Running Head: INDIVIDUAL CASE STUDY		12
INDIVIDUAL CASE STUDY		14
Feedback on Assignment Using APA Numeric Codes
Throughout your document, there may be numbers that correspond to the feedback below.
	This # on your paper…
	…corresponds to this section of the APA Manual Sixth Edition. Please review your paper in light of the APA writing style. Contact the Instructor if you have questions.

	1
	Chapter 3 on writing style (3.01 to 3.11)

	2
	Chapter 3 on guidelines to reduce bias in language (pp. 70-76, particularly 3.15)

	3
	Chapter 3 on grammar (3.18 to 3.23)

	4
	Chapter 4 on punctuation, spelling, capitalization, italics, abbreviations, numbers (4.01 to 4.38)

	5
	Chapter 6 on plagiarism and quotations (6.01 to 6.10)  Paraphrase, please

	6
	Chapter 6 on reference citations in text (6.11 to 6.21)

	7
	Chapter 6 on Reference list (6.22 to 6.32)

	An arrow indicates that a pattern of this type of feedback has evolved, and the writer needs to self-check the remaining portions of paper for that error type. The reader is no longer noting every instance of that feedback from that point on, but will mark some content intermittently. The writer should focus on reducing this type of error in subsequent papers in order to enhance meaning and increase the score for excellent written language and sound content.


King-Sears, Spring 2011
	Scoring Rubric for School Analyses 
Also called: Demographic Analysis of Assessment Data and Instructional Recommendations 
	
Points
Possible

	1. AYP data for students with disabilities are accurately identified and clearly described. Patterns across years are clearly described. Written language is excellent. Excellent job here!
	4.5 /4.5

	2. The target school’s aspects of diversity student diversity? Comparison to state or local school system?  Refer to template are well-developed, clearly written, and logically evolves from the available data. All required elements are included. Written language is excellent.
	3.5  /4.5

	3. Instructional culture analyses are well-developed, clearly written, and directly related to available data and information. All required elements are included. Written language is excellent. Where is the research?!? 
	7.8 /8.5

	4. Professional Development outline is well-developed, clearly written, and logically evolves from the data analyses. All required elements are included. Written language is excellent. School Improvement Plan provided instead of PD – some credit earned because some content overlap, certainly – but the format is not developed as a PD (and certainly, also, some content differences from a PD to an SIP). 
	3.0  /4.5

	5. Technical APA (e.g., citations in the assignment, Reference section, headings/subheadings) is completely accurate You should be making zero errors here…
	1.3 /2

	TOTAL points earned*

	19.1 /24.0 = 80% = B



*Full earned credit for assignments turned in on time.

Ernest  -- I think this grade does not reflect what you know or could have done for the content in this assignment. This stands as your grade, but I think we established at the time I asked you about the Prof Dev that some areas of concentration were difficult for you at the time. Academically, I’d’ve been more concerned if I thought you did not know how to be responsive to assignment directions. Although I suspect this score is not reassuring to you, I feel if you’d’ve been more focused, your score here would reflect that. If I honestly felt like you did not know HOW to do this assignment, accurately, I would have talked with you about that at the time. 

Let me know if any areas you’d like us to discuss. 
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Freedom High School (FHS) is located in a suburban community in the Mid-Atlantic region with a culturally diverse student population.  The school has been operational for over five years and continues to grow at an exceptionally high rate.  Originally, the school was designed to accommodate 1500 students.  However, over the past three school years the school has seen the school population grow past its projected capacity.  Table 1 provides a breakdown of the student growth over the past three years as reported on the 2011 Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) Annual School report card.  	Comment by PKS: Expand on this somewhere?
Table 1
	School Year
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011

	Student Population
	1,406
	1,605
	1,813



Per the 2011 VDOE report card, 96% of the student population attended school on a regular basis for the 2009-2010 school year.  During that same school year, 38.1% of the student population participated in Advanced Placement courses.  The report card also indicated that 95% of the student population earned a standard or advanced studies diploma in four years.  FHS became a fully accredited public school in the Commonwealth of Virginia during the 2008-2009 school year and meet the requirements for Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years.  Unfortunately, FHS did not achieve AYP for the 2010-2011 school year due to failing to meet the standards of learning expectations for three of the math courses.
FHS currently employs one principal, three assistant principals, six counselors, 105 general education teachers, 17 special education teachers, and 13 special education paraprofessionals.  Within a school population of 1800 students, FHS currently has 8% of the school population receiving special education services, which equates to 144 students.  The disability categories being served in the school setting are specific learning disabilities, emotional and behavior disorders, autism, other health impairments, intellectual disabilitiesigence, and speech and language.  
Per the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), the Federal government requires school divisions to set achievement benchmarks in reading and mathematics that lead to one hundred percent proficiency by the year 2014.  According to the 2011 VDOE report card, FHS achieved a 63% pass rate for students with disabilities in reading and 67% pass rate for students with disabilities in mathematics for the 2009-2010 school year.  Respectively this is a drop from 83% in reading and 78% in mathematics from the 2008-2009 school year; however, the drop in these scores is not the reason FHS failed to meet AYP.  Upon further analysis of the VDOE report card, FHS did not achieve AYP status for the 2010-2011 school year due to students with disabilities not achieving successful pass rates on the Algebra 1, Geometry, and Algebra 2 Standard of Learning (SOL) assessments.  The table listed below compares the pass and fail rate of students with disabilities over the past three school years related to the mathematic assessments. Some aspects of student diversity included in this paragraph. Be clearer where this section – why not using headings?
Table 2
	Assessment
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	Average

	
	Pass Rate
	Fail Rate
	Pass Rate
	Fail Rate
	Pass Rate
	Fail Rate
	Pass Rate
	Fail Rate

	Algebra 1
	86%
	14%
	85%
	15%
	82%
	18%
	84%
	16%

	Geometry
	50%
	50%
	67%
	33%
	52%
	48%
	56%
	44%

	Algebra 2
	77%
	23%
	87%
	13%
	58%
	42%
	74%
	26%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average
	71%
	29%
	80%
	20%
	64%
	36%
	
	



Upon further reflection of the pass/fail rate of all three mathematical assessments it is difficult to assess which particular strand of the SOL assessment, for either math assessment, resulted in the school losing AYP status for the school year.  Within Table 2 it is clear to see that the school did not achieve AYP because the pass rates of students with disabilities in Geometry and Algebra 2 dropped by 15% and 29% respectively from the 2008-2009 school year to the 2009-2010 school year.  Whereas the pass rate for Algebra 1 only dropped by 3% between the two school years#1.  For reasons unknown, the Administrative Team at FHS targeted the Algebra 1 classes and teachers as the cause for the school not achieving AYP status.  	Comment by PKS: Good analysis – and impressive that you’d already done this for your school.	Comment by PKS: Interesting…am surprised they wouldn’t figure out where the #s are and make that an issue.
After reviewing the school’s website, speaking with the Administrative Team, and the Math Department Chairperson, there is no indication that the school was or is planning on using a specific curriculum to try and raise the SOL scores.  The Administrative Team had recently provided teacher workshops during the 2009-2010 school year on how to implement critical thinking strategies across all curriculums.  The Administrative Team felt implementing a new math curriculum for all three subject areas (Algebra 1, Geometry, and Algebra 2) would be too difficult and too expensive.  The Administrative Team wanted to continue to use the critical thinking model in the upper level math courses (Statistics, Trigonometry, and Calculus), and a co-teaching model in the general math courses (Algebra 1, Geometry, and Algebra 2).  	Comment by PKS: Wow. 	Comment by PKS: I’m not sure a whole new curriculum was needed … but some different instructional techniques? + formative assessments to see how well students are learning/techniques are responsive?	Comment by PKS: But critical thinking should be occurring in the co-teaching model…
FHS provides general academic, team-taught, and self-contained classes for students with disabilities to access the curriculum.  During the 2009-2010 school year FHS attempted to follow the definition of co-teaching as outlined by Sileo and van Gardeeren (2010), which is an instructional delivery model used to teach students with disabilities in a lessast restricted environment with a general and special education teacher present in the room.  In this model the general education teacher is able to provide knowledge of the curriculum, while the special education teacher is able to provide learning supports for all students, especially students with a disability (Mastropieri and#6 Scruggs, 2010).  FHS structured the team-taught classes with a certified general education math teacher and a certified highly qualified special education teacher.  The self-contained classes were instructed by a certified general education math teacher and a special education paraprofessional.  The self-contained classes did not have a highly qualified special education teacher in the room because the school was understaffed.  	Comment by PKS: Check throughout for APA cite corrections that need to be made

Error pattern established by now
During the 2010-2011 school year the Administrative Team changed the dynamics of the co-teaching model within the self-contained math classes.  The self-contained classes were no longer taught by general education teachers, but instead by highly qualified special education teachers partnered with a special education paraprofessional.  This change goes against the traditional co-teaching make-up of one general education and one special education teacher.  With this change in dynamics#4  it may present a problem in the special education teachers using any of the six co-teaching models because in essence there is only one teacher in the classroom. The team-taught classes maintained the same teacher dynamics for the 2010-2011 school year.	Comment by PKS: This sounds like “The special educator and paraprofessional taught in the room” versus “The co-teachers…”	Comment by PKS: I’m not sure I agree here. I’d use a few of those models with the paraprofessional anyway…
You need another intervention here – “Find at least one recent (2007 or more recent) research article from a peer-reviewed journal that for each skill/skill set for the two academic areas”  
Later I see – neither of the sources you chose for citing are original research…
As in most organizations, changes are made at the leadership level and filtered down to the front-line employees.  This was the case at the beginning of the 2010-2011 school year at FHS.  The Administrative Team expressed to the mathematics and special education departments that the reason FHS did not achieve AYP was because of the low pass rate of the special education students on the SOL exams, specifically the Algebra 1 test.  With this knowledge, both the mathematics and special education departments were tasked to collaborate and develop a plan to improve the overall test scores for all students participating in a SOL exam.  
This news brought about a level of anxiety to the teachers due to the anticipation of being told they were going to have to change how they taught.  According to Hall and Hord (2006), resistance to change by members of an organization are often due to the feeling that they are required to stop doing something that they perceive to be comfortable.  Even though change was being brought about by the event of the school failing to meet AYP and change is necessary,; the teachers still became resistant because they did not want to be told what or how to teach their classes (#6Hall and Hord, 2006).  To try toand minimize the anxiety of the teachers having to make changes in the classroom, the Administrative Team believed if the Math and Special Education departments collaborated to increase SOL scores of students with disabilities#4 the burden would not fall on one set of teachers.  Ultimately, the belief was that through this collaboration and shared goal#4 the mathematics and special education departments would jointly work together, willingly cooperate, share ideas, problem solve, and hopefully achieve the goal of raising the SOL scores together (Mastropieri and#6 Scruggs, 2010).  	Comment by PKS: Good tie-in to H&H	Comment by PKS: Too bad a burden…
The first goal of the two departments was to increase the communication between the teachers of both departments.  Through effective communication#4 check APA for comma use the staff would be able to depersonalize the situation, share ideas and solutions, and monitor the progress of the shared goal (Mastropieri and#6 check throughout Scruggs, 2010).  To foster better communication#4 check for comma use throughout the rest of this paper the mathematics department developed an online tracking system through the school’s Blackboard system to monitor students with disabilities progress in all mathematic courses.  The online tracking system would outline the student’s progress and be a place to provide additional resources to help instruct the student in areas of weakness.  Through this online tracking system teachers in both departments would be able to communicate, track, and monitor individual student progress.  Any teacher, general or special education, could identify a general education or a student receiving special education services as having a difficult time understanding a mathematical concept through the online tracking system.  Once a student was identified as needing extra help the student’s math teacher would provide additional practice questions and instruction through the Blackboard website for the student’s study hall teacher to access and provide additional instruction throughout the school day, before or after school.  Each lead teacher in a math course would be required to update the online tracking system every two weeks in order to maintain the communication about the student’s progress between the other teachers.  	Comment by PKS: Sounds good to have a monitoring system in place.
As a joint effort, both departments created two different remediation programs to be implemented to help students with disabilities and general education students pass their SOL exam.  Both general and students receiving special education services could be identified as needing math remediation and would be pulled out of their study hall class two times per week to receive additional instruction in the specified math content of the SOL exam.  Specifically, students receiving special education services that are identified as needing additional remediation were encouraged to attend an after-school program that would be staffed with a general education math content teacher and a special education teacher to provide additional resources for the student.
Lastly, the special education teachers who were highly qualified to teach a math course developed a School Improvement Plan (SIP) that utilized short-term objectives, curriculum-based assessments, released SOL assessments, the school division’s scope and sequence outline, and strand analysis of SOL objectives to guide their instruction in the classroom.  The SIP was approved by Administration and both Department Chairpersons.  Figure 1 outlines the SIP Action Plan for special education teachers to use over the course of the 2010-2011 school year.  The SIP is a detailed timeline set with goals and objectives to help the teacher focus instruction on content areas that need to be addressed for the students to pass the Algebra 1, Geometry, and Algebra 2 SOL exam in the spring.	Comment by PKS: Should be a Professional Development Plan – refer to directions in syllabus and on template 
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SCHOOL ANALYSIS PLAN		



Figure 1 You’ve got a good plan here. Revise to be a PD – some credit given for the SIP
Description:  All self-contained Algebra 1 classes will improve its overall SOL passing rate to at least 70%.

	Person Responsible: Special Ed. Self-Contained Algebra 1 teachers
	Start Date:   09 /07 /2010

	Office Responsible: Special Education Office
	Finish Date:   06 / 01 /2011

	
	

	Priority Level: High/Medium/Low
	Timeframe: 1 year / 3 year / 5 year

	Budget (estimate): NA
	



	Task (Describe Action Item)
	Owner(s) Who is responsible for the task
	Start Date
	Due Date
	Resources Needed 
	Expected Results of Task

	Built Positive Reinforcement
	Self-Contained teacher and case manager
	09/07/2010
	06/01/2011
	Student Incentives
	Improved behaviors and work completion.

	Strand Analysis
	Self-contained teachers
	09/07/2010
	06/01/2011
	SOL Strand Guides
	Have a better understanding of the SOL expectations.

	Pre-Test: Utilize various method assessments; including, CBM/Bell Ringers/Benchmarks/SOL tests to gauge overall student understanding
	Self-contained, team-taught teachers and case managers.
	09/07/2010
	06/01/2011
	Teacher Developed assessments and past SOL exams.
	Identify deficit areas to be targeted to increase overall skill level.

	Pre-Test Results/Instruction: Focus instruction on individual/group student weak strands.
	Self-contained, team-taught, Study Hall teachers, and case managers
	10/1/2010
	06/01/2011
	Various teacher content materials.
	Improve student understanding of required SOL strands.

	Re-Test: Utilize various method assessments; including, CBM/Bell Ringers/Benchmarks/SOL tests to gauge overall student understanding
	Self-contained, team-taught teachers and case managers.
	01/07/2011

	06/01/2011
	Teacher Developed assessments and past SOL exams.
	Identify deficit areas to be targeted to increase overall skill level.

	Re-Test Results/Instruction from 01/07/2011 results: Focus instruction on individual/group student weak strands.
	Self-contained, team-taught, Study Hall teachers, and case managers
	10/1/2010
	06/01/2011
	Various teacher content materials.
	Improve student understanding of required SOL strands.

	After School Remediation: Focus on areas of remediation
	Self-contained teacher and/or case manager
	04/01/2011
	06/01/2011
	Various teacher content materials.
	Focus on areas of remediation to improve SOL scores.

	J-Labs: Increase familiarity of SOL test questions
	Self-contained and Study Hall teachers, and case manager
	04/01/2011
	06/01/2011
	Computers/Computer Lab
	Increase familiarity of SOL test questions



After the initial meetings at the beginning of the 2010-2011 school year the Administrative Team continued to monitor the progress of the Math and Special Education departments.  Each math instructor, general and special education, was observed twice during the school year.  During a monthly department meeting the Administrative Team reported back their observational findings that the teachers failed to implement effective co-teaching models and needed to increase the use of concrete-representational-abstract (CRA) instruction in their lessons (Cole and Washburn-Moson, 2010).  	Comment by PKS: Ok – now you seem to be getting to another technique that’s responsive to the math instruction.
To be more specific the observational findings showed that a majority of the team-taught classes used the One Teach, One Observe Model (Sileo and van Garderen, 2010) and the self-contained classes failed to use any of the six co-teaching models.  The team-taught teachers responded that they would be more willing to implement one of the other six co-teaching models if they had time to co-plan with his or her partner.  The self-contained teachers responded that they felt it was unfair to ask the special education paraprofessional to take on teacher responsibilities and be expected to provide instruction in a co-teaching model. Both sets of teachers expressed the need for dedicated co-planning time in order to develop more efficient lesson plans.	Comment by PKS: Yep – co-planning is needed!	Comment by PKS: Don’t you mean “effective” ?
The Administrative Team also encouraged the teachers to increase the use of instructional practices such as concrete-representational-abstract sequence (manipulatives) and peer-mediated instruction (Cole and Wasburn-Moss, 2010).  Both sets of teachers agreed that they could incorporate more use of virtual manipulatives through the use of technology and use the National Math Honor Society to help provide peer-tutoring through the study hall classes.  
As Hall and Hord (2006) point out it is important for any change to be successful with the help of an “implementation bridge” (p. 10) to usher in the changes needed for the process to be successful.  The Administrative Team provided this bridge by meeting with teachers individually to monitor student progress, one-legged interviews in the halls, and observing each teacher while they taught.  With this type of involvement it was clear that the leadership team did not lose interest in the changes after they were implemented.  As the school year progresses it is clear by the actions of the teachers that they are starting to understand and become skilled in the new ways (Hall and Hord, 2006) to bring about the change to raise SOL scores in students with disabilities.  However, the Administrative Team needs to keep in mind that “not finding any significant differences in the first year of implementation” (Hall and Hord, 2006, p. 5) does not mean that the new approach did not work.  But in the area of high stakes testing FHS does not have three to five years to increase the SOL math scores of students with disabilities.	Comment by PKS: Nice job!
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