Group at Rice elementary 

exceeded the % Proficient and Advanced when compared to the 4th Grade All Student Group 

across the Commonwealth. The comparative scores are as follows: In 2015, Rice - 94%Prof 

and Adv; State - 77.3 %Prof and Adv; In 2016, Rice - 94.5 % Prof and Adv: State - 76.2% Prof 

and Adv; and In 2017, Rice 92.2 % Prof and Adv; State - 74.6% Prof and Adv.    

On the 2015-2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th grade All Student Group at Rice elementary exceeded 

the % Proficient and Advanced when compared to the 4th Grade All Student Group across 

the Commonwealth. The comparative scores are as follows: In 2015, Rice - 81.9 %Prof and 

Adv; State -58.6 %Prof and Adv; In 2016, Rice - 80.9 % Prof and Adv: State - 58.6% Prof and 

Adv; and In 2017, Rice 77.3 % Prof and Adv; State - 70% Prof and Adv.    

On the 2015-2017 Math PSSA, the 4th grade All Student Group at Rice elementary exceeded 

the % Proficient and Advanced when compared to the 4th Grade All Student Group across 

the Commonwealth. The comparative scores are as follows: In 2015, Rice - 59.8 %Prof and 

Adv; State -44.4 %Prof and Adv; In 2016, Rice - 72.5 % Prof and Adv: State - 48.5% Prof and 

Adv; and In 2017, Rice 63.2 % Prof and Adv; State - 46.6% Prof and Adv.    

On the 2015-2017 Science PSSA, the 4th grade All Student Group at Rice elementary 

exceeded the % Proficient and Advanced when compared to the 4th Grade All Student Group 

across the Commonwealth. The comparative scores are as follows: In 2015, Rice - 94%Prof 

and Adv; State - 77.3 %Prof and Adv; In 2016, Rice - 94.5 % Prof and Adv: State - 76.2% Prof 

and Adv; and In 2017, Rice 92.2 % Prof and Adv; State - 74.6% Prof and Adv.    

¶ On the 2015-2017 Math PSSA, the 6th Grade ALL Student Group from Rice Elementary achieved combined 

levels of proficient and advanced that exceeded the performance of the 6th Grade ALL Student Group across the 

commonwealth on the Math PSSA.  In 2015, Rice 6th Grade students achieved 62.5 % Proficient and Advanced 

while the 6th Graders across the state achieved 39.7 % Proficient and Advanced.  In 2016, 6th Grade students 

from Rice achieved 69.8% Proficient and Advanced while the state achieved 50% Proficient and Adavnced.  

Lastly, in 2017, 6th Grade students from Rice achieved 62 % Proficient and Advanced while the 6th Grade 

students across the state achieved 40.2% Proficient and Advanced. 

Accomplishment #20:  

On the 2015-2017 ELA PSSA, the 3rd Grade ALL Student Group from Rice Elementary achieved combined levels of 

proficient and advanced that exceeded the performance of the 3rd Grade ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on 

the ELA PSSA.  In 2015, Rice 3rd Grade students achieved 75.7 % Proficient and Advanced while the 3rd Graders across 

the state achieved 62 % Proficient and Advanced.  In 2016, 3rd Grade students from Rice achieved 73.1% Proficient and 

Advanced while the state achieved 60.9% Proficient and Adavnced.  Lastly, in 2017,  3rd Grade students from Rice 

achieved 72.8 % Proficient and Advanced while the 3rd Grade students across the state achieved 64.5 % Proficient and 

Advanced. 
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On the 2015-2017 ELA PSSA, the 6th Grade ALL Student Group from Rice Elementary achieved 

combined levels of proficient and advanced that exceeded the performance of the 6th Grade ALL 

Student Group across the commonwealth on the ELA PSSA.  In 2015, Rice 6th Grade students 

achieved 77.3 % Proficient and Advanced while the 6th Graders across the state achieved 60.7 % 

Proficient and Advanced.  In 2016, 6th Grade students from Rice achieved 77.7% Proficient and 

Advanced while the state achieved 61.6% Proficient and Adavnced.  Lastly, in 2017,  6th Grade 

students from Rice achieved 81.4 % Proficient and Advanced while the 6th Grade students across 

the state achieved 63.6 % Proficient and Advanced. 

 

District Concerns  

Concern #1:  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demo nstrates that over 

the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall proficiency in Math 

steadily decreased.   2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  

  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories A nd Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years (2015-2017):   Text 

Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 2016: 47.6% Pro ficiency; and 2017: 56.5% 

Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligible content area within which the whole student 

group performed in a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content 

areas.  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting C ategories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015: Geometry 2015: 42.3 % Proficiency. 

The whole student group consistently underperforme d on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: 

Probability and Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students group 
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as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 ELA PSSA exams.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 % 

between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content areas 

when comparing  the HU against the all student group.   

  

Concern #2: 

Data indicates a concern in 7th grade math as it relates to growth. 

  

2015 PSSA Grade 7 Math Growth Profile 

  

Predicted Performance Level Group 

Below 

Basic 
Basic Proficient Advanced 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 

Growth -7.7 -7.9 -9.8 -8.8 

Standard 

Error  
2.4 1.2 0.9 2.8 

# of Students 30 58 94 23 

% of Students 14.6 28.3 45.9 11.2 

However, the results rebound in Grade 8 where students demonstrate at least a years worth of 

growth across three of the four indicator areas. 

  

PSSA Grade 8 Math Growth Profile 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 

Growth 1 4.2 0.5 -8.7 

Standard Error 1.5 0.8 1 2.7 

# of Students 55 77 85 5 

% of Students 24.8 34.7 38.3 2.3 

  

Concern #3: 

Data indicates a concern regarding the growth of historically underperforming students in grades 5 - 

7 on the ELA PSSA assessment. 
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2015 Historically Underperforming Subgroup - ELA 

Reading/ELA             

  
Standard for PA Academic 

Growth 
0 0 0 0 

Grade 5 2015 

Growth -4.4 5.7 -4.6   

Standard Error 4.7 3.7 1.4   

# of Students 10 14 17 2 

% of Students 23.3 32.6 39.5 4.7 

              

Grade 6 

Standard for PA Academic 

Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 

Growth 3.7 -1.2 -7.4   

Standard Error 2.4 2.7 5.9   

# of Students 10 9 7 4 

          

              

              

Grade 7 

Standard for PA Academic 

Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 

Growth   -3.4 -4.5   

Standard Error   2.4 2   

# of Students 1 22 16 2 

% of Students 2.4 53.7 39 4.9 

  

Concern #4: 

Special education students growth profile in mathematics indicates that althought students are 

meeting their IEP goals, growth on grade level PSSA mathematics measures is below the growth 

expectations.  

PSSA Special Education Growth Profile - Math 

Math             

Grade 4 

Standard for PA Academic 

Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 Growth 11.6 -8.3     
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Standard Error 2.2 4.4     

# of Students 5 8 2   

% of Students 33.3 53.3 13.3 0 

Grade 5 2015 

Growth 1.8 0.5     

Standard Error 2.7 1.4     

# of Students 14 6 2   

% of Students 63.6 27.3 9.1 0 

Grade 6 2015 

Growth 9.3 1     

Standard Error 5.6 2.4     

# of Students 10 5     

% of Students 66.7 33.3 0 0 

Grade 7 2015 

Growth -11.6       

Standard Error 3.9       

# of Students 16 3     

% of Students 84.2 15.8 0 0 

Grade 8 2015 

Growth -0.4       

Standard Error 3.1       

# of Students 17 3     

% of Students 85 15 0 0 

  

Concern #5:  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in eMetric, a 

disproportionality exists bet ween the performance of the all students group as compared to 

the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 MATH PSSA.  A disproportionality which is 

defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a 

subgroup exists a cross ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the all 

student group  
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In 2016, 8th grade students in HU cohort underperformed when compared against the state 

averages for the HU specifically in the following performance domains: Proficiency (HU 

state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficient). Also CSD 8th grade HU 

percentages are higher in the performance domain of below basic (HU state = 20.2% Below 

Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 % below basic).  

In 2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14.5% advanced on 

the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which yielded 46.0 % proficient 

ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ ÁÌÌ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÉÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÉÎÇ 

below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that 

CSD all student group has a higher percentage of students (33.0% basic) who have scored 

basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the student performance across commo nwealth 

(31.1 % basic).   However, our HU data depicts a less than ideal picture: When compared 

against the state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwealth.   State: 8th 

ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #3$ (5ȡ ςφȢρϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȢ   

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in eMetric, in 

the following eligible content areas, the whole student group consistently underperformed 

on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years (2015-2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 

2015: 43.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of 

4$! ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ Ðerformed in a disproportionate 

manner when compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in eMetric, in 

the following eligible content areas, the whole student group consistently u nderperformed 

on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 years (2015-2017): Expressions and 

Equations: 2015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   

The area of Expressions and Equations is the eligible content area w ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ 

performed in a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in eMetric, a 

disproportionality exists between the performance of th e all students group as compared to 

the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA PSSA.  A disproportionality which is defined as a 

performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas whe n comparing the HU against the all student group  
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Concern #6:  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that over 

the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall proficiency in ELA has 

vacillated and has bee n inconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest 

in three years.  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that over 

the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall proficiency in Math has  

vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 2016: 36.3%; and 2017:27.6% -the lowest 

in three years.  

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 Math  PSSA as 

compared to the student performance across commonwealth (33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU 

data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as 

compared to the performance of HU students across the state which totals  51.9 % below 

basic.  Moreover the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % proficient and 2.5% advanced 

on the 2015 Math PSSA which is less than the average proficiency attained by HU students 

across the commonwealth.     

In 2015, 7th grade HU  students under performed across all proficiency domains when 

compared against the state averages for the HU. In 2015, Crestwood 7th grade HU cohort 

attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 61.5%; proficient: 23.1%; Advanced:2.6%  

  

Concern #7:  

The Fairview Elementary 3 rd Grade all student cohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % Advanced 

that the 3rd grade all student cohort for the commonwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when compared to the state for the 

all student group cohort in total % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA. Specifically, FV 3rd grade 

all student group yielded 40.4 % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA as compared to the state all 

student group which yielded 45.7% proficient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Repo rt in eMetric for 2017 demonstrates that 

FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU student group cumulatively 

across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 

2017 Math PSSA as compared to the perfor mance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 

Math PSSA which is 38.5 % advanced and proficient.  
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Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric demonstrates 

that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student group cu mulatively across 

basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 65.5 % basic and below basic on the 

2017 Math PSSA as compared to the performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 

Math PSSA which is 61.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 demonstrates that 

FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU student group cumulatively 

across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 34.5 % proficient  and advanced on the 

2017 Math PSSA as compared to the performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 

Math PSSA which is 38.5 % advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric demonstrates 

that the  FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student group cumulatively across 

basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 65.5 % basic and below basic on the 

2017 Math PSSA as compared to the performance of HU students across the state on the 2 017 

Math PSSA which is 61.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

  

Concern #8: 

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that over the 

course of three years on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups percentage s of 

advanced/proficient decreased.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 2017: 72.6%  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that over the 

course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who scored proficient and 

advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 

63.1%, 2017: 41.3%.  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that over the 

course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all student grou p who scored proficient 

and advanced on the Math PSSA varied.  2015: 78.2%; 2016: 59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in eMetric, in 

the following eligible content areas, the whole student gr oup consistently underperformed 

on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years (2015-2017): 2015: Types of Writing 

(E3.C ): 53.5% proficiency; 2016: Key Ideas and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % proficiency; and 2017: 
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Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % Proficien cy.  The area of Types of Writing is the eligible 

content area within which the whole student group underperformed when compared to other 

eligible content areas.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in eMetric, in 

the following eligible content areas, the whole student group consistently underperformed 

on the 3rd  Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 2017: Numbers and Operation/Fractions 

(M3.A-F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: Geometry (M3.C -G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2015: O perations 

and Algebraic Thnking (M3.B -O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in eMetric, a 

disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students group as compared to 

the HU cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA/Math PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is 

defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a 

subgroup exists across most eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the all 

student group.  Craft and Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% 

discrepency/  Numbers and Operations in Base Ten   Numbers  and Operations and Algebraic 

Thinking both presented an approximate 15% discrepancy.    

  

Concern #9:  

When utilizing the Gr oup Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in eMetric, a 

disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students group as compared to 

the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   A disproportionality which is 

defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a 

subgroup exists across most eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the all 

student group. Types of Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13 % 

discrepency.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in eMetric, a 

disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students group as compared to 

the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is 

defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a 

subgroup exists across most eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the all 

student group. Literature text 15.6% discrepanc y/Numbers and Operations in Base Ten 15.9 

discrepency.  
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On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 49.8 % 

proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the ALL student 

group at Fairview far  exceeded the performance across the state, this is the area of 

instruction within which students perform the poorest.  

On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 38.4% 

proficiency on eligible content related to text d ependent analysis.   While the ALL student 

group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is the area of 

instruction within which students perform the poorest. Additionally, this is a 10 % decline in 

proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 50.9% 

proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the ALL student 

group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is the a rea of 

ÉÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÏÒÅÓÔȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ 

demonstrates a significant increase from the prior year.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for the 4th 

grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 Math PSSA, the 4th 

grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in 1.) Operations and Algebraic Thinking 

and 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the compos ite score for the 4th 

grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 Math PSSA, the 4th 

grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and Measurement by scoring only a 

57.7 % proficiency.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairv iew outperformed the composite score for the 4th 

grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 Math PSSA, the 4th 

grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and Measurement by scoring only a 

55.8 % proficiency which is a dec line from the previous year.  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade ALL Student 

Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort performance in the eligible 

content area related to text dependent analysis repres ents their poorest performance at 

42.3% proficient. The 5th All Student Group from Fairview only performed .3 % more 

proficient than the state.   This is an area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for  the 5th 

grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 -2017 Math PSSA, the 

5th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in eligible content related to Data and 

Measurement  
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While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperfo rmed the 5th Grade ALL Student 

Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort performance in the 

eligible content area related to text dependent analysis represents their poorest 

performance at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from the p revious year.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade ALL Student 

Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort performance in the eligible 

content area related to text dependent analysis represents their poor est performance at 

46.9% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade ALL Student 

Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort performance in the eligible 

content area related to Statistics and Probab ility represents their poorest performance at 

61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade ALL Student 

Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort performance in the eligible 

content area related  to text dependent analysis represents their poorest performance at 

50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade ALL Student 

Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort performance in the eligi ble 

content area related to Statistics and Probability represents their poorest performance at 

70.6% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade ALL Student 

Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort  performance in the eligible 

content area related to text dependent analysis represents their poorest performance at 

υψȢτϷ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȢ !ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈȟ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÁÒÅÁ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ 

demonstrates an increase from the previous year.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in eMetric 

for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice demonstrated the 

least percent proficiency in text dependent analysis across three year sampling.    

  

Concern #10:   

When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU cohort at Rice. 

a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 through 2017 with 

regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  
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When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in eMetric 

for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade ALL student group demonstrated the least proficiency 

in their performance of the eligible content related to  Craft and Structure/Integration of 

Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in eMetric 

for the 2015 Math PSSA, the third grade all student group from Rice demonstrated the least 

percent proficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in eMetric 

for the 2015 -2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth grades all student groups from Rice 

Elementary demonstrated the least percent proficienc y in Text Dependent Analysis across all 

grades and testing sessions. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in eMetric 

for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice demonstrated the least 

percent pr oficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in eMetric 

for the 2015 Math PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice demonstrated the least 

percent proficiency in  M4.D-M: Measurement and Data: 44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in eMetric 

for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice demonstrated the least 

percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in eMetric, 

the sixth grade underperformed in the eligible comtent related to  Ratios and Proportional 

Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 

  

 

Prioritized Systemic Challenges  

Systemic Challenge #1 (Guiding Question #2) Establish a district system that fully ensures the 

consistent implementation of effective instructional practices across all classrooms in each school. 

Aligned Concerns:   

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math steadily decreased.   2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 

2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  
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¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 

2016: 47.6% Proficiency; and 2017: 56.5% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is 

the eligible content area within which the whole student group performed in 

a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content a reas.  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015: Geometry 

2015: 42.3 % Proficien cy. The whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: Probability and 

Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, a disproportionality exists b etween the performance of the all 

students group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 

ELA PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is defined as a performance 

discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the 

all student group.   

  

 

Data indicates a concern in 7th grade math as it relates to growth. 

  

2015 PSSA Grade 7 Math Growth Profile 

  

Predicted Performance Level Group 

Belo

w 

Basi

c 

Bas

ic 

Proficie

nt 

Advanc

ed 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

201

5 

Growt

h 
-7.7 -7.9 -9.8 -8.8 
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Standa

rd 

Error  

2.4 1.2 0.9 2.8 

# of 

Studen

ts 

30 58 94 23 

% of 

Studen

ts 

14.6 
28.

3 
45.9 11.2 

However, the results rebound in Grade 8 where students demonstrate at least a years 

worth of growth across three of the four indicator areas. 

  

PSSA Grade 8 Math Growth Profile 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 

Growth 1 4.2 0.5 -8.7 

Standard 

Error  
1.5 0.8 1 2.7 

# of 

Students 
55 77 85 5 

% of 

Students 
24.8 34.7 38.3 2.3 

  

 

Data indicates a concern regarding the growth of historically underperforming students 

in grades 5 - 7 on the ELA PSSA assessment. 

  

2015 Historically Underperforming Subgroup - ELA 

Reading/

ELA 
            

  
Standard for PA 
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Grade 6 

Standard for PA 
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Grade 7 

Standard for PA 
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Special education students growth profile in mathematics indicates that althought 

students are meeting their IEP goals, growth on grade level PSSA mathematics measures 

is below the growth expectations.  

PSSA Special Education Growth Profile - Math 
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality e xists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 MATH PSSA.   A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup  exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

In 2016, 8th grade students in HU cohort underperformed when compared against 

the state averages for the HU specifically in the following performance domains: 

Proficiency (HU state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficient). 

Also CSD 8th grade HU percentages are higher in the performance domain of below 

basic (HU state = 20.2% Below Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 

% below basic).   

In  2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14.5% 

advanced on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which 

ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ τφȢπ Ϸ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 

all students group is per forming below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade 

scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD all student group has a higher 

percentage of students (33.0% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

as compared to the student performance acr oss commonwealth (31.1 % basic).   

However, our HU data depicts a less than ideal picture: When compared against the 

state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwea lth.   

3ÔÁÔÅȡ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #3$ (5ȡ ςφȢρϷ 

Proficient.    

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 43.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% 

Proficiency; and 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligible content 

area within which st ÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÓÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ 

compared to other eligible content areas.   
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017): Expressions and Equations: 2015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 

51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   The area of Expressions and 

Equations is the eligible conte ÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á 

disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performa nce of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

  

 

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in ELA has vacillated and has been i nconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 

2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math has va cillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 

2016: 36.3%; and 2017:27.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 

Math PSSA as compared to the student performance across commonwealth 

(33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood 

MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as compared to the performance 

of HU students across the state which totals 51 .9 % below basic.  Moreover 

the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % proficient and 2.5% advanced 

on the 2015 Math PSSA which is less than the average proficiency attained by 

HU students across the commonwealth.     

In 2015, 7th grade HU  students underper formed across all proficiency domains 

when compared against the state averages for the HU. In 2015, Crestwood 7th grade 

HU cohort attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 61.5%; proficient: 23.1%; 

Advanced:2.6%  
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The Fairview Elementary 3 rd Grade all student c ohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % 

Advanced that the 3rd grade all student cohort for the commonwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when compared to the 

state for the all student group cohort in total % proficient on the 2016 ELA  PSSA. 

Specifically, FV 3rd  grade all student group yielded 40.4 % proficient on the 2016 

ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group which yielded 45.7% 

proficient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric f or 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU stu dents across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively acro ss basic and below basic categories.  FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced o n the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grad e underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA w hich is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

  

 

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups 

percentages of advanced/proficient d ecreased.  2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 

2017: 72.6%  
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Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who 

scored proficient and advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three 

years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 63.1%, 2017: 41.3%.  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all student group who 

scored proficient an d advanced on the Math PSSA varied.  2015: 78.2%; 2016: 

59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperf ormed on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017): 2015: Types of Writing (E3.C ): 53.5% proficiency; 2016: Key Ideas 

and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % proficiency; and 2017: Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % 

Proficiency.   The area of Types of Writing is the eligible content area within which 

the whole student group underperformed when compared to other eligible content 

areas.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible cont ent areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd  Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 

2017: Numbers and Operation/Fractions (M3.A -F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: 

Geometry (M3.C-G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2015: Operations and Algebraic Th nking 

(M3.B-O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA /Math PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group.  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% discrepency/  Numbers and 

Operations in Base Ten   Numbers  and Operations and Algebraic Thinking both 

presented an approximate 15% discrepancy.    

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   
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A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceed s 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Types of 

Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13% discrepency.  

  

When utilizing the Gr oup Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined a s a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Literature text 

15.6% discrepancy/Numbers and Operations in Base Ten 1 5.9 discrepency.  

On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

49.8 % proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the s tate, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest.  

On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

38.4% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. Additionally, 

this is a 10 % decline in proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

50.9% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which studen ts perform the poorest. However, the 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ Á ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÙÅÁÒȢ 

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwea lth on the 2015 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in 1.) 

Operations and Algebraic Thinking and 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL studen t group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 57.7 % proficiency.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score f or 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 55.8 % proficiency which is a decline from the 

previous year.  

While the  5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 
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represents their poorest performance at 42.3 % proficient. The 5th All Student 

Group from Fairview only performed .3 % more proficient than the state.   This is an 

area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 5th grade ALL student group cohor t across the commonwealth on the 2015 -

2017 Math PSSA, the 5th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in eligible 

content related to Data and Measurement  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from 

the previous year.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 46.9% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest perform ance at 61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents  their poorest performance at 50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics  and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 70.6% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content a rea related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 58.4% proficient. Although, this is an area 

ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ 

year. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Ca tegories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in text dependent analysis across three 

year sampling.    
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When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU 

cohort at Rice. a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 

through 2017 with regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  

  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories  and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade ALL student group demonstrated the 

least proficiency in their performance of the eligible content related to  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the third grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 

56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Gro up Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 -2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth grades all student 

groups from Rice Elementary demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Text 

Dependent Analysis across all grades and testing sessions. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % 

Profici ent. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M4.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric, the sixth grade underperformed in the eligible comtent related to  Ratios 

and Proportional Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 

  

 

Systemic Challenge #2 (Guiding Question #5) Establish a district system that fully ensures barriers 

to student learning are addressed in order to increase student achievement and graduation rates. 

Aligned Concerns:   

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the cours e of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math steadily decreased.   2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 

2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  
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¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetri c, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 

2016: 47.6% Proficiency; and 2017: 56.5% Pr oficiency.   The area of TDA is 

the eligible content area within which the whole student group performed in 

a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors report s 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015: Geometry 

2015: 42.3 % Proficiency. The whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: Probability and 

Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all 

students group as compared to the HU cohort subg roup on the 2016 and 2017 

ELA PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is defined as a performance 

discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the 

all stud ent group.   

  

 

Data indicates a concern in 7th grade math as it relates to growth. 

  

2015 PSSA Grade 7 Math Growth Profile 
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However, the results rebound in Grade 8 where students demonstrate at least a years 

worth of growth across three of the four indicator areas. 

  

PSSA Grade 8 Math Growth Profile 
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Data indicates a concern regarding the growth of historically underperforming students 

in grades 5 - 7 on the ELA PSSA assessment. 

  

2015 Historically Underperforming Subgroup - ELA 
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Special education students growth profile in mathematics indicates that althought 

students are meeting their IEP goals, growth on grade level PSSA mathematics measures 

is below the growth expectations.  

PSSA Special Education Growth Profile - Math 
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU coho rt subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 MATH PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all st udent group  

In 2016, 8th grade students in HU cohort underperformed when compared against 

the state averages for the HU specifically in the following performance domains: 

Proficiency (HU state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficient). 

Also CSD 8th grade HU percentages are higher in the performance domain of below 

basic (HU state = 20.2% Below Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 

% below basic).   

In 2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14.5% 

advanced on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which 

ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ τφȢπ Ϸ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 

all students group is performing below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade 

scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD all student group has a higher 

percentage of students (33.0% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

as compared to the student performance across commonwealth (31.1 % basic).   

However, our HU data depicts a less than ideal p icture: When compared against the 

state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwealth.   

3ÔÁÔÅȡ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #3$ (5ȡ ςφ.1% 

Proficient.    

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 43.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% 

Proficiency; and 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligible content 

ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÓÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ 

compared to other eligible con tent areas.   
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017): Expressions and Equations: 2015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 

51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   The area of Expressions and 

%ÑÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á 

disproportionate manner when compare d to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 EL A PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

  

 

¶ Group Summary and Per formance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in ELA has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 

2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 

2016: 36.3%; and 2017:27.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 

Math PSSA as compared to the student performance across commonwealth 

(33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood 

MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as compared to the performance 

of HU students across the state which totals 51.9 % below basic.   Moreover 

the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % proficient and 2.5% advanced 

on the 2015 Math PSSA which is less than the average proficiency attained by 

HU students across the commonwealth.     

In 2015, 7th grade HU  students underperformed across all proficiency domains 

when compared against the state averages for  the HU. In 2015, Crestwood 7th grade 

HU cohort attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 61.5%; proficient: 23.1%; 

Advanced:2.6%  
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The Fairview Elementary 3 rd Grade all student cohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % 

Advanced that the 3rd grade all student cohort f or the commonwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when compared to the 

state for the all student group cohort in total % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA. 

Specifically, FV 3rd  grade all student group yielded 40.4 % proficient on t he 2016 

ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group which yielded 45.7% 

proficient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state H U 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficie nt.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below b asic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the stat e on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below ba sic categories.  FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

  

 

Group Summary and  Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups 

percentages of advanced/proficient decreased.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 

2017: 72.6%  
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Group Summary and Performan ce Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who 

scored proficient and advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three 

years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 63.1%, 2017: 41.3%.  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all student group who 

scored proficient and advanced on the Math PSSA varied.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 

59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017): 2015: Type s of Writing (E3.C ): 53.5% proficiency; 2016: Key Ideas 

and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % proficiency; and 2017: Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % 

Proficiency.   The area of Types of Writing is the eligible content area within which 

the whole student group underper formed when compared to other eligible content 

areas.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd  Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 

2017: Numbers and Operation/Fractions (M3.A -F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: 

Geometry (M3.C-G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2015: Operations and Algebraic Thnking 

(M3.B-O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepa ncy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group.  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% discrepency/  Numbers and 

Operatio ns in Base Ten  Numbers  and Operations and Algebraic Thinking both 

presented an approximate 15% discrepancy.    

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of  the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   
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A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Types of 

Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13% discrepency.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportiona lity exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Literature text 

15.6% discrepancy/Numbers and Operations in Base Ten 15.9 discrepency.  

On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

49.8 % proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest.  

On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

38.4% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. Additionally, 

this is a 10 % decline in proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

50.9% proficiency on eligible content r elated to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. However, the 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ Á ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃant increase from the prior year.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest i n 1.) 

Operations and Algebraic Thinking and 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 57.7 % proficiency.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math  PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 55.8 % proficiency which is a decline from the 

previous year.  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 
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represents their poorest performance at 42.3% proficient. The 5th All Student 

Group from Fairview only performed .3 % more pro ficient than the state.   This is an 

area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 5th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 -

2017 Math PSSA, the 5th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in eligible 

content related to Data and Measurement  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligibl e content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from 

the previous year.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 46.9% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperf ormed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Gr oup at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 70.6% proficient  

While th e 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 58. 4% proficient. Although, this is an area 

ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ 

year. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in text dependent analysis across three 

year sampling.    
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When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU 

cohort at Rice. a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 

through 2017 with regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  

  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade ALL student  group demonstrated the 

least proficiency in their performance of the eligible content related to  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Mat h PSSA, the third grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 

56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 -2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth grades all student 

groups from Rice Elementary demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Text 

Dependent Analysis across all grades and testing sessions.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Ancho rs reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % 

Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in  

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M4.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetr ic for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric, the sixth grade underperformed in the eligible comtent related to  Ratios 

and Proportional Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 

  

 

Systemic Challenge #3 (Guiding Question #7) Establish a district system that fully ensures students 

who are academically at risk are identified early and are supported by a process that provides 

interventions based upon student needs and includes procedures for monitoring effectiveness. 

Aligned Concerns:   

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 
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proficiency in Math steadily decreased.   2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 

2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  

  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 

2016: 47.6% Proficiency; and 2017:  56.5% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is 

the eligible content area within which the whole student group performed in 

a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Ancho rs reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015: Geometry 

2015: 42.3 % Proficiency. The whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: Probability and 

Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all 

students group as compared to the HU co hort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 

ELA PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is defined as a performance 

discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the  

all student group.   

  

 

Data indicates a concern in 7th grade math as it relates to growth. 

  

2015 PSSA Grade 7 Math Growth Profile 

  

Predicted Performance Level Group 

Belo

w 

Basi

c 

Bas

ic 

Proficie

nt 

Advanc

ed 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 
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201

5 

Growt

h 
-7.7 -7.9 -9.8 -8.8 

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.4 1.2 0.9 2.8 

# of 

Studen

ts 

30 58 94 23 

% of 

Studen

ts 

14.6 
28.

3 
45.9 11.2 

However, the results rebound in Grade 8 where students demonstrate at least a years 

worth of growth across three of the four indicator areas. 

  

PSSA Grade 8 Math Growth Profile 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 

Growth 1 4.2 0.5 -8.7 

Standard 

Error  
1.5 0.8 1 2.7 

# of 

Students 
55 77 85 5 

% of 

Students 
24.8 34.7 38.3 2.3 

  

 

Data indicates a concern regarding the growth of historically underperforming students 

in grades 5 - 7 on the ELA PSSA assessment. 

  

2015 Historically Underperforming Subgroup - ELA 

Reading/

ELA 
            

  
Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

Grade 5 
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15 
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th 

-

4.

4 

5.

7 

-
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Stand
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3.

7 

1.

4 
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1

0 

1

4 

1

7 
2 
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nts 

% of 

Stude

nts 

2
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5 

4

.
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Grade 6 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

20

15 
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3.

7 

-
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-

7.
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Error  

2.
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Stude

nts 

1

0 
9 7 4 

          

              

              

Grade 7 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 
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15 
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-
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-
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Error  

  
2.

4 
2   
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1 
2

2 

1
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2 
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2.

4 

5

3.

7 

3

9 

4

.

9 

  

 

Special education students growth profile in mathematics indicates that althought 

students are meeting their IEP goals, growth on grade level PSSA mathematics measures 

is below the growth expectations.  

PSSA Special Education Growth Profile - Math 

Mat

h 
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de 8 5 0.4 

Standa

rd 

Error  

3.1       

# of 

Studen

ts 

17 3     

% of 

Studen

ts 

85 15 0 0 

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to th e HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 MATH PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against t he all student group  

In 2016, 8th grade students in HU cohort underperformed when compared against 

the state averages for the HU specifically in the following performance domains: 

Proficiency (HU state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficien t). 

Also CSD 8th grade HU percentages are higher in the performance domain of below 

basic (HU state = 20.2% Below Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 

% below basic).   

In 2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14 .5% 

advanced on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which 

ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ τφȢπ Ϸ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 

all students group is performing below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade 

scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD all student group has a higher 

percentage of students (33.0% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

as compared to the student performance across commonwealth (31.1 % basic).   

However, our HU data depicts a less tha n ideal picture: When compared against the 

state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwealth.   

3ÔÁÔÅȡ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #SD HU: 26.1% 

Proficient.    

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 ye ars 

(2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 43.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% 

Proficiency; and 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligible content 

ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÓÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ 

compared to other eli gible content areas.   
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017): Expressions and Equations: 2015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 

51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   The area of Expressions and 

%ÑÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á 

disproportionate manner whe n compared to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on th e 2017 ELA PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

  

 

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in ELA has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 

2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest in thr ee years. 

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 

2016: 36.3%; and 2017:2 7.6%-the lowest in three years.  

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 

Math PSSA as compared to the student performance across commonwealth 

(33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood 

MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as compared to the performance 

of HU students across the state which totals 51.9 % below basic.   Moreover 

the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % pr oficient and 2.5% advanced 

on the 2015 Math PSSA which is less than the average proficiency attained by 

HU students across the commonwealth.     

In 2015, 7th grade HU  students underperformed across all proficiency domains 

when compared against the state ave rages for the HU. In 2015, Crestwood 7th grade 
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HU cohort attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 61.5%; proficient: 23.1%; 

Advanced:2.6%  

  

 

The Fairview Elementary 3 rd Grade all student cohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % 

Advanced that the 3rd grade all student  cohort for the commonwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when compared to the 

state for the all student group cohort in total % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA. 

Specifically, FV 3rd  grade all student group yielded 40.4 % profic ient on the 2016 

ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group which yielded 45.7% 

proficient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed th e state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across  the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and  below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

  

 

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups 
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percentages of advanced/proficient decreased.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 

2017: 72.6%  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who 

scored proficient and advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three 

years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 63.1%, 2017: 41 .3%. 

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all student group who 

scored proficient and advanced on the Math PSSA varied.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 

59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017): 2 015: Types of Writing (E3.C ): 53.5% proficiency; 2016: Key Ideas 

and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % proficiency; and 2017: Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % 

Proficiency.   The area of Types of Writing is the eligible content area within which 

the whole student group  underperformed when compared to other eligible content 

areas.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd   Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 

2017: Numbers and Operation/Fractions (M3.A -F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: 

Geometry (M3.C-G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2015: Operations and Algebraic Thnking 

(M3.B-O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: R eporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance  discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group.  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% discrepency/  Numbers and  

Operations in Base Ten   Numbers  and Operations and Algebraic Thinking both 

presented an approximate 15% discrepancy.    
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the perfo rmance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most el igible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Types of 

Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13% discrepency.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a dispr oportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student gro up and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Literature text 

15.6% discrepancy/Numbers and Operations in Base Ten 15.9 discrepency.  

On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

49.8 % proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the p oorest.  

On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

38.4% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this  is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. Additionally, 

this is a 10 % decline in proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

50.9% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. However, the 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ Á significant increase from the prior year.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in 1.) 

Operations and Algebraic Thinking and 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 57.7 % proficiency.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 55.8 % proficiency which is a decline from the 

previous year.  
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While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 42.3% proficient. The 5th All Student 

Group from Fairview only performed .3 %  more proficient than the state.   This is an 

area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 5th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 -

2017 Math PSSA, the 5th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in eligible 

content related to Data and Measurement  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in th e eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from 

the previous year.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 46.9% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Gra de 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairvie w outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 70.6% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performan ce at 58.4% proficient. Although, this is an area 

ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ 

year. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in text dependent analysis across three 

year sampling.    
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When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU 

cohort at Rice. a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 

through 2017 with regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  

  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade AL L student group demonstrated the 

least proficiency in their performance of the eligible content related to  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the  2015 Math PSSA, the third grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 

56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2 015-2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth grades all student 

groups from Rice Elementary demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Text 

Dependent Analysis across all grades and testing sessions.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % 

Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors r eports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M4.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports  in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric, the sixth grade underperformed in the eligible comtent related to  Ratios 

and Proportional Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 

  

 

Systemic Challenge #4 (Guiding Question #1) Establish a district system that fully ensures 

consistent implementation of standards aligned curricula across all schools for all students. 

Aligned Concerns:   
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¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math steadi ly decreased.  2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 

2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  

  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently unde rperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 

2016: 47.6% Proficiency; and 2017: 56.5% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is 

the eligible content area within which the whole stude nt group performed in 

a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015: Geometry 

2015: 42.3 % Proficiency. The whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: Probability and 

Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Su mmary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all 

students group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 

ELA PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is defined as a  performance 

discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the 

all student group.   

  

 

Data indicates a concern in 7th grade math as it relates to growth. 

  

2015 PSSA Grade 7 Math Growth Profile 

  

Predicted Performance Level Group 

Belo

w 

Basi

c 

Bas

ic 

Proficie

nt 

Advanc

ed 
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Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

201

5 

Growt

h 
-7.7 -7.9 -9.8 -8.8 

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.4 1.2 0.9 2.8 

# of 

Studen

ts 

30 58 94 23 

% of 

Studen

ts 

14.6 
28.

3 
45.9 11.2 

However, the results rebound in Grade 8 where students demonstrate at least a years 

worth of growth across three of the four indicator areas. 

  

PSSA Grade 8 Math Growth Profile 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 

Growth  1 4.2 0.5 -8.7 

Standard 

Error  
1.5 0.8 1 2.7 

# of 

Students 
55 77 85 5 

% of 

Students 
24.8 34.7 38.3 2.3 

  

 

Data indicates a concern regarding the growth of historically underperforming students 

in grades 5 - 7 on the ELA PSSA assessment. 

  

2015 Historically Underperforming Subgroup - ELA 

Reading/

ELA 
            

  
Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

Grade 5 
20

15 

Grow

th 

-

4.

4 

5.

7 

-

4.

6 

  

Stand

ard 

Error  

4.

7 

3.

7 

1.

4 
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# of 

Stude

nts 

1

0 

1

4 

1

7 
2 

% of 

Stude

nts 

2

3.

3 

3

2.

6 

3

9.

5 

4

.

7 

              

Grade 6 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

20

15 

Grow

th 

3.

7 

-

1.

2 

-

7.

4 

  

Stand

ard 

Error  

2.

4 

2.

7 

5.

9 
  

# of 

Stude

nts 

1

0 
9 7 4 

          

              

              

Grade 7 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

20

15 

Grow

th 
  

-

3.

4 

-

4.

5 

  

Stand

ard 

Error  

  
2.

4 
2   

# of 

Stude

nts 

1 
2

2 

1

6 
2 

% of 

Stude

nts 

2.

4 

5

3.

7 

3

9 

4

.

9 

  

 

Special education students growth profile in mathematics indicates that althought 

students are meeting their IEP goals, growth on grade level PSSA mathematics measures 

is below the growth expectations.  

PSSA Special Education Growth Profile - Math 

Mat

h 
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Gra

de 4 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

201

5 

Growth 
11.

6 

-

8.3 
    

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.2 4.4     

# of 

Studen

ts 

5 8 2   

% of 

Studen

ts 

33.

3 

53.

3 

13.

3 
0 

Gra

de 5 

201

5 

Growth 1.8 0.5     

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.7 1.4     

# of 

Studen

ts 

14 6 2   

% of 

Studen

ts 

63.

6 

27.

3 
9.1 0 

Gra

de 6 

201

5 

Growth 9.3 1     

Standa

rd 

Error  

5.6 2.4     

# of 

Studen

ts 

10 5     

% of 

Studen

ts 

66.

7 

33.

3 
0 0 

Gra

de 7 

201

5 

Growth 

-

11.

6 

      

Standa

rd 

Error  

3.9       

# of 

Studen

ts 

16 3     

% of 

Studen

ts 

84.

2 

15.

8 
0 0 

Gra 201 Growth -       
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de 8 5 0.4 

Standa

rd 

Error  

3.1       

# of 

Studen

ts 

17 3     

% of 

Studen

ts 

85 15 0 0 

  

 

When utilizing the G roup Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 MATH PSSA.   A 

disproportionality which is defined as  a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

In 2016, 8th grade students in HU cohort underperformed when compared aga inst 

the state averages for the HU specifically in the following performance domains: 

Proficiency (HU state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficient). 

Also CSD 8th grade HU percentages are higher in the performance domain of below 

basic (HU state = 20.2% Below Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 

% below basic).   

In 2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14.5% 

advanced on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which 

yielded 46.0 % pr ÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 

all students group is performing below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade 

scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD all student group has a higher 

percentage of students (33.0% bas ic) who have scored basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

as compared to the student performance across commonwealth (31.1 % basic).   

However, our HU data depicts a less than ideal picture: When compared against the 

state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwealth.   

3ÔÁÔÅȡ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #3$ (5ȡ ςφȢρϷ 

Proficient.    

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 43.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% 

Proficiency; a nd 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligible content 

ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÓÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ 

compared to other eligible content areas.   
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors r eports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017): Expressions and Equations: 2015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 

51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   The area of Expressions and 

%ÑÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á 

disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Ca tegories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exce eds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

  

 

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2 015-2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in ELA has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 

2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 

2016: 36.3%; and 2017:27.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 

Math PSSA as compared to the student performance across commonwealth 

(33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood 

MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as compared to the performance 

of HU students across the state which totals 51.9 % below basic.   Moreover 

the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % proficient and 2.5% advanced 

on the 2015 Math PSSA which is less than the average proficiency at tained by 

HU students across the commonwealth.     

In 2015, 7th grade HU  students underperformed across all proficiency domains 

when compared against the state averages for the HU. In 2015, Crestwood 7th grade 
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HU cohort attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 6 1.5%; proficient: 23.1%; 

Advanced:2.6%  

  

 

The Fairview Elementary 3 rd Grade all student cohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % 

Advanced that the 3rd grade all student cohort for the commonwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when com pared to the 

state for the all student group cohort in total % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA. 

Specifically, FV 3rd  grade all student group yielded 40.4 % proficient on the 2016 

ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group which yielded 45.7% 

profi cient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstr ates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the s tate on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulati vely across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Gr oup Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

  

 

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three yea rs on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups 
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percentages of advanced/proficient decreased.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 

2017: 72.6%  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who 

scored proficient and advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three 

years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 63.1%, 2017: 41.3%.  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the cour se of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all student group who 

scored proficient and advanced on the Math PSSA varied.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 

59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric , in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017): 2015: Types of Writing (E3.C ): 53.5% proficiency; 2016: Key Ideas 

and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % p roficiency; and 2017: Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % 

Proficiency.   The area of Types of Writing is the eligible content area within which 

the whole student group underperformed when compared to other eligible content 

areas.  

  

When utilizing the Group Sum mary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd  Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 

2017: Numbers and Operation/Fractions (M3.A -F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: 

Geometry (M3.C-G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2015: Operations and Algebraic Thnking 

(M3.B-O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the pe rformance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most  eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group.  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% discrepency/  Numbers and 

Operations in Base Ten   Numbers  and Operations and Algebraic Thinking both 

presented an appr oximate 15% discrepancy.    
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PS SA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Types of 

Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13% discrepency.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Literature text 

15.6% discrepancy/Numbers and Operations in Base Ten 15.9 discrepency.  

On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

49.8 % proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent ana lysis.  While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest.  

On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

38.4% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. Additionally, 

this is a 10 % decline in proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

50.9% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far excee ded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. However, the 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ Á ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÙÅÁÒȢ 

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperf ormed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in 1.) 

Operations and Algebraic Thinking and 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th AL L student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 57.7 % pr oficiency.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 55.8 % proficiency which is a decline from the 

previous year.  
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While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible con tent area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 42.3% proficient. The 5th All Student 

Group from Fairview only performed .3 % more proficient than the state.   This is an 

area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student gro up at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 5th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 -

2017 Math PSSA, the 5th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in eligible 

content related to Data and Measurement  

While t he 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performanc e at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from 

the previous year.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area relat ed to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 46.9% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eli gible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 70.6% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 58.4% proficient. Although, this is an area 

ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓtrates an increase from the previous 

year. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in text dep endent analysis across three 

year sampling.    
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When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU 

cohort at Rice. a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 

through 2017 with regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  

  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade ALL student group demonstrated the 

least proficiency in their performance of the eligible conten t related to  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the third grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent pr oficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 

56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 -2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth grades all student 

groups from Rice Elementary dem onstrated the least percent proficiency in Text 

Dependent Analysis across all grades and testing sessions.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % 

Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonst rated the least percent proficiency in M4.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated th e least percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric, the sixth grade underperformed in the eligible comtent related to  Ratios 

and Proportional Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 

  

 

Systemic Challenge #5 (Guiding Question #3) Establish a district system that fully ensures staff 

members in every school use standards aligned assessments to monitor student achievement and 

adjust instructional practices. 

Aligned Concerns:   
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¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math steadily decreased.   2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 

2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  

  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 

2016: 47.6% Proficiency; and 2017: 56.5% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is 

the eligible content area within which the whole student group performed in 

a disproportionate manner when comp ared to other eligible content areas.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015:  Geometry 

2015: 42.3 % Proficiency. The whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: Probability and 

Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetri c, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all 

students group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 

ELA PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is defined as a performance 

discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the al l student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the 

all student group.   

  

 

Data indicates a concern in 7th grade math as it relates to growth. 

  

2015 PSSA Grade 7 Math Growth Profile 

  

Predicted Performance Level Group 

Belo

w 

Basi

c 

Bas

ic 

Proficie

nt 

Advanc

ed 
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Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

201

5 

Growt

h 
-7.7 -7.9 -9.8 -8.8 

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.4 1.2 0.9 2.8 

# of 

Studen

ts 

30 58 94 23 

% of 

Studen

ts 

14.6 
28.

3 
45.9 11.2 

However, the results rebound in Grade 8 where students demonstrate at least a years 

worth of growth across three of the four indicator areas. 

  

PSSA Grade 8 Math Growth Profile 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 

Growth 1 4.2 0.5 -8.7 

Standard 

Error  
1.5 0.8 1 2.7 

# of 

Students 
55 77 85 5 

% of 

Students 
24.8 34.7 38.3 2.3 

  

 

Data indicates a concern regarding the growth of historically underperforming students 

in grades 5 - 7 on the ELA PSSA assessment. 

  

2015 Historically Underperforming Subgroup - ELA 

Reading/

ELA 
            

  
Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

Grade 5 
20

15 

Grow

th 

-

4.

4 

5.

7 

-

4.

6 

  

Stand

ard 

Error  

4.

7 

3.

7 

1.

4 
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# of 

Stude

nts 

1

0 

1

4 

1

7 
2 

% of 

Stude

nts 

2

3.

3 

3

2.

6 

3

9.

5 

4

.

7 

              

Grade 6 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

20

15 

Grow

th 

3.

7 

-

1.

2 

-

7.

4 

  

Stand

ard 

Error  

2.

4 

2.

7 

5.

9 
  

# of 

Stude

nts 

1

0 
9 7 4 

          

              

              

Grade 7 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

20

15 

Grow

th 
  

-

3.

4 

-

4.

5 

  

Stand

ard 

Error  

  
2.

4 
2   

# of 

Stude

nts 

1 
2

2 

1

6 
2 

% of 

Stude

nts 

2.

4 

5

3.

7 

3

9 

4

.

9 

  

 

Special education students growth profile in mathematics indicates that althought 

students are meeting their IEP goals, growth on grade level PSSA mathematics measures 

is below the growth expectations.  

PSSA Special Education Growth Profile - Math 

Mat

h 
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Gra

de 4 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

201

5 

Growth 
11.

6 

-

8.3 
    

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.2 4.4     

# of 

Studen

ts 

5 8 2   

% of 

Studen

ts 

33.

3 

53.

3 

13.

3 
0 

Gra

de 5 

201

5 

Growth 1.8 0.5     

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.7 1.4     

# of 

Studen

ts 

14 6 2   

% of 

Studen

ts 

63.

6 

27.

3 
9.1 0 

Gra

de 6 

201

5 

Growth 9.3 1     

Standa

rd 

Error  

5.6 2.4     

# of 

Studen

ts 

10 5     

% of 

Studen

ts 

66.

7 

33.

3 
0 0 

Gra

de 7 

201

5 

Growth 

-

11.

6 

      

Standa

rd 

Error  

3.9       

# of 

Studen

ts 

16 3     

% of 

Studen

ts 

84.

2 

15.

8 
0 0 

Gra 201 Growth -       
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de 8 5 0.4 

Standa

rd 

Error  

3.1       

# of 

Studen

ts 

17 3     

% of 

Studen

ts 

85 15 0 0 

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in  

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 MATH PSSA.   A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

In 2016, 8th grade students in HU cohort underperformed when compared against 

the state averages for the HU specifically in the fo llowing performance domains: 

Proficiency (HU state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficient). 

Also CSD 8th grade HU percentages are higher in the performance domain of below 

basic (HU state = 20.2% Below Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 

% below basic).   

In 2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14.5% 

advanced on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which 

ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ τφȢπ Ϸ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ grade 

all students group is performing below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade 

scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD all student group has a higher 

percentage of students (33.0% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

as compared to the student performance across commonwealth (31.1 % basic).   

However, our HU data depicts a less than ideal picture: When compared against the 

state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwealth.   

3ÔÁÔÅȡ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #3$ (5ȡ ςφȢρϷ 

Proficient.    

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content are as, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 43.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% 

Proficiency; and 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligi ble content 

ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÓÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ 

compared to other eligible content areas.   
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content area s, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017): Expressions and Equations: 2015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 

51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   The area of Expressions and 

%ÑÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á 

disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportiona lity exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exi sts across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

  

 

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in E LA has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 

2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups ov erall 

proficiency in Math has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 

2016: 36.3%; and 2017:27.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 

Math PSSA as compared to the student performance across commonwealth 

(33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood 

MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as compared to the performance 

of HU students across the state which totals 51.9 % below basic.   Moreover 

the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % proficient and 2.5% advanced 

on the 2015 Math PSSA which is less than the average proficiency attained by 

HU students across the commonwealth.     

In 2015 , 7th grade HU students underperformed across all proficiency domains 

when compared against the state averages for the HU. In 2015, Crestwood 7th grade 
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HU cohort attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 61.5%; proficient: 23.1%; 

Advanced:2.6%  

  

 

The Fairview El ementary 3 rd Grade all student cohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % 

Advanced that the 3rd grade all student cohort for the commonwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when compared to the 

state for the all student group cohort in to tal % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA. 

Specifically, FV 3rd  grade all student group yielded 40.4 % proficient on the 2016 

ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group which yielded 45.7% 

proficient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Perfor mance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compa red to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU  student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across t he state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

  

 

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups 
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percentages of advanced/proficient decreased.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 

2017: 72.6%  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who 

scored proficient a nd advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three 

years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 63.1%, 2017: 41.3%.  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all studen t group who 

scored proficient and advanced on the Math PSSA varied.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 

59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole stud ent group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017): 2015: Types of Writing (E3.C ): 53.5% proficiency; 2016: Key Ideas 

and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % proficiency; and 2017: Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % 

Proficiency.   The area of Types of Writing is the eligible content area within which 

the whole student group underperformed when compared to other eligible content 

areas.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric , in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd  Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 

2017: Numbers and Operation/Fractions (M3.A -F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: 

Geometry (M3.C-G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2 015: Operations and Algebraic Thnking 

(M3.B-O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU  cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the  all student group.  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% discrepency/  Numbers and 

Operations in Base Ten   Numbers  and Operations and Algebraic Thinking both 

presented an approximate 15% discrepancy.    
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When utilizing the Group Su mmary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a per formance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Types of 

Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13% disc repency.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  

A dispr oportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Literature text 

15.6% discrepancy/Numb ers and Operations in Base Ten 15.9 discrepency.  

On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

49.8 % proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far excee ded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest.  

On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

38.4% proficiency on eligible content related to text depende nt analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. Additionally, 

this is a 10 % decline in proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

50.9% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of  instruction within which students perform the poorest. However, the 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ Á ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÙÅÁÒȢ 

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student g roup cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in 1.) 

Operations and Algebraic Thinking and 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite sc ore for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 57.7 % proficiency.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview ou tperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 55.8 % proficiency which is a decline f rom the 

previous year.  
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While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents t heir poorest performance at 42.3% proficient. The 5th All Student 

Group from Fairview only performed .3 % more proficient than the state.   This is an 

area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 5th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 -

2017 Math PSSA, the 5th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in eligible 

content related to Data and Measurement  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed t he 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from 

the previou s year. 

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest pe rformance at 46.9% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to te xt dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible co ntent area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 70.6% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

perfo rmance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 58.4% proficient. Although, this is an area 

ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ 

year. 

When analyzing  the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in text dependent analysis across three 

year sampling.    
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When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU 

cohort at Rice. a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 

through 2017 with regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  

  

When analyzing the Gro up Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade ALL student group demonstrated the 

least proficiency in their performance of the eligible content related to  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the third grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 

56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 -2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth grades all student 

groups from Rice Elementary demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Text 

Dependent  Analysis across all grades and testing sessions.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % 

Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M4.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric, the sixth grade underperformed in the eligible comtent related to  Ratios 

and Proportional Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 

  

 

Systemic Challenge #6 (Guiding Question #10) Establish a district system that fully ensures 

professional development is focused, comprehensive and implemented with fidelity. 

Aligned Concerns:   
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¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math steadily decreased.   2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 

2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  

  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 

2016: 47.6% Proficiency; and 2017:  56.5% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is 

the eligible content area within which the whole student group performed in 

a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Ancho rs reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015: Geometry 

2015: 42.3 % Proficiency. The whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: Probability and 

Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all 

students group as compared to the HU co hort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 

ELA PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is defined as a performance 

discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the  

all student group.   

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 MATH PSS A.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

In 2016, 8th grade students i n HU cohort underperformed when compared against 

the state averages for the HU specifically in the following performance domains: 
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Proficiency (HU state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficient). 

Also CSD 8th grade HU percentages are higher in the performance domain of below 

basic (HU state = 20.2% Below Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 

% below basic).   

In 2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14.5% 

advanced on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which 

ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ τφȢπ Ϸ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 

all students group is performing below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade 

scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD all student group has a higher 

percentage of students (33.0% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

as compared to the student performance across commonwealth (31.1 % basic).   

However, our HU data depicts a less than ideal picture: When compared against the 

state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwealth.   

3ÔÁÔÅȡ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #3$ (5ȡ ςφȢρϷ 

Proficient.    

When utilizing the Grou p Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 4 3.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% 

Proficiency; and 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligible content 

ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÓÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ 

compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

  

When utilizing the Group  Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017): Expressions and Equations: 2015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 

51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   The area of Expressions and 

%ÑÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á 

disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is de fined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  
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¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demons trates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in ELA has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 

2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Rep orts in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 

2016: 36.3%; and 2017:27.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 

Math PSSA as compared to the student performance across commonwealth 

(33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood 

MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as compared to the performance 

of HU students across the state which totals 51.9 % below basic.   Moreover 

the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % proficient and 2.5% advanced 

on the 2015 Math PSSA which is less than the average proficiency attained by 

HU students across the commonwealth.     

In 2015, 7th grade HU  students underperformed across all proficiency domains 

when compared against the state averages for the HU. In 2015, Crestwood 7th grade 

HU cohort attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 61.5%; proficient: 23.1%; 

Advanced:2.6%  

  

 

The Fairview Elementary 3 rd Grade all student cohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % 

Advanced that the 3rd grade all student cohort for the commonwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when compared to the 

state for the all student group cohort in total % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA. 

Specifically, FV 3rd  grade all student group yielded 40.4 % proficient on the 2016 

ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group which yielded 45.7% 

proficient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across profi ciency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and P erformance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 
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65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underp erformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

  

 

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric de monstrates that 

over the course of three years on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups 

percentages of advanced/proficient decreased.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 

2017: 72.6%  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates  that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who 

scored proficient and advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three 

years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 63.1%, 2017: 41.3%.  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Report s in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all student group who 

scored proficient and advanced on the Math PSSA varied.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 

59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporti ng Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017): 2015: Types of Writing (E3.C ): 53.5% proficiency; 2016: Key Ideas 

and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % proficiency; and 2017: Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % 

Proficiency.   The area of Types of Writing is the eligible content area within which 

the whole student group underperformed when compared to other eligible co ntent 

areas.  
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd  Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 

2017: Num bers and Operation/Fractions (M3.A -F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: 

Geometry (M3.C-G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2015: Operations and Algebraic Thnking 

(M3.B-O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric , a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all stu dent group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group.  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% discrepency/  Numbers and 

Operations in Base Ten   Numbers  and Operations a nd Algebraic Thinking both 

presented an approximate 15% discrepancy.    

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to th e HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against  the all student group. Types of 

Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13% discrepency.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of th e all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Literature text 

15.6% discrepancy/Numbers and Operations in Base Ten 15.9 discrepency.  

On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

49.8 % proficiency on el igible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest.  

On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

38.4% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 
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the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. Additionally, 

this is a 10 % decline in proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

50.9% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While  the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. However, the 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ Á ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÙÅÁÒȢ 

While t he 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in 1.) 

Operations and Algebraic Thinking a nd 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data  and 

Measurement by scoring only a 57.7 % proficiency.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 55.8 % proficiency which is a decline from the 

previous year.  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 42.3% proficient. The 5th All Student 

Group from Fairview only performed .3 % more proficient than the state.   This is an 

area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 5th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 -

2017 Math PSSA, the 5th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in eligible 

content related to Data and Measurement  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from 

the previous year.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 46.9% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 



152 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grad e 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 70.6% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview  outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 58.4% proficient. Although, this is an area 

ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ 

year. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrat ed the least percent proficiency in text dependent analysis across three 

year sampling.    

  

 

When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU 

cohort at Rice. a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 

through 2017 with regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  

  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade ALL student group demonstrated the 

least proficiency  in their performance of the eligible content related to  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the third grade all student group  from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 

56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 -2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth grades  all student 

groups from Rice Elementary demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Text 

Dependent Analysis across all grades and testing sessions.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 
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demonstrated the least percent proficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % 

Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the four th grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M4.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade  all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric, the sixth grade underperformed in the eligibl e comtent related to  Ratios 

and Proportional Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 

  

 

Systemic Challenge #7 (Guiding Question #0) Although the Crestwood School District is developing 

benchmark assessments, it has not completed this task. The completion of the benchmark 

assessments will help ensure students are meeting the standards that are addressed in the PA Core 

Standards for ELA and Math 

Aligned Concerns:   

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math steadily decreased.   2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 

2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  

  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the f ollowing eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 

2016: 47.6% Proficiency; and 2017: 56.5% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is 

the eligible content area within which the whole student group performed in 

a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetri c, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015: Geometry 

2015: 42.3 % Proficiency. The whole student group consistently 
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underperformed on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: Probability and 

Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all 

students group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the  2016 and 2017 

ELA PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is defined as a performance 

discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the 

all student group.   

  

 

Data indicates a concern in 7th grade math as it relates to growth. 

  

2015 PSSA Grade 7 Math Growth Profile 

  

Predicted Performance Level Group 

Belo

w 

Basi

c 

Bas

ic 

Proficie

nt 

Advanc

ed 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

201

5 

Growt

h 
-7.7 -7.9 -9.8 -8.8 

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.4 1.2 0.9 2.8 

# of 

Studen

ts 

30 58 94 23 

% of 

Studen

ts 

14.6 
28.

3 
45.9 11.2 

However, the results rebound in Grade 8 where students demonstrate at least a years 

worth of growth across three of the four indicator areas. 

  

PSSA Grade 8 Math Growth Profile 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

2015 Growth 1 4.2 0.5 -8.7 
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Standard 

Error  
1.5 0.8 1 2.7 

# of 

Students 
55 77 85 5 

% of 

Students 
24.8 34.7 38.3 2.3 

  

 

Data indicates a concern regarding the growth of historically underperforming students 

in grades 5 - 7 on the ELA PSSA assessment. 

  

2015 Historically Underperforming Subgroup - ELA 

Reading/

ELA 
            

  
Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

Grade 5 
20

15 

Grow

th 

-

4.

4 

5.

7 

-

4.

6 

  

Stand

ard 

Error  

4.

7 

3.

7 

1.

4 
  

# of 

Stude

nts 

1

0 

1

4 

1

7 
2 

% of 

Stude

nts 

2

3.

3 

3

2.

6 

3

9.

5 

4

.

7 

              

Grade 6 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

20

15 

Grow

th 

3.

7 

-

1.

2 

-

7.

4 

  

Stand

ard 

Error  

2.

4 

2.

7 

5.

9 
  

# of 

Stude

nts 

1

0 
9 7 4 
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Grade 7 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

20

15 

Grow

th 
  

-

3.

4 

-

4.

5 

  

Stand

ard 

Error  

  
2.

4 
2   

# of 

Stude

nts 

1 
2

2 

1

6 
2 

% of 

Stude

nts 

2.

4 

5

3.

7 

3

9 

4

.

9 

  

 

Special education students growth profile in mathematics indicates that althought 

students are meeting their IEP goals, growth on grade level PSSA mathematics measures 

is below the growth expectations.  

PSSA Special Education Growth Profile - Math 

Mat

h 
            

Gra

de 4 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 

201

5 

Growth 
11.

6 

-

8.3 
    

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.2 4.4     

# of 

Studen

ts 

5 8 2   

% of 

Studen

ts 

33.

3 

53.

3 

13.

3 
0 

Gra

de 5 

201

5 

Growth 1.8 0.5     

Standa

rd 

Error  

2.7 1.4     

# of 

Studen

ts 

14 6 2   
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% of 

Studen

ts 

63.

6 

27.

3 
9.1 0 

Gra

de 6 

201

5 

Growth 9.3 1     

Standa

rd 

Error  

5.6 2.4     
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup  on the 2016 and 2017 MATH PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  
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In 2016, 8th grade students in HU cohort underperformed when compared against 

the state averages for the HU specifically in the following performance domains: 

Proficiency (HU state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficient). 

Also CSD 8th grade HU percentages are higher in the performance domain of below 

basic (HU state = 20.2% Below Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 

% below basic).   

In 2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14.5% 

advanced on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which 

ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ τφȢπ Ϸ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 

all students group is performing below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade 

scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD all student group has a higher 

percentage of students (33.0% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

as compared to the student performance across commonwealth (31.1 % basic).   

However, our HU data depicts a less than ideal picture: Whe n compared against the 

state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwealth.   

3ÔÁÔÅȡ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #3$ (5ȡ ςφȢρϷ 

Profici ent.   

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 43.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% 

Proficiency; and 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligible content 

ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÓÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ 

compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017): Exp ressions and Equations: 2015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 

51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   The area of Expressions and 

%ÑÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á 

disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  
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¶ Group Summary and Performance Le vels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in ELA has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 

2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 

2016: 36.3%; and 2017:27.6% -the lowest in t hree years. 

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 

Math PSSA as compared to the student performance across commonwealth 

(33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood 

MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as compared to the performance 

of HU students across the state which totals 51.9 % below basic.   Moreover 

the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % proficient and 2.5% ad vanced 

on the 2015 Math PSSA which is less than the average proficiency attained by 

HU students across the commonwealth.     

In 2015, 7th grade HU  students underperformed across all proficiency domains 

when compared against the state averages for the HU. In  2015, Crestwood 7th grade 

HU cohort attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 61.5%; proficient: 23.1%; 

Advanced:2.6%  

  

 

The Fairview Elementary 3 rd Grade all student cohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % 

Advanced that the 3rd grade all student cohort for the comm onwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when compared to the 

state for the all student group cohort in total % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA. 

Specifically, FV 3rd  grade all student group yielded 40.4 % proficient on the 2016 

ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group which yielded 45.7% 

proficient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student g roup cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  
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Additio nally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the  2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categor ies.  FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

  

 

Group Summary and Performanc e Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups 

percentages of advanced/proficient decreased.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 

2017: 72.6%  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels R eports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who 

scored proficient and advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three 

years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 63.1%, 2017: 41.3%.  

  

Group Summary  and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all student group who 

scored proficient and advanced on the Math PSSA varied.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 

59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utiliz ing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017): 2015: Types of Writin g (E3.C ): 53.5% proficiency; 2016: Key Ideas 

and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % proficiency; and 2017: Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % 
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Proficiency.   The area of Types of Writing is the eligible content area within which 

the whole student group underperformed when  compared to other eligible content 

areas.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd  Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 

2017: Numbers and Operation/Fractions (M3.A -F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: 

Geometry (M3.C-G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2015: Operations and Algebraic Thnking 

(M3.B-O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that ex ceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group.  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% discrepency/  Numbers and 

Operations in Base Ten  Numbers  and Operations and Algebraic Thinking both 

presented an approximate 15% discrepancy.    

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all st udents 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas  when comparing the HU against the all student group. Types of 

Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13% discrepency.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists  between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup ex ists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Literature text 

15.6% discrepancy/Numbers and Operations in Base Ten 15.9 discrepency.  

On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

49.8 % proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest.  
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On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

38.4% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of inst ruction within which students perform the poorest. Additionally, 

this is a 10 % decline in proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

50.9% proficiency on eligible content related to t ext dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. However, the 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ Á ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓe from the prior year.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in 1.) 

Operations and Algebraic Thinking and 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 57.7 % proficiency.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 55.8 % proficiency which is a decline from the 

previous year.  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 42.3% proficient. The 5th All Student 

Group from Fairview only performed .3 % more proficient tha n the state.  This is an 

area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 5th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 -

2017 Math PSSA, the 5th grade ALL Student Group perform ed the poorest in eligible 

content related to Data and Measurement  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content a rea related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from 

the previous year.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealt h 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 46.9% proficient.  
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While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6 th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fair view outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 70.6% proficient  

While the 6th Grade  ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 58.4% proficie nt. Although, this is an area 

ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ 

year. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in text dependent analysis across three 

year sampling.    

  

 

When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU 

cohort at Rice. a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 

through 2017 with regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  

  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade ALL student group demo nstrated the 

least proficiency in their performance of the eligible content related to  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the  third grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 

56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 -2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth grades all student 

groups from Rice Elementary demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Text 

Dependent Analysis across all grades and testing sessions.  
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When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % 

Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric fo r the 2015 Math PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M4.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric, the sixth grade  underperformed in the eligible comtent related to  Ratios 

and Proportional Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 

  

 

Systemic Challenge #8 (Guiding Question #4) Establish a district system that fully ensures high 

quality curricular assets (e.g. model curricula, learning progressions, units, lesson plans, and content 

resources) aligned with state standards and fully accessible to teachers and students. 

Aligned Concerns:   

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math steadily decreased.   2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 

2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  

  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric,  in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 

2016: 47.6% Proficiency; and 2017: 56.5% Prof iciency.   The area of TDA is 

the eligible content area within which the whole student group performed in 

a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015: Geometry 
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2015: 42.3 % Proficiency. The whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: Probability and 

Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all 

students group as compared to the HU cohort subgro up on the 2016 and 2017 

ELA PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is defined as a performance 

discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU against the 

all studen t group.   

  

 

Data indicates a concern in 7th grade math as it relates to growth. 

  

2015 PSSA Grade 7 Math Growth Profile 
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28.

3 
45.9 11.2 

However, the results rebound in Grade 8 where students demonstrate at least a years 

worth of growth across three of the four indicator areas. 

  

PSSA Grade 8 Math Growth Profile 

Standard for PA 

Academic Growth 
0 0 0 0 
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2015 

Growth 1 4.2 0.5 -8.7 

Standard 

Error  
1.5 0.8 1 2.7 

# of 

Students 
55 77 85 5 

% of 

Students 
24.8 34.7 38.3 2.3 

  

 

Data indicates a concern regarding the growth of historically underperforming students 

in grades 5 - 7 on the ELA PSSA assessment. 
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Grade 7 
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Special education students growth profile in mathematics indicates that althought 

students are meeting their IEP goals, growth on grade level PSSA mathematics measures 

is below the growth expectations.  

PSSA Special Education Growth Profile - Math 
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When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort  subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 MATH PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all stud ent group  
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In 2016, 8th grade students in HU cohort underperformed when compared against 

the state averages for the HU specifically in the following performance domains: 

Proficiency (HU state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficient). 

Also CSD 8th grade HU percentages are higher in the performance domain of below 

basic (HU state = 20.2% Below Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 

% below basic).   

In 2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14.5% 

advanced on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which 

ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ τφȢπ Ϸ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 

all students group is performing below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade 

scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD all student group has a higher 

percentage of students (33.0% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

as compared to the student performance across commonwealth (31.1 % basic).   

However, our HU data depicts a less than ideal pic ture: When compared against the 

state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwealth.   

3ÔÁÔÅȡ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #3$ (5ȡ ςφȢρ% 

Proficient.    

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 43.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% 

Proficiency; and 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligible content 

ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÓÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ 

compared to other eligible conte nt areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017): Expressions and Equations: 2015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 

51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   The area of Expressions and 

%ÑÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á 

disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  
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¶ Group Summary and Perfo rmance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in ELA has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 

2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 

2016: 36.3%; and 2017:27.6% -the lo west in three years.  

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 

Math PSSA as compared to the student performance across commonwealth 

(33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood 

MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as compared to the performance 

of HU students across the state which totals 51.9 % below basic.   Moreover 

the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % proficient an d 2.5% advanced 

on the 2015 Math PSSA which is less than the average proficiency attained by 

HU students across the commonwealth.     

In 2015, 7th grade HU  students underperformed across all proficiency domains 

when compared against the state averages for t he HU. In 2015, Crestwood 7th grade 

HU cohort attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 61.5%; proficient: 23.1%; 

Advanced:2.6%  

  

 

The Fairview Elementary 3 rd Grade all student cohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % 

Advanced that the 3rd grade all student cohort for  the commonwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when compared to the 

state for the all student group cohort in total % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA. 

Specifically, FV 3rd  grade all student group yielded 40.4 % proficient on the  2016 

ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group which yielded 45.7% 

proficient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient . 



171 

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below bas ic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates th at FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basi c categories.  FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

  

 

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups 

percentages of advanced/proficient decreased.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 

2017: 72.6%  

  

Group Summary and Performance  Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who 

scored proficient and advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three 

years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 63.1%, 2017: 41.3%.  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all student group who 

scored proficient and advanced on the Math PSSA varied.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 

59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017): 2015: Types of Writing (E3.C ): 53.5% proficiency; 2016: Key Ideas 

and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % proficiency; and 2017: Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % 
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Proficiency.   The area of Types of Writing is the eligible content area within which 

the whole student group underperfo rmed when compared to other eligible content 

areas.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd  Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 

2017: Numbers and Operation/Fractions (M3.A -F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: 

Geometry (M3.C-G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2015: Operations and Algebraic Thnking 

(M3.B-O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Ca tegories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepanc y that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group.  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% discrepency/  Numbers and 

Operations  in Base Ten  Numbers  and Operations and Algebraic Thinking both 

presented an approximate 15% discrepancy.    

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of t he all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Types of 

Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13% discrepency.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionali ty exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a su bgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Literature text 

15.6% discrepancy/Numbers and Operations in Base Ten 15.9 discrepency.  

On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

49.8 % proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest.  
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On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

38.4% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. Additionally, 

this is a 10 % decline in proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

50.9% proficiency on eligible content rel ated to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. However, the 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ Á ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎt increase from the prior year.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in 1.) 

Operations and Algebraic Thinking and 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 57.7 % proficiency.  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 55.8 % proficiency which is a decline from the 

previous year.  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 42.3% proficient. The 5th All Student 

Group from Fairview only performed .3 % more profi cient than the state.   This is an 

area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 5th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 -

2017 Math PSSA, the 5th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in eligible 

content related to Data and Measurement  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from 

the previous year.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 46.9% proficient.  
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While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperfor med the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Grou p at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 70.6% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 58.4%  proficient. Although, this is an area 

ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ 

year. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in text dependent analysis across three 

year sampling.    

  

 

When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU 

cohort at Rice. a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 

through 2017 with regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  

  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade ALL student g roup demonstrated the 

least proficiency in their performance of the eligible content related to  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the third grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 

56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 -2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth grades all student 

groups from Rice Elementary demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Text 

Dependent Analysis across all grades and testing sessions.  
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When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors  reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % 

Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M4.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric  for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric, the si xth grade underperformed in the eligible comtent related to  Ratios 

and Proportional Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 

  

 

Systemic Challenge #9 (Guiding Question #9) Establish a district system that fully ensures each 

member of the district community promotes, enhances and sustains a shared vision of positive 

school climate and ensures family and community support of student participation in the learning 

process. 

Aligned Concerns:   

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math steadily decreased.   2015: 40.4%; 2016: 35.3%; and 

2017:32.5% -the lowest in three years.  

  

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors rep orts 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 8th  Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 2015: 49.2% proficiency; 

2016: 47.6% Proficiency; and 2017: 56.5% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is 

the eligible content area within which the whole student group performed in 

a disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 
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consistently underperformed on the 8th Grade Math PSSA in 2015: Geometry 

2015: 42.3 % Proficiency. The whole student group consistently 

underperformed on the 8th  grade Math PSSA in 2016: Probability and 

Statistics: 56% Proficiency.   

  

¶ When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports 

in eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all 

students group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 

ELA PSSA exams.  A disproportionality which is defined as a performance 

discrepancy that exceeds 10 % between the all student group and a subgroup 

exists across ALL eligible content areas when comparing the HU agains t the 

all student group.   

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 and 2017 MAT H PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

In 2016, 8th grade stude nts in HU cohort underperformed when compared against 

the state averages for the HU specifically in the following performance domains: 

Proficiency (HU state= 31.5% Proficient as compared to CSD = 22.2% Proficient). 

Also CSD 8th grade HU percentages are higher in the performance domain of below 

basic (HU state = 20.2% Below Basic as compared to CSD MS HU which yielded 30.6 

% below basic).   

In 2015, CSD 8th grade all student cohort achieved 46.0 % proficient and 14.5% 

advanced on the 2015 ELA PSSA as compared to the state performance which 

ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ τφȢπ Ϸ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÌÙ ρυȢςϷ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÅÄȢ #ÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙȟ #3$ȭÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 

all students group is performing below the state average.   Moreover, CSD 8th grade 

scores on 2015 ELA PSSA demonstrate that CSD all student group has a higher 

percentage of students (33.0% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 ELA PSSA 

as compared to the student performance across commonwealth (31.1 % basic).   

However, our HU data depicts a less than ideal picture: When compared against the 

state averages for the HU, Crestwood MS HU cohort underperformed when 

compared to the state averages for HU performance across the commonwealth.   

3ÔÁÔÅȡ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ 0! (5ȡ ÂÁÓÉÃȡ σςȢτϷ 0ÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÔȣ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ψÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅ #3$ (5ȡ ςφȢρϷ 

Proficient.    

When utilizing the  Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 
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(2015 -2017):   Text Dependent Analysis: 20 15: 43.2% proficiency; 2016: 49.3% 

Proficiency; and 2017: 48.1% Proficiency.   The area of TDA is the eligible content 

ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÓÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ 

compared to other eligible content areas.   

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 7th Grade Math PSSA over the course of 3 

years (2015 -2017): Expressions and Equations: 2 015: 51.3 %proficiency; 2016: 

51.9% Proficiency; and 2017: 48.0% Proficiency.   The area of Expressions and 

%ÑÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÉÎ Á 

disproportionate manner when compared to other eligible content areas.  

  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA PSSA.  A 

disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 10 

% between the all student group and a subgroup exists across ALL eligible content 

areas when comparing the HU against the all student group  

  

 

¶ Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric d emonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in ELA has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 47.8%; 

2016: 52.6%; and 2017: 47.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ Group Summary and Performance Level s Reports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the all student groups overall 

proficiency in Math has vacillated and has been inconsistent.   2015: 33.2%; 

2016: 36.3%; and 2017:27.6% -the lowest in three years.  

¶ CSD 7th grade scores on 2015 Math PSSA demonstrate that CSD has a higher 

percentage of students (34.6% basic) who have scored basic on the 2015 

Math PSSA as compared to the student performance across commonwealth 

(33.4 % basic)  . The CSD HU data depicts some concerns as well: Crestwood 

MS HU students yielded 60.0 % below basic as compared to the performance 

of HU students across the state which totals 51.9 % below basic.   Moreover 

the Crestwood MS HU cohort attained 12.5 % proficient and 2.5% advanced 
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on the 2015 Math P SSA which is less than the average proficiency attained by 

HU students across the commonwealth.     

In 2015, 7th grade HU  students underperformed across all proficiency domains 

when compared against the state averages for the HU. In 2015, Crestwood 7th grad e 

HU cohort attained below basic: 12.8%; basic: 61.5%; proficient: 23.1%; 

Advanced:2.6%  

  

 

The Fairview Elementary 3 rd Grade all student cohort  achieved 2.1% less in the % 

Advanced that the 3rd grade all student cohort for the commonwealth   

In 2016 CSD 3rd grade all student cohort underperformed when compared to the 

state for the all student group cohort in total % proficient on the 2016 ELA PSSA. 

Specifically, FV 3rd  grade all student group yielded 40.4 % proficient on the 2016 

ELA PSSA as compared to the state all student group which yielded 45.7% 

proficient  on the 2016 ELA PSSA.  

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group underperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded 

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   

The Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric for 2017 

demonstrates that FV HU 3rd grade student group u nderperformed the state HU 

student group cumulatively across proficiency categories.   FV HU group yielded 

34.5 % proficient and advanced on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state  on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 38.5 

% advanced and proficient.  

Additionally, the Group Summary and Performance Levels Report in eMetric 

demonstrates that the FV HU 3rd Grade underperformed the State HU student 

group cumulatively across basic and below basic categories.   FV HU group yielded  

65.5 % basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA as compared to the 

performance of HU students across the state on the 2017 Math PSSA which is 61.5 

% basic and below basic on the 2017 Math PSSA.   
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Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetr ic demonstrates that 

over the course of three years on the ELA PSSA 2015-2017, the all student groups 

percentages of advanced/proficient decreased.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 75.2%; and 

2017: 72.6%  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels Reports in eMetric demonst rates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of HU students who 

scored proficient and advanced on the ELA PSSA has varied over the course of three 

years. 2015: 47.1%, 2016: 63.1%, 2017: 41.3%.  

  

Group Summary and Performance Levels R eports in eMetric demonstrates that 

over the course of three years 2015 -2017, the percentage of all student group who 

scored proficient and advanced on the Math PSSA varied.   2015: 78.2%; 2016: 

59.6%; and 2017: 61.8%.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Re porting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd Grade ELA PSSA over the course of 3 years 

(2015 -2017): 2015: Types of Writing (E3.C ): 53.5% proficie ncy; 2016: Key Ideas 

and Details (E3.F): 56.9 % proficiency; and 2017: Types of Writing (E3.C): 50.3 % 

Proficiency.   The area of Types of Writing is the eligible content area within which 

the whole student group underperformed when compared to other eligib le content 

areas.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, in the following eligible content areas, the whole student group 

consistently underperformed on the 3rd  Grade Math PSSA in the following areas 

2017 : Numbers and Operation/Fractions (M3.A -F) 50.2% proficient. 2016: 

Geometry (M3.C-G) 58.3 % Proficiency. 2015: Operations and Algebraic Thnking 

(M3.B-O): 59.1% Proficiency.   

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2015 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the al l student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group.  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 16.8% discrepency/  Numbers and 
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Operations in Base Ten   Numbers  and Operati ons and Algebraic Thinking both 

presented an approximate 15% discrepancy.    

  

 

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2016 ELA/Math PSSA exams.   

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible 

content areas when comparing the HU ag ainst the all student group. Types of 

Writing   17.5% discrepancyOperations and Algebraic Thinking 13% discrepency.  

  

When utilizing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories And Anchors reports in 

eMetric, a disproportionality exists between the performance of the all students 

group as compared to the HU cohort subgroup on the 2017 ELA/Math  PSSA exams.  

A disproportionality which is defined as a performance discrepancy that exceeds 

10 % between the all student group and a subgroup exists across most eligible  

content areas when comparing the HU against the all student group. Literature text 

15.6% discrepancy/Numbers and Operations in Base Ten 15.9 discrepency.  

On the 2015 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

49.8 % proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest.  

On the 2016 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

38.4% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which stud ents perform the poorest. Additionally, 

this is a 10 % decline in proficiency from the prior year.  

On the 2017 ELA PSSA, the 4th Grade ALL student group at Fairview achieved only a 

50.9% proficiency on eligible content related to text dependent analysis.   While the 

ALL student group at Fairview far exceeded the performance across the state, this is 

the area of instruction within which students perform the poorest. However, the 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ Á ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÙÅÁÒȢ 

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in 1.) 

Operations and Algebraic Think ing and 2.) Data and Measurement  

While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in  Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 57.7 % proficiency.  
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While the 4th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 4th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2016 

Math PSSA, the 4th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in Data and 

Measurement by scoring only a 55.8 % proficiency which is a decline from the 

previous year.  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA  PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 42.3% proficient. The 5th All Student 

Group from Fairview only performed .3 % more proficient than the state.   This is an 

area of concern.    

While the 5th ALL student group at Fairview outperformed the composite score for 

the 5th grade ALL student group cohort across the commonwealth on the 2015 -

2017 Math PSSA, the 5th grade ALL Student Group performed the poorest in eligibl e 

content related to Data and Measurement  

While the 5th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 5th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth on the 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text depen dent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 40.5% proficient which is a decline from 

the previous year.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 46.9% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 61.1% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2016 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 50.3% proficient.  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fairview outperformed the 6th  Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2015 MATH PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to Statistics and Probability 

represents their poorest performance at 70.6% proficient  

While the 6th Grade ALL Student Group at Fai rview outperformed the 6th Grade 

ALL Student Group across the commonwealth 2017 ELA PSSA, the cohort 

performance in the eligible content area related to text dependent analysis 

represents their poorest performance at 58.4% proficient. Although, this is an area 

ÏÆ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ 

year. 
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When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 - 2017 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demon strated the least percent proficiency in text dependent analysis across three 

year sampling.    

  

 

When comparing the performance of 5th Grade All Student Group from Rice to the HU 

cohort at Rice. a significant disproportionality exists across the ELA and Math PSSAs 2015 

through 2017 with regards to the percent proficient and advanced.  

  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the third grade ALL student group demonstrated the 

least profic iency in their performance of the eligible content related to  Craft and 

Structure/Integration of Knowledge and Ideas. 

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the third grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Operations and Algebraic Thinking: 

56.8 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 -2017 ELA PSSA, the fourth through sixth g rades all student 

groups from Rice Elementary demonstrated the least percent proficiency in Text 

Dependent Analysis across all grades and testing sessions.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 E LA PSSA, the fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in E4.C: Types of Writing: 55.4 % 

Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 Math PSSA, the  fourth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M4.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

44.2 % Proficient.  

When analyzing the Group Summary: Reporting Categories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric for the 2015 ELA PSSA, the fifth grade all student group from Rice 

demonstrated the least percent proficiency in M5.D -M: Measurement and Data: 

48.4 % Proficient.  

When anlayzing the Group Summary: Reporting Catagories and Anchors reports in 

eMetric, the sixth grade underperformed in the el igible comtent related to  Ratios 

and Proportional Relationships on the 2017 Math PSSA. 
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District Level Plan 

Action Plans  

Goal #1: Establish a district system that fully ensures the consistent implementation of 

effective instructional practices across all classrooms in each school.  

Related Challenges: 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures staff members in every school use 
standards aligned assessments to monitor student achievement and adjust 
instructional practices. 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures the consistent implementation of 
effective instructional practices across all classrooms in each school. 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures barriers to student learning are 
addressed in order to increase student achievement and graduation rates. 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures students who are academically at 
risk are identified early and are supported by a process that provides 
interventions based upon student needs and includes procedures for monitoring 
effectiveness. 

Indicators of Effectiveness: 

Type: Interim 

Data Source: iReady Diagnostic Assessment; MAP Assessment 

Specific Targets: Performance Targets: Student proficiency on diagnostic 
assessments will increase a minimum of 25% between assessment windows 
(Beginning of year assessment to the mid-year assessment to the end of year 
assessment.)    

 

Type: Interim 

Data Source: Curriculum Based Assessments 

Specific Targets: Performance: Student performance on curriculum-based 
assessments will improve as demonstrated by 80  

% of students achieving a average grade of 85% or better in courses within 
which students are exposed to ELA and Mathematics eligible content. 
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Type: Annual 

Data Source: Student Performance: PSSA/Keystone 

Specific Targets: Standardized assessments in Math and ELA demonstrate the 
closing of achievement gap by 20% when compared to student performance 
on PSSA and Keystone in the previous year. 

 

Strategies: 

Implementation of Comet Time: Skill-Based Instruction 

Description:  

The district will implement Comet Time, an instructional period within 
which students will access skill -based instruction.  

1.) Principals will implement diagnostic assessments K -12; 

2.) Teachers will administer diagnostic assessments 3 times per year at 
minimum;  

3.) Teachers will ana lyze data to identify individual student 
performance deficits;  

4.) Teachers will disaggregate students and identify small 
instructional groups;  

5.) Students will access instruction aligned to skill deficits.   
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The Crestwood School District will implement Comet Time, an 
instructional period which is offered once a day to students in grades 
K-12 within which students access skill -based instruction that 
compliments the the grade -level core instruction whereby they receive 
targeted instruction in the Math and/ or Reading/ELA skills for which 
they are deficient.   It is within this 42 minute instructional period that 
students get "what they need" -- at this time students access 
individualized instruction geared to their idiosyncratic needs as 
measured and indicated  via iReady, MAPS, DIBELS, and curriculum 
based assessment data.  It is at this time that students who possess 
learning differences (special education/gifted) receive direct 
instruction and related services from the special educator and/or 
service provider .  

  

Furthermore, during Comet Time, students who demonstrate academic 
need receive targeted academic assistance (TAS) or strategic small 
group instruction from a teacher certified in the area of their deficit 
performance.   Concurrently, students who do not demonstrate a 
specific learning deficit as evidenced by student performance data 
and/or current classroom performance access focused learning room 
(FLR) whereby they access reinforcement activties that are aligned to 
the PA Eligible Content.  Lastly, students who have not demonstrated 
proficiency on the Keystone Exams receive guided graduation support 
(GGS) whereby they receive instruction aligned to the eligible content 
to address their respective skill deficits.  

  

SAS Alignment: Standards, Assessment, Curriculum Framework, Instruction, 

Materials & Resources 

Implementation Steps: 

 Implementation of Comet Time: Skill-Based Instruction 

Description:  

Building principals will develop a new academic schedule within which 
dedicated time for Comet Time enables students to meet with regularly 
with instructional staff for skill -based instruction: remediation, extension, 
and reinforcement activities.   

Building principals will collaborate with instructional staff via PLC 
meetings to foster understanding regarding the expectations of Comet 
Time as well to model the strategic decision making which underscores the 
small group skill-based instructional practices endemic of Comet Time. 
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Building principals will ensure that teachers collaborate during PLCs and 
share best instructional practices regarding personalized learning that will 
foster maximum student learning outcomes. 

Building principals will ensure that teachers have access to educational 
resources necessary to support the diverse needs of students who receive 
skill-based instruction during Comet Time.   

 

  

Start Date: 8/30/2018       End Date: 6/11/2021 

Program Area(s): Professional Education, Special Education, Gifted Education 

Supported Strategies: None selected 

 

Goal #2: Establish a district system that fully ensures barriers to student learning are 

addressed in order to increase student achievement and graduation rates. 

Related Challenges: 

¶ Although the Crestwood School District is developing benchmark assessments, it 
has not completed this task.  The completion of the benchmark assessments will 
help ensure students are meeting the standards that are addressed in the PA 
Core Standards for ELA and Math 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures consistent implementation of 
standards aligned curricula across all schools for all students. 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures staff members in every school use 
standards aligned assessments to monitor student achievement and adjust 
instructional practices. 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures high quality curricular assets (e.g. 
model curricula, learning progressions, units, lesson plans, and content 
resources) aligned with state standards and fully accessible to teachers and 
students. 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures students who are academically at 
risk are identified early and are supported by a process that provides 
interventions based upon student needs and includes procedures for monitoring 
effectiveness. 

Indicators of Effectiveness: 

Type: Interim 
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Data Source: iReady diagnostic data, MAP data, benchmark data, DIBELS, 
curriculum-based assessment data, and AIMSWEB data.  

Specific Targets:  Performance Targets: Student proficiency on diagnostic 
assessments will increase a minimum of 25% between assessment windows 
(Beginning of year assessment to the mid-year assessment to the end of year 
assessment.) 

 

 

 

Type: Annual 

Data Source: Student Performance: PSSA/Keystone Specific Targets: 

Specific Targets:   Standardized assessments in Math and ELA demonstrate the 
closing of achievement gap by 20% when compared to student performance 
on PSSA and Keystone in the previous year. 

 

Type: Interim 

Data Source: Curriculum Based Assessments  

Specific Targets: Student performance on curriculum-based assessments will 
improve as demonstrated by 80  

% of students achieving a average grade of 85% or better in courses within 
which students are exposed to ELA and Mathematics eligible content. 

 

Strategies: 

Implementation of iReady Diagnostic Assessment and Ready 
Curricular Resources; MAPS Assessment, and Edgenuity Curriculum 
Platforms 

Description:  

The Crestwood School District will implement iReady, a comprehensive 
diagnostic assessment across the district in grades in grades 3 through 8 
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and Measures of Academic Progress (MAPS), an adaptive comprehensive 
diagnostic assessment across the Secondary Campus in grades 9-12 for 
both regular and special edcuation students.  These assessments serve to 
measure individual student skill mastery and attainment across subsets in 
the disciplines of Reading and Mathematics. ALL general education 
students in grades 3-12 as well as students who participate in gifted and 
special education programming will be assessed in the areas of 
Mathematics and Reading three times within a school year.  Subsequent to 
assessing students, teachers, administration, parents, and students will 
receive individual student reports which provide a comprehensive 
analytical narrative which indicates what the student "can do" as well as 
what the student should be able to do as a result of targeted instruction.  
The individual student reports provide district stakeholders with specific 
direction regarding to the students' individual instructional levels across 
multiple skills sets in Reading and Mathematics which are aligned to 
developmentally appropriate PA Core Standards.  

Equipped with iReady and MAP Assessment data, teachers are expected to 
develop instructional groups which consist of students with similar skill 
deficits and/or learning characteristics.  Teachers will be provided 
comprehensive professional development via PLCs and large group 
instruction via in-service trainings with district and out-of-district 
consultants regarding the development of lesson plans which reflect the 
skills-based personalized learning approach within which teachers ingest 
i-Ready and Edgenuity curricular resources that are scaffolded to reflect a 
continuum of skill mastery.  

Teachers will operationalize personalized instructional practices including 
the utilization of iReady and MAP data and Ready and Edgenuity resources 
wi thin the context of Comet Time and during core instruction as well.   

All students in grades 3 through 12 will be assessed no less than three 
times per year using the iReady diagnostic assessment or Measures of 
Academic Progress (MAP) assessment.   

Teachers will meet for PLCs regularly within which they will develop 
instructional grouping based upon data from diagnostic assessment and 
provide targeted skill based instruction which correlates specifically to 
student needs: FLR, TAS, or GGS 

Progress reports will be shared with parents and guardians to substantiate 
student levels of needs and/or progress.   

  

SAS Alignment: Standards, Assessment, Curriculum Framework, Instruction, 

Materials & Resources, Safe and Supportive Schools 

Implementation Steps: 
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Implementation of iReady Diagnostic Assessment and Ready 

Curricular Resources 

Description:  

The Chief of District Operations will oversee the implementation of the 
iReady diagnostic Assessment and MAP assessment.  In doing so, the CDO 
in collaboration with the Assistant Superintendent and Building Principals 
will implement iReady and MAP assessment and personalized curriculum 
platforms across all school settings. The CDO in conjunction with the 
leadership team will plan and coordinate professional development 
train ing with external vendor regarding the setup and logistics of 
conducting assessment; analyzing student reports and developing student 
groupings; and aligning online curricular resources to the instructional 
needs of students as evidenced in performance data.   

Via PLCs, building principals will strategically cultivate dialogue and PLC 
outcomes that will afford participants with opportunities to collaborate as 
they implement and operationalize the new assessment platforms: MAP 
and iReady as well as the complementary curricular resources. 

The Assistant Superintendent in conjunction with the leadership team will 
conduct follow-up PD sessions within which data comparison are 
undertaken between testing windows and strategies for increased 
personalization are discussed in order to augment instructional capacity.  

 

  

Start Date: 8/30/2018       End Date: 6/11/2021 

Program Area(s): Professional Education, Special Education, Gifted Education, 

Educational Technology 

Supported Strategies:  

¶ Implementation of iReady Diagnostic Assessment and Ready Curricular 
Resources; MAPS Assessment, and Edgenuity Curriculum Platforms 

 

 

Goal #3: Establish a district system that fully ensures students who are academically at risk 
are identified early and are supported by a process that provides interventions based upon 
student needs and includes procedures for monitoring effectiveness. 
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Related Challenges: 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures consistent implementation of 
standards aligned curricula across all schools for all students. 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures staff members in every school use 
standards aligned assessments to monitor student achievement and adjust 
instructional practices. 

¶ Establish a district system that fully ensures high quality curricular assets (e.g. 
model curricula, learning progressions, units, lesson plans, and content 
resources) aligned with state standards and fully accessible to teachers and 
students. 

Indicators of Effectiveness: 

Type: Interim 

Data Source:  iReady data, MAP data, DIBELS, Benchmark data, curriculum-
based assessment data  

Specific Targets: Specific Targets: Personalized Learning Targets will vary 
across students. 

 

Strategies: 

Implementation of Professional Learning Communities 

Description:  
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The Crestwood School District will implement professional learning 
community model across all school campus in order to provide 
instructional staff members increased opportunities for collaboration 
and to cultivate the distributed leadership necessary to facilitate 
continuous school improvement.  A new academic schedule has been 
implemented grades K through 12 which ensures that students have 
COMET Time: skill-based instructional period once per day.   The PLC 
times will afford teacher teams with the opportaunity to analyze data, 
identify  small instructional groups based upon student needs, and 
share best instructional practices to ensure that the diverse needs of 
students are addressed specifically during COMET Time.  Teachers in K 
and 8 will meet will meet for approximately for 8o minute s per week. 
Whereas, teachers in grades 9-12 will meet at designated times 
throughout the month.     

  

Within the PLC Meetings, instructional teams will analyze iReady, MAP, 
DIBELS diagnostic assessment data, curriculum-based assessment 
data, as well as attendance and behavioral data to ensure that both 
instructional and supportive services are provided in a manner which 
ensures that ALL students' needs are well met.  Additionally, within the 
PLC Meetings, teachers will collaborate to develop lesson plans which 
are consistent with the district's personalized learning initiative as 
well as the idiosyncratic needs of their respective learners.    Moreover, 
within PLC Meetings, departmentalized teams collaboratively identify 
how iReady instructional resources can  be utilized to support small 
group instruction that specifically occurs in Math and ELA as well as 
within the newly introduced skill -based instructional period known as 
Comet Time.   Likewise, within PLC meetings grades 9-12, the pathway 
organized PLCs will meet with regularity to review MAPs data, identify 
FLR, TAS, and GGS grouping, and identify the curriculum based or 
edgenuity based activities that will be strategically utilized to ensure 
that all students yield educational benefit.  

  

PLC teams will supplant all data outcomes in a Google document to 
ensure that all stakeholders are afforded with a context for 
collaboration, reflection, and accountability. The district leadership 
team will monitor PLC outcomes to measure the progress of curriculum 
development, implementation of personalized learning initiative, 
implementation of new diagnostic assessment, and ensure that ALL 
teachers are actively engaged in action research.    

  

SAS Alignment: Standards, Assessment, Curriculum Framework, Instruction, 

Materials & Resources, Safe and Supportive Schools 
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Implementation Steps: 

Implementation of Professional Learning Communities  

Description:  

Building Principals will develop and implement new academic schedule 
which includes Comet Time skill-based instructional period and PLC 
meeting times.   

Building Principals will develop a Google-based data collection tool 
whereby all PLC outcomes can be archived and accessed by stakeholders 

  

Building Principals will actively participate in PLC meetings in order to 
model appropriate PLC dialogue; provide guidance and ongoing 
professional development training; and maintain ongoing PLC practices 
which are consistent, relevant, and strategic.    

  

Building Principals will develop and a PLC schedule that provides staff 
members with a consistent PLC schedule which supports regular, 
consistent, and meaningful collaboration. 

  

In collaboration with Assistant Superintendent, Building Principals 
develop PLC initiatives that are aligned to district priorities and needs. 
Professional staff meet during PLC meetings to collaborate upon systemic 
initiatives and engage in action research,    

  

 

  
  

  

  
  

Start Date: 8/30/2018       End Date: 6/11/2021 
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Program Area(s): Professional Education, Special Education 

Supported Strategies:  

¶ Implementation of Professional Learning Communities 
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Appendix: Professional Development Implementation 

Step Details 

LEA Goals Addressed:   

Establish a district system that fully ensures 
the consistent implementation of effective 
instructional practices across all classrooms 
in each school.  

 

    
Start End Title Description 

8/30/2018 6/11/2021 
 Implementation of Comet 

Time: Skill-Based Instruction 

 
Building principals will develop a new academic schedule within which dedicated 

time for Comet Time enables students to meet with regularly with instructional 

staff for skill-based instruction: remediation, extension, and reinforcement 

activities.   

Building principals will collaborate with instructional staff via PLC meetings to foster 

understanding regarding the expectations of Comet Time as well to model the 

strategic decision making which underscores the small group skill-based 

instructional practices endemic of Comet Time. 

Building principals will ensure that teachers collaborate during PLCs and share best 

instructional practices regarding personalized learning that will foster maximum 

student learning outcomes. 

Building principals will ensure that teachers have access to educational resources 

necessary to support the diverse needs of students who receive skill-based 

instruction during Comet Time.   
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 Person Responsible SH S EP Provider Type App. 
 Bonnie Gregory, 

Elementary Principal;  
Kevin Seyer, 
Elementary Principal; 
Peg Foster, 
Secondary Principal; 
John Gorham, 
Secondary Principal 

0.3
3 

135 50 Outside Vendor/District Leadership Team LIU 18, 
District, 
Outside 
Vendor 

No 

 

 Knowledge 

Teachers will gain the ability to effectively collaborate with their respective professional peers.  Teachers will 

gain the ability to analyze student performance data.  Teachers will learn how to utilize student performance 

data to strategically inform programmatic, instructional, and curricular decisions.  Teacher will gain the ability 

to culrivate instructional plans that affords ALL students with learning opportunities that are differentiate to 

meet the needs of ALL students.  

   

 
Supportive 
Research  

DuFour: PLCs 

Data Driven Decisionmaking 

  

 Designed to Accomplish 

  
For classroom teachers, school 
counselors and education 
specialists: 

¶ 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ 
certification or assignment. 

¶ LƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ 
attention given to interventions for struggling students. 

¶ Provides educators with a variety of classroom-based assessment skills and the skills 
needed to analyze and use data in instructional decision-making. 

¶ Empowers educators to work effectively with parents and community partners. 
 

 

  For school and district ¶ Provides leaders with the ability to access and use appropriate data to inform 
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administrators, and other 
educators seeking leadership 
roles: 

decision-making. 
¶ Empowers leaders to create a culture of teaching and learning, with an emphasis on 

learning. 

¶ Instructs the leader in managing resources for effective results. 
 

 Training Format 

¶ LEA Whole Group Presentation 

¶ Professional Learning Communities 

¶ Offsite Conferences 
 

 

 Participant Roles 

¶ Classroom teachers 

¶ Principals / Asst. Principals 

¶ Supt / Ast Supts / CEO / Ex 
Dir 

¶ School counselors 

¶ Paraprofessional 
 

Grade Levels 

¶ Elementary - Primary (preK - grade 1) 

¶ Elementary - Intermediate (grades 2-5) 

¶ Middle (grades 6-8) 

¶ High (grades 9-12) 
 

 

 Follow-up Activities 

¶ Team development and 
sharing of content-area lesson 
implementation outcomes, with 
involvement of administrator and/or 
peers 

¶ Analysis of student work, 
with administrator and/or peers 
 

Evaluation Methods 

¶ Classroom observation focusing on 
factors such as planning and preparation, 
knowledge of content, pedagogy and 
standards, classroom environment, 
instructional delivery and professionalism. 

¶ Student PSSA data 

¶ Review of participant lesson plans 
 

 

LEA Goals Addressed:   

Establish a district system that fully ensures 
barriers to student learning are addressed in 
order to increase student achievement and 
graduation rates. 

Strategy #1: Implementation of iReady 
Diagnostic Assessment and Ready 
Curricular Resources; MAPS Assessment, 
and Edgenuity Curriculum Platforms 

    
Start End Title Description 

8/30/2018 6/11/2021 
Implementation of iReady 

Diagnostic Assessment and 
Ready Curricular Resources 

 
The Chief of District Operations will oversee the implementation of the iReady 
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diagnostic Assessment and MAP assessment.  In doing so, the CDO in collaboration 

with the Assistant Superintendent and Building Principals will implement iReady 

and MAP assessment and personalized curriculum platforms across all school 

settings. The CDO in conjunction with the leadership team will plan and coordinate 

professional development training with external vendor regarding the setup and 

logistics of conducting assessment; analyzing student reports and developing 

student groupings; and aligning online curricular resources to the instructional 

needs of students as evidenced in performance data.   

Via PLCs, building principals will strategically cultivate dialogue and PLC outcomes 

that will afford participants with opportunities to collaborate as they implement 

and operationalize the new assessment platforms: MAP and iReady as well as the 

complementary curricular resources. 

The Assistant Superintendent in conjunction with the leadership team will conduct 

follow-up PD sessions within which data comparison are undertaken between 

testing windows and strategies for increased personalization are discussed in order 

to augment instructional capacity.  

 

  

 Person Responsible SH S EP Provider Type App. 
 Christopher Gegaris, 

Chief of District 
Operations/Peg 
Foster, Secondary 
Principal /John 
Gorham, Secondary 
Principal/ Kevin 
Seyer, ELementary 
Principal/ Bonnie 
Gregory, Elementary 

6.0 3 30 Outside Vendor/District Leadership Team For Profit 
Company 

No 
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Principal 

 

 Knowledge 

  
Data-Driven decisionmaking: 1.) Developing instruction and curriculum which correlates to student 

performance data; 2.) Utilizing student performance data to guide small group instruction; 3.) Implementing 

instructional practices which emphasize a personalized approach; and 4.) Cultivation of inclusive instructional 

practices for ALL students.    

   

  

  

   

 
Supportive 
Research  

Personalized Learning; differentiated instructional practices; Understanding by Design Curriculum Development 

practices 

  

 Designed to Accomplish 

  
For classroom teachers, school 
counselors and education 
specialists: 

¶ 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ 
certification or assignment. 

¶ LƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ 
attention given to interventions for struggling students. 

¶ Provides educators with a variety of classroom-based assessment skills and the skills 
needed to analyze and use data in instructional decision-making. 
 

 

  

For school and district 
administrators, and other 
educators seeking leadership 
roles: 

¶ Provides the knowledge and skills to think and plan strategically, ensuring that 
assessments, curriculum, instruction, staff professional education, teaching materials and 
ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƻ tŜƴƴǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΩǎ 
academic standards. 

¶ Provides leaders with the ability to access and use appropriate data to inform 
decision-making. 
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¶ Empowers leaders to create a culture of teaching and learning, with an emphasis on 
learning. 

¶ Instructs the leader in managing resources for effective results. 
 

 Training Format 

¶ School  Whole Group Presentation 

¶ Department Focused Presentation 

¶ Professional Learning Communities 
 

 

 Participant Roles 

¶ Classroom teachers 

¶ Principals / Asst. Principals 

¶ Supt / Ast Supts / CEO / Ex 
Dir 
 

Grade Levels ¶ Elementary - Intermediate (grades 2-5) 
 

 

 Follow-up Activities 

¶ Analysis of student work, 
with administrator and/or peers 

¶ Creating lessons to meet 
varied student learning styles 

¶ Peer-to-peer lesson 
discussion 

¶ Lesson modeling with 
mentoring 

¶ Joint planning period 
activities 

¶ Journaling and reflecting 
 

Evaluation Methods 

¶ Classroom observation focusing on 
factors such as planning and preparation, 
knowledge of content, pedagogy and 
standards, classroom environment, 
instructional delivery and professionalism. 

¶ Student PSSA data 

¶ Standardized student assessment 
data other than the PSSA 

¶ Classroom student assessment data 

¶ Participant survey 

¶ Review of participant lesson plans 

¶ Review of written reports 
summarizing instructional activity 

¶ PLC Google Classroom Artifacts 
 

 

LEA Goals Addressed:   

Establish a district system that fully ensures 
students who are academically at risk are 
identified early and are supported by a 
process that provides interventions based 

Strategy #1: Implementation of Professional 
Learning Communities 
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upon student needs and includes 
procedures for monitoring effectiveness. 

    
Start End Title Description 

8/30/2018 6/11/2021 
Implementation of Professional 

Learning Communities  

Building Principals will develop and implement new academic schedule which 

includes Comet Time skill-based instructional period and PLC meeting times.   

Building Principals will develop a Google-based data collection tool whereby all PLC 

outcomes can be archived and accessed by stakeholders 

  

Building Principals will actively participate in PLC meetings in order to model 

appropriate PLC dialogue; provide guidance and ongoing professional development 

training; and maintain ongoing PLC practices which are consistent, relevant, and 

strategic.    

  

Building Principals will develop and a PLC schedule that provides staff members 

with a consistent PLC schedule which supports regular, consistent, and meaningful 

collaboration. 

  

In collaboration with Assistant Superintendent, Building Principals develop PLC 

initiatives that are aligned to district priorities and needs. Professional staff meet 

during PLC meetings to collaborate upon systemic initiatives and engage in action 

research,    
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 Person Responsible SH S EP Provider Type App. 
 Peg Foster, 

Secondary Principal/ 
John Gorham, 
Secondary 
Principal/Kevin 
Seyer, Elementary 
Principal, Bonnie 
Gregory, Elementary 
Principal 

0.3
3 

135 6 PLC School 
Entity 

No 

 

 Knowledge 
Exploration of best instructional practices as they pertain to data analysis, differentiated and personalized instruction, inclusive practices, assessment, and 

curriculum development.  Moreover, participants have an opportunity to apply knowledge gained to their instructional practice; individually and 

collectively reflect upon efficacy; and modify their instructional and curricular practices to ensure that the needs of ALL students are well met. 

   

 
Supportive 
Research  

See Above 

  

 Designed to Accomplish 

  
For classroom teachers, school 
counselors and education 
specialists: 

¶ 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ 
certification or assignment. 

¶ LƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ Ǌesearch on effective practice, with 
attention given to interventions for struggling students. 

¶ Provides educators with a variety of classroom-based assessment skills and the skills 
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needed to analyze and use data in instructional decision-making. 

¶ Empowers educators to work effectively with parents and community partners. 
 

 

  

For school and district 
administrators, and other 
educators seeking leadership 
roles: 

¶ Provides the knowledge and skills to think and plan strategically, ensuring that 
assessments, curriculum, instruction, staff professional education, teaching materials and 
ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƻ tŜƴƴǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΩǎ 
academic standards. 

¶ Provides leaders with the ability to access and use appropriate data to inform 
decision-making. 

¶ Empowers leaders to create a culture of teaching and learning, with an emphasis on 
learning. 

¶ Instructs the leader in managing resources for effective results. 
 

 Training Format ¶ Professional Learning Communities 
 

 

 Participant Roles 

¶ Classroom teachers 

¶ Principals / Asst. Principals 

¶ Supt / Ast Supts / CEO / Ex 
Dir 

¶ School counselors 
 

Grade Levels 

¶ Elementary - Primary (preK - grade 1) 

¶ Elementary - Intermediate (grades 2-5) 
¶ Middle (grades 6-8) 

¶ High (grades 9-12) 
 

 

 Follow-up Activities 

¶ Team development and 
sharing of content-area lesson 
implementation outcomes, with 
involvement of administrator and/or 
peers 

¶ Analysis of student work, 
with administrator and/or peers 

¶ Creating lessons to meet 
varied student learning styles 

¶ Peer-to-peer lesson 
discussion 

¶ Lesson modeling with 
mentoring 

Evaluation Methods 

¶ Classroom observation focusing on 
factors such as planning and preparation, 
knowledge of content, pedagogy and 
standards, classroom environment, 
instructional delivery and professionalism. 

¶ Student PSSA data 

¶ Standardized student assessment 
data other than the PSSA 

¶ Classroom student assessment data 

¶ Review of participant lesson plans 

¶ Review of written reports 
summarizing instructional activity 
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¶ Joint planning period 
activities 

¶ Journaling and reflecting 
 

¶ Google Classroom/PLC Outcomes 
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District Level Affirmations 

 

We affirm that this District Level Plan was developed in accordance, and will comply with the 

applicable provisions of 22 Pa. Code, Chapters 4, 12, 16, and 49. We also affirm that the contents are 

true and correct and that the plan was placed for public inspection in the school district/AVTS 

offices and in the nearest public library until the next regularly scheduled meeting of the board or 

for a minimum or 28 days whichever comes first. 

We affirm that the responses in the Professional Education Core Foundations and the Professional 

Development Implementation Steps focus on the learning needs of each staff member to enable all 

staff members meet or exceed the Pennsylvania academic standards in each of the core subject 

areas. 

Affirmed by Joseph Rasmus on 10/29/2018  

Board President 

Affirmed by Joseph Rasmus on 10/29/2018  

Superintendent/Chief Executive Officer 
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Special Education Affirmations 

 

We also affirm our understanding that any requests for any deviations from the Chapter 14 

regulations, standards, policies, and procedures must be made in writing to the Pennsylvania 

Department of Education. The school district understands that the Special Education Component of 

the District Level Plan will be approved by PDE in accordance with the following criteria as set forth 

in 22 Pa. School Code § 14.104 and as part of the District Level Plan: 

1. There are a full range of services, programs and alternative placements available to the 

school district for placement and implementation of the special education programs in the 

school district. 

2. The school district has adopted a child find system to locate, identify and evaluate young 

children and children who are thought to be a child with a disability eligible for special 

education residing within the school district's jurisdiction. Child find data is collected, 

maintained, and used in decision-making. Child find process and procedures are evaluated 

for its effectiveness. The school district implements mechanisms to disseminate child find 

information to the public, organizations, agencies, and individuals on at least an annual basis. 

3. The school district has adopted policies and procedures that assure that students with 

disabilities are included in general education programs and extracurricular and non-

academic programs and activities to the maximum extent appropriate in accordance with an 

Individualized Education Program. 

4. The school district will comply with the PA Department of Education, Bureau of Special 

Education's revision notice process. 

5. The school district follows the state and federal guidelines for participation of students with 

disabilities in state and district-wide assessments including the determination of 

participation, the need for accommodations, and the methods of assessing students for 

whom regular assessment is not appropriate. 

6. The school district affirms the Pennsylvania Department of Education that funds received 

through participation in the medical assistance reimbursement program, ACCESS, will be 

used to enhance or expand the current level of services and programs provided to students 

with disabilities in this local education agency. 

We affirm that the school district has completed a 28 day public inspection and comment period as 

required under 22 PA Code § 4.13 (d) prior to the school entity's governing board approval and 

submission to the Department of Education (Bureau of Special Education). 

Affirmed by Joseph Rasmus on 10/29/2018  
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Board President 

Affirmed by Joseph Rasmus on 10/29/2018  

Superintendent/Chief Executive Officer 

 


