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OVERVIEW 
 

In 2008, the Shaker Heights Board of Education and administration embarked on a strategic planning 

process to set forth a vision for the schools. By consolidating and organizing various District initiatives, 

curricular directions, and state and federal mandates, the process would yield a cohesive plan to support 

student success. 

 

After receiving an initial Strategic Framework in early 2009, the Board worked with the administration to 

extend the process to include extensive feedback from residents, parents, staff, and students from every 

part of the community. More than 900 interviews were conducted as part of the community engagement 

project known as Imagine Shaker, providing vital input to the planning process. Taken together with data 

on student performance, survey results, and other information, the themes derived from the interviews 

helped identify key priorities for developing the current plan. The planning process addressed four 

fundamental questions: 

1. What do we want for our students? 

2. Where do we want our schools to be in the next several years? 

3. How will we get there? 

4. How will we know we were successful? 

 

The resulting two-year Strategic Plan is organized around three focus areas, each with associated goals, 

performance indicators, and action plans. The focus areas and supporting goals are: 

Student Experience 

 Build relationships among faculty, staff, students, and their families that foster the belief within 

students that they can achieve excellence and advocate for their own success. 

 Provide a safe learning community that is welcoming, inclusive, respectful, and engaging, which 

embraces diversity and fosters enriched learning experiences for all. 

 Ensure that the District offers academic, enrichment, and co-curricular activities that are diverse, 

relevant, and accessible to all students. 

Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 

 Provide ongoing support for collegial collaboration and consistent use of best research-based 

teaching practices. 

 Develop a globally competitive curriculum and employ best research-based practices for 

instruction and assessment that reflect high expectations for all students. 

 Employ an integrated set of instructional strategies and learning opportunities to remove race, 

socioeconomic status, and disability as predictors of achievement. 

Collaboration, Communication, and Involvement 

 Engage all parents as active partners in student success. 

 Engage the Shaker community as connected partners in student success. 

 Build community confidence and pride in our schools through effective communication. 
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The focus areas and corresponding goals are supported by four integrated themes: (1) technology, 

(2) organizational efficiency, (3) professional development, and (4) data management. These themes are 

interwoven throughout the action tasks, and understood by the Board and the administration to require 

attention to ensure the plan can be effectively implemented. 

 

The Strategic Plan guides educators, students and their families, and community members about the 

process of achieving and measuring improvements in the schools’ performance. This independent 

progress review covers the second year of implementation (2012-2013). 

 

 

METHODOLOGY 
 

This progress review of the Shaker Heights Schools Strategic Plan was conducted independently in 

July-August 2013. The following information sources and documents served as the sole basis for the 

review and this report: 

 Strategic Plan dated April 12, 2011 for the two-year period 2011-2012 and 2012-2013. 

 Action plans, action tasks, work plans, activities, and attachments contained in the QuickBase 

database. QuickBase is a flexible, web-based data application that allows users to customize the 

way work groups access and view information. This on-line platform included the identified 

elements of the Strategic Plan with automated processes for recurring tasks, data research, 

deadline reminders, status update notification, and ongoing reporting. 

 Supplemental documents including  2009-2010 TRIAD Survey, 2011-2012 Accountability Report 

and Fact Book, Spring 2013 School Climate Survey, The State of the Schools Report 2013, Student 

Interest in and Barriers to Involvement in Co-Curricular Activities (December 2012), ODE Secure 

Data Center, Interactive Report Card Data (ODE), and baseline exhibits. 

 

Additional information was not sought through personal interview nor was any other information sources 

utilized. Therefore, the stated generalizations and judgments are derived from the data sources listed. 

Each focus area and corresponding performance indicators was analyzed separately and, within the 

parameters of the information reviewed, a performance audit for year two (2012-2013) was conducted in 

accordance with the intent of the Strategic Plan (see Table 9, pages 17-18). In addition, sets of 

commendations and recommendations were generated. 

 

Twenty performance indicators scheduled for review in year two of the Strategic Plan are analyzed. The 

action plan tasks (62) that support the 20 performance indicators serve as the basis for these analyses (see 

Strategic Plan, Appendix, pages 19-35). In addition, work plans were developed for each action task that 

include 268 activities. For these performance indicators, results data/information are provided, and 

selected tasks and activities that contributed to the performance indicator are identified. 
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YEAR TWO PERFORMANCE INDICTORS:  RESULTS 
 

Focus Area A:  Student Experience 
 

A.1.1   Each year, School Climate Survey questions assessing relationships and students’ ability to 

advocate for their own success will reveal an increase in positive responses compared to the 

previous year. 

Baseline data were derived from the Spring 2011 School Climate Survey. Sets of items and/or 

scales administered to all students in each school were identified as measuring relationships and 

students’ ability to advocate for their own success (efficacy). Means and standard deviations or 

frequency distributions of student responses were generated to create a baseline for assessing 

change. Due to developmental differences, separate surveys were administered for grade 4 (all K-4 

schools combined), Woodbury (all students), Middle School (all students), and High School (all 

students). These means form a baseline to assess change in future years. 

A protocol for identifying and posting learning objectives was developed that involved principals, 

teacher based teams (TBTs), and staff. Following training in the use of mobile devices for building 

scans, data were collected using Observation 360 to monitor posting in classrooms. Instructional 

best practices observed by principals while conducting building scans showed positive increases in 

the use of strategies including posting learning objectives and students’ active involvement in 

learning. Principals and assistant principals also monitored the use of rubrics, anchor papers, 

checklists, and exemplars to ensure that students know how performance will be measured. 

Training was provided for teacher leaders, IB Coordinators, and TBTs on the effective use of 

formative and summative feedback. Building and grade level teams determined practices and tools 

to provide students with opportunities to give and receive feedback and ensure opportunities for 

self-reflection. Training of faculty, staff, and students in the attributes and attitudes of the IB 

Learner Profile was continued. Also, parents/guardians and others were informed of IB attributes 

and attitudes through PTO, website, newsletters, school activities, and teacher conferences. 

Depending on the nature of the data, means and standard deviations or frequency distributions for 

each year’s student responses to survey items identified as measuring aspects of relationships and 

efficacy were used to calculate effect sizes for each item. Effect sizes are a way to assess the 

substantive size of a change, as opposed to statistical significance of a change. Depending on the 

nature of the data, the calculation employed either a Cohen’s d or a Cliff’s ∆ (delta). Effect sizes 

greater than .5 are deemed large; effect sizes of .4 to .5 are deemed moderate; effect sizes of .2 to 

.3 are deemed small; any size smaller than .2 can be determined to be negligible. In cases where a 

higher score corresponds to a negative outcome, the effect sizes’ signs (+ or -) were reversed. 

For year one, in general, the magnitude of change for 71 of 94 “relationship” items was negligible 

or zero. Two items exhibited moderate positive change, and one exhibited moderate negative 

change. The remaining 20 items exhibited small change (6 positive; 14 negative). The median 

difference was 0.0. In general, the magnitude of change for 30 of 44 “efficacy” items was 

negligible or zero. One item exhibited moderate positive change. The remaining 13 items 

exhibited small change (4 positive; 9 negative). The median difference was 0.0. 

Student surveys were re-administered in spring 2013. It was recommended that some items be 

modified or added to the spring 2013 survey to account for school climate features that were likely 

to be affected due to specific action steps in carrying out the Strategic Plan. For aspects of 

“relationships,” the great majority or items (78 of 93) exhibited no effect size, or no change from 

last year. Of the remaining 15 items, 13 exhibited positive change. For aspects of “efficacy,” the 

great majority or items (36 of 43) exhibited no or negligible effect size, or no change from last 

year. Of the remaining seven items, four exhibited positive change. Also, based on building scans 

using Obervation 360 software across nine items, positive observations occurred 58% of the time. 
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A.1.2   By June 2013, 100% of students in grades preK-12 will participate in personal goal setting 

by writing and documenting progress made toward one or more learning goals. 

Work plan activities were directed to the primary task; i.e., design, pilot, implement, and monitor a 

standard process where students reflect on individual learning goals. For K-4 buildings, learning 

goals were established for the November 2011 parent conferences based on first trimester reports. 

Procedures for goal setting were developed as part of the IB portfolio process. For the Middle 

School, PD 360 was used to train the 8 cycle teachers and counselors on helping students set 

goals. Students set an academic and a personal (non-academic) goal. A special forum assembly for 

students was held with a focus on goal setting as a tool for future success. A plan was in place for 

goal setting for all Middle School students commencing September 2012. For K-12, building 

leadership teams (BLTs) and teacher based teams (TBTs) shared different techniques for helping 

students develop and reflect on goals. 

A district standard for design and a process for monitoring the setting of goals were implemented 

in 2012-2013. Some examples of building-level procedures included the development of SMART 

goals based on data, RTI team meetings with teachers to develop a plan for students not meeting 

academic and/or behavioral goals, and development of subject-specific goals in association with 

SuccessMaker (math) and Leveled Literacy – Read 180 (language arts). Principals reported that in 

six schools, 100% of students participated in personal goal setting by documenting progress 

toward one or more learning goals. The reported overall participation rate for the District was 

97%. Results from the student survey revealed the following: 

 4
th

 grade:  “My teachers help me set challenging academic goals” was rated 3.7 

(4 = agree); 96% indicated that “Set goals for what [I] want to learn or accomplish” 

occurred sometimes/often. 

 Woodbury:  “My teachers help me set challenging academic goals” was rated 3.1 

(4 = agree); 79% indicated that “Write your own goals for what you want to learn or 

accomplish” occurred one or more times. 

 Middle School:  83% indicated that some/most teachers “Ask[ed] you to write or create 

your personal goals for learning.” 

 High School:  57% indicated that teachers asked once to several times “Things [I] want to 

learn.” 

 

A.2.1   Each year, School Climate Survey questions assessing the learning community will reveal an 

increase in positive responses compared to the previous year. 

Baseline data were derived from the Spring 2011 School Climate Survey. Sets of items and/or 

scales administered to all students in each school were identified as measuring the learning 

community. Means and standard deviations or frequency distributions of student responses were 

generated to create a baseline for assessing change. Due to developmental differences, separate 

surveys were administered for grade 4 (all K-4 schools combined), Woodbury (all students), 

Middle School (all students), and High School (all students). These means form a baseline to 

assess change in future years. 

The action plan tasks focused on new families for this two year Strategic Plan. Across K-12, 

orientation meetings were held with new incoming students and parents of new incoming students 

to convey District expectations for student behavior and parent involvement. The intake process to 

assess incoming students’ immediate needs for placement and instruction was enhanced and 

implemented. Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) was used as part of the registration process 

for new registrants. MAP was installed on computers for central office testing of all new 

registrants in grades 5-12, except special education students. Training was provided on the 

administration and interpretation of MAP testing results at the building levels. 
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Means and standard deviations or frequency distributions for each year’s student responses to 

survey items identified as measuring aspects of learning community were used to calculate effect 

sizes for each item. Effect sizes are a way to assess the substantive size of a change, as opposed to 

statistical significance of a change. Depending on the nature of the data, the calculation employed 

either a Cohen’s d or a Cliff’s ∆ (delta). Effect sizes greater than .5 are deemed large; effect sizes 

of .4 to .5 are deemed moderate; effect sizes of .2 to .3 are deemed small; any size smaller than .2 

can be determined to be negligible. 

For year one, in general, effect sizes for 72 of 83 items were negligible or zero. The remaining 11 

items exhibited small change (4 positive; 7 negative). No changes exceeded the level deemed 

“small” effect. The median effect size was 0.0. While the items selected for this performance 

indicator reflected multiple aspects of learning community, they may not have assessed changes 

related to the two focuses of the 2011-12 work plans:  (1) acclimating new students and (2) 

introducing International Baccalaureate attitudes and attributes. In cases where the focus of the 

work plans was new students, such students needed to be identified and examined separately. 

Student surveys were re-administered in spring 2013. For aspects of “learning community,” the 

great majority of items (72 of 79) exhibited no effect size, or no change from last year. The 

remaining seven items exhibited positive change. 

 

A.2.2   By June 2013, a response to intervention (RTI), three-tiered model of behavioral supports 

will be implemented in every classroom. 

The primary task was to develop a response to intervention (RTI) three-tiered model of behavioral 

support that included universal interventions (school-wide), targeted interventions (small groups 

and individual students), and intensive interventions (individual) that were aligned to the IB 

attributes and attitudes, and teach all students what they must do to actively contribute to a safe 

learning environment (A.2.2.1). Other tasks were to provide the professional development needed 

to implement RTI (A.2.2.2), enhance the process used to assess the status and needs of each 

school relative to discipline and safety, and use the assessment data to set building goals (A.2.2.3). 

A representative committee developed an RTI model to guide each school in implementing 

behavioral supports in every classroom. Three sub-committees focused on:  (1) review of research 

on best practices in RTI behavior interventions, (2) determining best practice interventions, and 

(3) articulation of RTI progress monitoring and tools for K-12. Based on these initiatives, 

priorities were established. The RTI pyramid and explanations were sent to principals for 

gathering baseline data to determine what behavioral interventions were in place at tiers 1, 2, and 

3. A district model was designed representing present level of implementation in RTI format (tier 

1 universal interventions, tier 2 targeted interventions, and tier 3 intensive/individual 

interventions). BLTs developed a model for their school based on the district model and individual 

school needs and determined the professional development needs for their school. 

Across all schools, principals reported that 98% of teachers were “knowledgeable” of the 

three-tiered behavioral interventions model. Also, RTI was “implemented” in meaningful ways, 

such as: 

 Tier 1:  School-wide Essential Agreements structure; behavior modification systems; 

SWPBS (school-wide positive behavior support); IB sticker program. 

 Tier 2:  Strategic tutoring; Character in Action; individualized RULER approach 

(recognizing, understanding, labeling, expressing, regulating). 

 Tier 3:  Intensive individual interventions; Positive Behavior Center; individualized 

behavior goals and progress monitoring; FBA/BIP (functional behavior assessment to 

behavior intervention plan). 

 



-6- 

 

A.3.1   By June 2013, School Climate Survey questions assessing the nature of learning 

opportunities and high expectations for all students in all subjects will reveal an increase in 

positive responses compared to the previous year. 

Baseline data were derived from the Spring 2012 School Climate Survey. Items dealing with 

learning opportunities and high expectations were identified. Student responses were calculated 

for grade 4 (all K-4 schools combined) and all students for Woodbury, Middle School, and High 

School. At the opening day meeting (K-12) and at a presentation for new teachers, expectations 

were set for increasing the use of differentiation, collaborative learning, critical thinking, and 

questioning skills as instructional strategies. Resources to help teachers understand strategies for 

each were provided. Principals identified teachers needing professional development. 

Review of the results from spring 2012 suggested that the sets of items assessing learning 

opportunities and high expectations did not reflect all that was being initiated. Therefore, 

additional items were developed. The revised surveys were administered in spring 2013. Means 

and standard deviations or frequency distributions for each year’s student responses to survey 

items identified as measuring aspects of learning opportunities and high expectations were used to 

calculate effect sizes for each item. Effect sizes are a way to assess the substantive size of a 

change, as opposed to statistical significance of a change. Depending on the nature of the data, the 

calculation employed either a Cohen’s d or a Cliff’s ∆ (delta). Effect sizes greater than .5 are 

deemed large; effect sizes of .4 to .5 are deemed moderate; effect sizes of .2 to .3 are deemed 

small; any size smaller than .2 can be determined to be negligible. 

For aspects of “learning opportunities,” the great majority of items (22 of 29) exhibited no effect 

size, or no change from last year. Some of the items from last year that did exhibit a moderate or 

large effect size did not maintain those changes in year two. For aspects of “high expectations,” 

the majority of items (17 of 29) exhibited no effect size, or no change from last year. All of the 

items (10 of 31) that did exhibit a moderate to large effect size did not maintain those changes in 

year two. In fact, all of the remaining items (12 of 29) exhibited a small to large negative change. 

 

A.3.2   By December 2012, a study will be completed to identify student interest and barriers to 

involvement in co-curricular opportunities for students in grades 5-12. 

Previous analyses of co-curricular activities appear in the 2010-2011 Accountability Report and 

Fact Book (see section VII, pp. 2, 14-16) including activities at Woodbury, Middle School, and 

High School, types of activities by grade level, enrollment in performing arts classes at the High 

School, and disaggregation of High School involvement by race, ethnicity, and gender. At 

Woodbury, leadership teams developed the on-line student survey and student group meetings 

focused on interests. At the Middle School and High School, focus groups (5 each) were 

conducted for students not involved in co-curricular activities to determine reasons why. 

In spring 2012, three separate studies were conducted at Woodbury Intermediate School, Middle 

School, and High School. Each was designed to ascertain information about: (1) degree of student 

involvement in activities, (2) reasons for student involvement, (3) barriers to involvement, and 

(4) suggestions for new activities and/or ways to improve involvement. The surveys were 

administered on-line. In the case of the Middle School and High School, the survey was appended 

to the Climate Survey. All students responded (n = 721 at Woodbury; n = 491 at Middle School; 

n = 1,207 at High School). Data from each survey were downloaded into summary reports that 

provided frequency statistics for each question. Student responses to open-ended questions were 

coded to identify additional information not covered in the structured-response sections of the 

survey. Data from the Middle School and High School surveys were disaggregated to explore 

differences in participation associated with race and ethnicity. Most students at Woodbury (85%), 

Middle School (81%), and High School (77%) reported involvement in co-curricular activities 

during the 2011-2012 academic year. The report titled Student Interest in and Barriers to 

Involvement in Co-Curricular Activities was submitted to the Superintendent in December 2012. 
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Focus Area B:  Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
 

B.1.1   By June 2013, 100% of instructional staff will be engaged in professional development 

aligned to District priorities. 

Professional development database parameters and how current data are gathered, entered, and 

maintained were determined. Best practices information on how professional development data are 

collected and maintained in other districts was identified. Principals identified teachers needing 

professional development based on Strategic Plan priorities. Monthly LPDC meetings are 

attended to better understand staff participation in both district-sponsored and licensure-related 

professional development. The Race to the Top (RttT) professional development plan was aligned 

with the District professional development plan and Strategic Plan. 

The primary tasks were to develop a database and update/monitor a long term professional 

development plan/system to align with District priorities and teacher needs. A Central Office 

planning team designed the professional development management system. Significant progress 

was made toward implementing the My Learning Plan (MLP) product to update/monitor 

professional development. The planning team researched the program, purchased the program, 

conducted initial training, and established a pilot implementation for licensure in 2013. 

Data were also collected and reported by principals for year two relative to the degree to which 

instructional staff engaged in professional development aligned to District priorities. The number 

of building professional development activities and participation rates are presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1 

Participation in Professional Development 

Activities (2012-2013) 

 

School 

Building Professional 

Development 

Activities (#) 

Participation 

Rate (%) 

Boulevard 14 100% 

Fernway 10 96% 

Lomond 17 98% 

Mercer 10 89% 

Onaway 7 88% 

Woodbury 16 87% 

Middle School 17 98% 

High School 8 98% 

TOTAL: 99* 95% 

 

* Examples: Anti-Harassment, Intimidation, and Bullying; 504 Legal Changes; SuccessMaker; 

   Brain Development and Trauma; Dialogue vs. Discussion and Inquiry; Moodle – Formative 

   Assessment/Grading Policies 
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B.1.2   By June 2013, there will be measurable evidence of collaboration that results in identification 

and implementation of teaching practices to improve student achievement. 

Principals reported that teacher based teams (TBTs) were organized across nearly all schools 

including regularly scheduled meetings. Training modules for TBTs were developed for using data 

to inform instructional decision making. Templates for monitoring the progress of TBT inservice 

activities were developed in selected schools. Collaborative activities were evident including the 

following examples: 

 Grade level and/or subject-related meetings were held each month to review student data, 

interventions, and instructional practices. 

 Digital TBT folders were used to manage and track student progress with individualized 

data forms. 

 TBTs were used to identify student needs and make instructional decisions. Building 

and/or state templates were used to monitor TBT meetings on data and instructional 

practices. 

 AIMSweb, SuccessMaker, and Waterford data were the focus of TBT meetings. TBT 

efforts resulted in any increase in K-3 early literacy, fluency, and comprehension skills. 

 

B.2.1   By June 2013, [core areas] curriculum maps and/or programmes of inquiry in 

[English/language arts, math, science, and social studies] will be aligned to Ohio’s academic 

content standards and the International Baccalaureate Programme philosophy and 

standards where applicable and posted. 

Following a K-12 audit of all subject areas, curriculum maps and unit planners were targeted for 

completion by August 2012. Alignment of common formative, summative, and performance-

based assessments was combined with the following tasks: 

A.1.1.3 – Extend use of formative and summative assessments for students to give and receive 

feedback and to engage in self-reflection. 

B.2.3.2 – Expand use of formative, summative, and performance-based assessments that are 

aligned with Ohio content standards and IB pedagogy. 

At the pre-K to 4
th

 grade levels, alignment was completed in science and social studies; math and 

English/language arts (reading) is “in progress.” At Woodbury, alignment was completed for all 

core subject areas. International Baccalaureate units for the core subjects are “in progress.” At the 

Middle School, alignment was completed for all core subject areas. At the High School, alignment 

was completed in math (Algebra I, Geometry, Algebra II, Advanced Math), science (Physical 

Science, Physics), social studies (Global Studies, U.S. History), and English (grades 9-12). 

Alignment in science (Biology, Chemistry) and social studies (American Government) is “in 

progress.” 

 

B.2.2   By June 2013, [core areas] aligned curriculum maps and/or programmes of inquiry in 

[English/language arts, math, science, and social studies] will be implemented in every 

classroom. 

At the pre-K to 4
th

 grade levels, aligned programmes of inquiry were implemented in science and 

social studies. At Woodbury, aligned curriculum maps were implemented for all core subject 

areas. At the Middle School, curriculum maps and programmes of inquiry were implemented for 

all core subject areas. At the High School, curriculum maps/IB units were implemented in 12 of 

the 15 courses. Remaining courses, including Biology, Chemistry, and American Government, are 

“in progress.” 
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B.2.3   By June 2013, a set of research-based instructional and assessment practices that support the 

Ohio academic content standards and reflect International Baccalaureate Programme 

pedagogy will be identified and introduced in all classrooms where applicable. 

The increased use of effective research-based instructional practices aligned with IB pedagogy 

was combined with the following task:  develop differentiation, collaborative learning, critical 

thinking, and questioning skills to create a climate that encourages inquiry as aligned with the IB 

program (A.3.1.1). Expanded use of formative, summative, and performance-based assessments 

that are aligned with Ohio content standards and IB pedagogy was combined with the following 

tasks:  extend use of formative and summative assessments for students to give and receive 

feedback and to engage in self-reflection (A.1.1.3) and align common formative, summative, and 

performance-based assessments in curriculum maps and/or programmes of inquiry with Ohio 

academic content standards and IB program philosophy and standards (B.2.1.2). 

Effective research-based instructional practices were identified that focused on:  (1) learning 

objectives, (2) rubrics, (3) questioning, (4) differentiation, (5) inquiry, and (6) critical thinking. 

Principals reported that, on average, 93% of classrooms district-wide introduced these 

instructional practices. In most schools, principals also reported that formative and summative 

assessment practices have been aligned to content standards in all classrooms. 

 

B.3.1   By June 2013, the median scale score on a nationally normed test for all students and all 

subgroups of students will increase and the disparity of the median scale scores among these 

subgroups will decrease. 

The action plan developed for this performance indicator included a set of ambitious tasks; 

namely:  expand the use of data to make instructional decisions (B.3.1.1), determine and create a 

plan to reduce the institutional barriers to student access to learning opportunities (B.3.1.2), and 

use research-based strategies aligned with the IB pedagogy and Ohio content standards to optimize 

learning for all students and students in each subgroup (B.3.1.3). A wide variety of initiatives and 

activities was undertaken across all schools including the following examples: 

 Leveled Literacy intervention for all students in grades 1-4 reading below grade level. 

 Repeated Reading for students in grades 2-4 demonstrating the need for improvement on 

the CBM Oral Reading Fluency measure (five times weekly; progress monitored weekly). 

 Targeted students encouraged to attend before school open computer lab K-4 to use 

SuccessMaker and Waterford programs. 

 Before and after school math tutoring for 2-6 graders; Saturday school for test preparation 

prior to OAA. 

 Enrichment teacher in regular education classrooms weekly to co-teach lessons that 

support IB units and enrich all students. 

 Use of SuccessMaker and Aleks for technological tiers 1, 2, and 3 in math; use of Journeys, 

Repeated Reading, Leveled Literacy, and Read 180 for interventions at each tier in 

language arts. 

 Mathematics study halls were organized for targeted students to provide additional 

academic support. 

 The format of the Homework Tutoring Center was changed to increase student and parent 

participation. Students were targeted based on grades and additional outreach was made to 

these specific students and their families in an effort to increase the likelihood of their 

participation. 
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To establish baseline data, median standardized test scores in reading and math were determined 

for 2010-2011 on nationally normed tests administered in Kindergarten and grades 2, 5, 7, and 9. 

The District testing program (Terra Nova) was changed for 2011-12 to the Stanford Achievement 

Test (SAT) in grades 4 and 6, to the EXPLORE test, developed by ACT, in grade 8, and to the 

PLAN test, developed by ACT, in grade 10. ACT is one of the two major nationally normed 

college admission tests. The 2011-2012 medians served as new baselines for grades 4, 6, 8, and 

10. Across all subgroups and grade levels, there was a 33% increase in test median scores. 

Changes in the median scale scores by subgroup from 2010-2011 to 2012-2013 are presented in 

Table 2. Net increases in the medians for each subgroup are as follows: 

 Economically disadvantaged students:  overall increased medians for 6 of 12 comparisons. 

 Students with disabilities:  overall increased medians for 5 of 12 comparisons. 

 African-American/Black students:  overall increased medians for 3 of 12 comparisons. 

 

Table 2 

Net Changes in Median Scale Scores on Nationally Normed Tests 

by Subgroup from 2010-2011 to 2012-2013 

Subgroup Increase No Change Decrease 

Economically 

Disadvantaged 

Students 

Grade K – PPVT Fall 

Grade 2 – SAT reading 

Grade 2 – SAT math 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN math 

Grade 4 – SAT reading 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE math 

Grade K – PPVT Spring 

Grade 4 – SAT math 

Grade 6 – SAT reading 

Grade 6 – SAT math 

Students with 

Disabilities 

Grade K – PPVT Fall 

Grade 2 – SAT reading 

Grade 2 – SAT math 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN reading 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE math 

Grade 10 – PLAN math 

Grade K – PPVT Spring 

Grade 4 – SAT reading 

Grade 4 – SAT math 

Grade 6 – SAT reading 

Grade 6 – SAT math 

African-American/ 

Black Students 

Grade K – PPVT Fall 

Grade 2 – SAT math 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE reading 

Grade 2 – SAT reading 

Grade 4 – SAT math 

Grade 6 – SAT reading 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE math 

Grade 10 – PLAN reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN math 

Grade K – PPVT Spring 

Grade 4 – SAT reading 

Grade 6 – SAT math 

 

 

Disparities in the medians between European-American/White students and each subgroup 

(economically disadvantaged students, students with disabilities, and African-American/Black 

students) were calculated. The disparities between medians from 2012-13 were compared to the 

baseline data from 2010-11 for kindergarten and grade 2 and to baseline data from 2011-12 for 

grades 4, 6, 8 and 10. There were 12 comparisons for each subgroup. The number of cases where 

the 2012-13 disparity was smaller than that for the baseline year was calculated for each group. 

For all groups, there were some cases where the disparity diminished, remained unchanged, or 

increased. Across all subgroups and grade levels, the disparity diminished in 56% of the medians 

(20 of 36). Disparity changes in the median scale scores from 2010-2011 to 2012-2013 are 

presented in Table 3. The disparities for each group are as follows: 

 Economically disadvantaged students:  reduced disparity for 7 of 12 comparisons. 

 Students with disabilities:  reduced disparity for 7 of 12 comparisons. 

 African-American/Black students:  reduced disparity for 6 of 12 comparisons. 
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Table 3 

Disparity in Median Scale Scores on Nationally Normed Tests Between Subgroups 

and European American/White Students from 2010-2011 to 2012-2013 

Subgroup Narrowed No Change Widened 

Economically 

Disadvantaged 

Students 

Grade K – PPVT Fall 

Grade 2 – SAT reading 

Grade 2 – SAT math 

Grade 4 – SAT reading 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN math 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE math 

Grade K – PPVT Spring 

Grade 4 – SAT math 

Grade 6 – SAT reading 

Grade 6 – SAT math 

Students with 

Disabilities 

Grade K – PPVT Fall 

Grade 2 – SAT reading 

Grade 2 – SAT math 

Grade 6 – SAT math 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN math 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE math 

Grade K – PPVT Spring 

Grade 4 – SAT reading 

Grade 4 – SAT math 

Grade 6 – SAT reading 

African- American/ 

Black Students 

Grade K – PPVT Fall 

Grade 2 – SAT math 

Grade 4 – SAT reading 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN reading 

Grade 10 – PLAN math 

Grade 4 – SAT math 

Grade 8 – EXPLORE math 

Grade K – PPVT Spring 

Grade 2 – SAT reading 

Grade 6 – SAT reading 

Grade 6 – SAT math 

 

 

B.3.2   By June 2013, there will be an annual increase in the percentage of African-American 

students, economically disadvantaged students, and students with disabilities successfully 

completing enrichment, accelerated, honors, advanced, International Baccalaureate 

Programme, and AP classes. 

Work plan activities were directed toward each subgroup to increase the successful completion of 

enrichment, accelerated, honors, advanced, International Baccalaureate Diploma Programme, and 

AP classes. For example, at the Middle School, current practices being used to support 

participation in enrichment and higher level classes were identified. A targeted list of students was 

identified with a focus on moving students to higher level courses. Building research data were 

used to track outreach strategies and teacher perceptions. Seven of eight students who transferred 

to more advanced courses earned grades of C or better with mostly B grades. A mini-conference 

was hosted on increasing the number of racially diverse students who successfully complete 

honors courses. 

Baseline data were derived from the 2010-2011 course completion information for grades 5-12. 

For each following year, the percentage of students in each subgroup successfully completing 

enrichment, accelerated, honors, advanced, IB, and AP classes was determined for each grade 

level and overall. Table 4 reports the grade levels for which there was an annual increase and the 

percentage change for each subgroup. Each year, there was a net increase when all students in 

each subgroup are considered collectively across grades 5-12. The number of grade levels for 

which there was an annual increase and whether there was a net increase are as follows: 

 Economically disadvantaged students:  4 of 8 grade levels with net increase for 2011-12 

and 4 of 8 grades levels with net increase for 2012-13. 

 Students with disabilities:  4 of 8 grade levels with net increase for 2011-12 and 6 of 8 

grades levels with net increase for 2012-13. 

 African-American/Black students:  3 of 8 grade levels with net increase for 2011-12 and 4 

of 8 grades levels with net increase for 2012-13. 
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Table 4 

Successful Student Completion of at Least One Enrichment, Accelerated, Honors, 

Advanced, IB, or AP course by Subgroup from 2010-11 to 2012-13 

Subgroup 

2011-2012 2012-2013 

Grade Level 
% 

Increase 
Grade Level 

% 

Increase 

Economically 

Disadvantaged 

Students 

5 

6 

8 

10 

Net (grades 5-12) 

3% 

9% 

11% 

7% 

3% 

7 

9 

10 

11 

Net (grades 5-12) 

3% 

3% 

4% 

15% 

2% 

Students with 

Disabilities 

5 

8 

11 

12 

Net (grades 5-12) 

7% 

11% 

5% 

6% 

1% 

5 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

Net (grades 5-12) 

1% 

8% 

5% 

3% 

5% 

5% 

2% 

African-American/ 

Black Students 

6 

8 

10 

Net (grades 5-12) 

12% 

10% 

4% 

2% 

7 

9 

10 

11 

Net (grades 5-12) 

2% 

8% 

1% 

7% 

1% 

 

 

B.3.3   By June 2013, there will be a 10% annual increase in the percentage of African-American 

students, economically disadvantaged students, and students with disabilities who pass OAA 

Reading and Math in grades 4, 6, and 8 and OGT in grade 10. 

Several work plan tasks were completed including:  (1) expand the use of data to make 

instructional decisions, (2) determine and create a plan to reduce the institutional barriers to 

student access to learning opportunities, and (3) use research-based strategies aligned with the IB 

pedagogy and Ohio content standards to optimize learning for all students and students in each 

subgroup. Baseline was the percent of each subgroup of students who scored proficient or higher 

on the Ohio Achievement Assessments during the 2010-11 school year. The data source was the 

interactive report card data reported by ODE. The source for 2011-2012 results was ATP 

(Adequate Yearly Progress) district summary reports provided by ODE. The source for 2013 

results was data gathered from the ODE secure data center. In order to monitor progress toward 

the performance indicator, the percentages of students in grades 4, 6, 8, and 10 who scored 

proficient or higher in 2011-12 and 2012-13 on the state reading and math tests were compared to 

the previous year. 

The reading and math results for economically disadvantaged students, students with disabilities, 

and African-American/Black students are shown in Tables 5 and 6, respectively. The differences 

in percentages for each year are reported. Differences that are shaded indicate that the percentage 

of proficient students in 2012 and 2013 exceeded that of the previous year by 10% or more. Using 

the 10% annual increase criterion, the findings are summarized as follows: 
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      Reading 

 No changes from 2010-11 to 2011-2012 met the 10% criterion for any subgroup at any of 

the four grade levels. 

 From 2011-12 to 2012-13, there were changes meeting the criterion at some grade levels 

for economically disadvantaged students (2 of 4), students with disabilities (3 of 4), and 

African-American/Black students (2 of 4). 

      Math 

 From 2010-11 to 2011-12, there were changes meeting the criterion at some grade levels 

for economically disadvantaged students (3 of 4), students with disabilities (2 of 4), and 

African-American/Black students (1 of 4). 

 No changes from 2011-12 to 2012-13 met the 10% criterion for any subgroup at any of the 

four grade levels. 

 

 

Table 5 

Annual Changes in the Percentage of Subgroup Students Who Scored Proficient or Higher 

on the Ohio Achievement Assessments in Reading by Grade Level 

Grade 

Level 

Economically 

Disadvantaged Students 

Students with 

Disabilities 

African 

American/Black 

Students 

2011-12 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2012-13 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2011-12 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2012-13 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2011-12 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2012-13 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

4th -4.1 +20.8 -5.8 +13.7 -6.5 +23.1 

6th +2.1 -10.7 +7.3 -19.7 +1.9 -10.0 

8th -6.7 +11.9 -1.5 +5.9 -3.2 +7.6 

10th +2.6 +2.0 -4.8 +11.9 +3.3 +2.4 

 

 

Table 6 

Annual Changes in the Percentage of Subgroup Students Who Scored Proficient or Higher 

on the Ohio Achievement Assessments in Math by Grade Level 

Grade 

Level 

Economically 

Disadvantaged Students 

Students with 

Disabilities 

African 

American/Black 

Students 

2011-12 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2012-13 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2011-12 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2012-13 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2011-12 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

2012-13 

(% difference 

from previous 

year) 

4th +6.6 -0.9 -7.4 -3.3 +1.5 +3.6 

6th +4.4 -2.7 +7.7 -13.0 +1.6 -6.6 

8th +13.6 -2.3 +3.2 -3.7 +9.8 -1.3 

10th +7.7 -5.2 +7.1 -0.8 +4.9 -5.4 
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Focus Area C:  Collaboration, Communication, and Involvement 
 

C.1.1   Each year, School Climate Survey questions assessing parents/guardians as active partners 

in students’ success will reveal an increase in positive responses compared to the year before. 

Baseline data were derived from the Spring 2011 School Climate Survey. The District 

commissioned the Center for Urban Education at Cleveland State University to conduct a 

district-wide telephone survey on school climate. Based on procedures of random selection, a 

representative sample of 506 parents participated in the survey. Response rate was 54% (276 out 

of 506). Across 11 items dealing with parents as active partners, the mean rating was 3.29 on a 

4-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree; 1 = very unsatisfied to 4 = very 

satisfied). Across four items, 38.5% of respondents indicated that they received information about 

what was being studied, received information on services, been invited to programs/workshops, 

and talked to a teacher or other adult about school greater than once per month. 

Attempts were made to ensure that individual academic progress discussions with 

parents/guardians of K-6 students occurred at least once per year and more frequently for at-risk 

underachieving students. Friday flyers, robo-calls, and direct calls to parents/guardians were used 

as necessary. Across K-12, the process was begun to develop a “Partnership Tool Kit” for 

parents/guardians with information such as how to communicate with teachers, how to have a 

good parent/teacher conference, what to do if your child’s grades are poor, how to navigate 

through the systems, and learning opportunities. 

In 2012, the District commissioned the Hanover Research Council to conduct the survey. A total 

of 601 parents representative of the district’s enrollment participated in the survey. In 2011, 

parents with more than one child were asked to respond about all of their children collectively; 

many parents found that difficult. Therefore, in 2012, one child was randomly selected for each 

family and responses reflected the parent’s experience with that child’s school and teacher(s). 

Across 11 items dealing with parents/guardians as active partners, the mean rating was 3.33 on a 

4-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree; 1 = very unsatisfied to 4 = very 

satisfied). Across four items, 26.8% of respondents indicated that they received information about 

what was being studied, received information on services, been invited to programs/workshops, 

and talked to a teacher or other adult about school greater than once per month. For survey items 

with scales, the means and standard deviations for 2011 and 2012 responses were used to calculate 

effect sizes for each item. For items without scales, effect sizes were calculated using the percent 

of respondents selecting each answer choice. Effect sizes assess the substantive size of change, as 

opposed to statistical significance of change. Effect sizes of .4 to .5 are deemed moderate, .2 to .3 

are small, and smaller than .2 are negligible. Change for all questions asking parents’ agreement 

with statements about their interactions or about satisfaction with their interactions was negligible 

or zero. Change for all questions asking parents about how often they communicated with their 

child’s school or teacher for various reasons was small (.2 to .3) in magnitude and negative. 

However, these differences may be related to a change in the manner in which parents with more 

than one child in the District were asked to respond. 

The Hanover Research Council was also commissioned in 2013. Based on a review of 2012 

results, it was suggested that items be added that include parent initiated engagement as well as 

school initiated engagement. A set of 10 items were added from the Parent Survey for K-12 

Schools developed by the Harvard Graduate School of Education and Survey Monkey. Effect sizes 

for 2012-2013 compared to the previous year were determined for:  (1) parents’ level of 

satisfaction with various aspects of engagement with their child’s school, (2) how often parents 

reported having contact with their child’s school for various reasons each year, and (3) how often 

parents were engaged with their child’s school for various reasons including visiting the school, 

discussions with teachers, and volunteering. Most items (9 of 15) exhibited no effect size, or no 

change from one year to the next. Five of the items revealed a small to medium positive change. 
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C.1.2   Each year, the percentage of parents/guardians of students receiving targeted interventions 

who report positive experiences concerning their interaction with the schools will increase. 

Baseline data were derived from the Spring 2011 School Climate Survey. The District 

commissioned the Center for Urban Education at Cleveland State University to conduct a 

district-wide telephone survey on school climate. Based on procedures of random selection, a 

representative sample of 506 parents participated in the survey. Response rate was 54% (276 out 

of 506). Across eight items dealing with parent/guardian interactions with the schools, the mean 

rating was 3.31 on a 4-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree; 1 = very unsatisfied 

to 4 = very satisfied). Note that parents/guardians of students receiving targeted interventions were 

not sampled separately. 

The intervention system for middle and high school students who had a grade of D or F on or 

before the interim of each grading period was extended to parents/guardians. At the Middle 

School, parents were contacted, schedule changes were made, and services were identified. 

Additional outreach was used to arrange conferences through robo-calls and letters from tem 

leaders. Teachers shared the intervention strategies used during parent conferences. At the High 

School, TBTs and RTI teams identified tools and practices being used, clarified expectations/best 

practices, discussed possible barriers, determined needed support/resources, and reviewed current 

parent feedback practices and processes. Counselors and AP teams met with target students. The 

RTI Committee prepared recommendations regarding standardized use of effective intervention 

practices of D/F students. Academic and counseling support was provided to students returning 

from expulsion. A telephone survey of targeted high school parents/guardians, using survey 

monkey for data collection, was executed to determine the impact of interventions. The telephone 

survey was not executed at the Middle School. Team leaders supervised the identification of 

struggling students, implementation of interventions, and involvement of parents/guardians. By 

fall 2012, parents were informed of Progress Book accounts and usage. In addition to training 

sessions, information was included in the Parent Tool Kit. 

In 2012, the District commissioned the Hanover Research Council to conduct the survey. Among 

the 601 receiving the survey were 19 parents/guardians of students who received interventions at 

either the Middle School or High School. Means for items assessing interaction with the schools 

were calculated for the 19 parents/guardians of students receiving interventions. Across eight 

items, the mean rating was 3.34 on a 4-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree; 1 = 

very unsatisfied to 4 = very satisfied). Those means were also compared to those of the baseline 

sample and the magnitude of change was calculated via an effect size. Effect sizes assess the 

substantive size of change, as opposed to statistical significance of change. Effect sizes of .4 to .5 

are deemed moderate, .2 to .3 are small, and smaller than .2 are negligible. The entire sample of 

parents from 2011 and intervention parents from 2012 reported positive interactions with the 

schools. Change for five items asking parents/guardians about their experience with their child’s 

school was negligible. There were two items with small negative effect sizes and one that was 

moderate and positive. However, the difference in populations for 2011 and 2012 should be 

recognized. Summary statistics from 2012 for each survey question related to parent/guardian 

ratings of interactions with the schools provided the baseline for 2013. 

The Hanover Research Council was also commissioned in 2013. Among the 609 respondents were 

51 parents/guardians of students who received interventions at the Middle School or High School. 

Change for every survey items was negative including two small changes, five moderate changes, 

and one large change. In interpreting these effect sizes, it is important to consider the differences 

in samples from one year to the next. It is difficult to distinguish change due to differences in how 

the school interacts with parents from change due to who ended up in the samples. Regardless of 

the reasons for year to year differences, the identified 51 parents were less positive than all parents 

combined. 
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C.2.1   By June 2013, 75% of high school students will be involved in community service/service 

learning hours during their high school years. 

The primary task was to establish and implement a system for outreach to community 

organizations that create partnerships for community service/service learning opportunities using 

established systems as models (i.e., PTO, My COM, etc.) (C.2.1.1). The annual 8
th

 grade parent 

meeting for rising 9
th

 graders was conducted. High School committee meetings were held to 

review current tracking, documentation, evaluation, and marketing practices (C.2.1.2) for 

community service, service learning, and senior project. Recommendations followed by 

implementation were planned for September 2012. These activities were combined with the 

following tasks: 

C.2.1.3 – Increase the marketing of community service/service learning opportunities to all 

students. 

C.2.1.4 – Organize a system for documentation of participation in community service/service 

learning (i.e., database for hours, reflection on activity, etc.). 

C.2.1.5 – Establish a systematic procedure for evaluating and enriching the community 

service/service learning opportunities available including information from both 

students and organizations. 

A phone conference was held between Managebac and the MYP Leadership Team to review the 

digital Managebac System and its connection with goal setting, community service, senior project 

and IB. For this year, data were gathered from the student information system. Of the 413 students 

in the High School class of 2013, 90% participated in community service/service learning 

activities during their high school years. 

 

C.2.2   By June 2013, 100% of eligible seniors will be involved in a senior project or an individual 

experience. 

The primary task was to establish and implement a system for for outreach to community 

organizations to create partnerships for senior project and individual experiences using established 

systems as models (i.e., PTO, My COM, etc.) (C.2.2.1). The action tasks are the same as C.2.1 that 

deal with community service/service learning and applied to the senior project as follows: 

C.2.2.2 – Evaluate and adjust the current tracking system for senior project opportunities. 

C.2.2.3 – Increase the marketing of senior project opportunities to all students. 

C.2.2.4 – Organize a system for documentation of senior project participation (i.e., database 

for hours, reflection on activity, etc.). 

C.2.2.5 – Establish a systematic procedure for evaluating and enriching the senior project 

opportunities available using information from both students and organizations. 

Eligibility was defined as being in good standing as a senior preparing to graduate. Senior project 

or individual experience includes activities in the Career and Technical Program and student 

projects for the IB community and service requirement. Of the 350 eligible seniors in the High 

School class of 2013, 80% participated in senior project or individual experience. 
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C.2.3   By June 2013, the schools will develop and begin implementation of a database of parent and 

community expertise to foster learning and career awareness within the scope of the 

curriculum. 

Activities included a review of existing databases and collection procedures with principals, IB 

requirements for parent involvement, alternative database programs, and communication 

procedures for collecting information. A survey of K-4 parents was conducted. A district-wide 

database of parents and community members who have expertise that will foster learning and 

career awareness within the scope of the curriculum was created. Ultimately, the goal is to develop 

a system to form partnerships with businesses and organizations in the broader community. 

Databases have also been developed at individual schools (e.g., “The IB Family Resource 

Database” at Boulevard and “Meet the Professional” program at Fernway). 

 

C.3.1   In the next community survey, increase by 25% the percentage of residents who report 

receiving their information about the schools from school sources. 

Baseline data were derived from the 2009-2010 TRIAD Survey. Respondents who named school 

communication vehicles as their primary sources of information about the schools yielded the 

following percentages:  e-newsletter (18%), PTO newsletter (13%), website (12%), and Shaker 

Magazine (10%). 

By June 2013, the number of subscribers to the District e-newsletter will be increased (C.3.1.1). 

The variety of sources used to reach residents (e.g., website, school bulletins, Shaker Life, e-

newsletters) has expanded. An external vendor was contracted to create a mobile version of the 

website for use on tablets and smartphones, apartment and two-family homes with high student 

density were identified, permission was obtained to post school materials at strategic locations, 

and a District Facebook page and Google Place pages were launched. A brief survey (available 

on-line and in hard copy) was developed to ascertain what information people want and how they 

prefer to receive it. Recommendations were analyzed. By June 2013, different types of 

information according to interest of stakeholders (e.g., theater news, sport news, curriculum news, 

and general news) will be offered (C.3.1.4). 

 

The next community survey will be conducted when the date of the next levy is announced. Upon 

completion of the survey, comparative data will be available to determine the degree to which the 

performance indicator was achieved. 
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PERFORMANCE AUDIT FOR YEAR TWO (2012-2013) 
 

The audit of performance indicators for 2012-2013 was limited by the information sources provided. The 

audit for year two of the Strategic Plan appears in Table 7. Overall, the 20 performance indicators were 

judged as follows:  six indicators were “achieved,” 13 indicators are “in progress,” and one indicator was 

not rated. The basis for these judgments is briefly described. 

Table 7 

Audit of 2012-2013 Performance Indicators 

Audit Code/Questions 

  A = Achieved (What are the reasons for success? Are there new strengths and opportunities?) 

  IP = In Progress (What steps have been taken? Are there any barriers to completion?) 

  NA = Not Achieved (Are action plans being implemented? Are strategies effective?) 

DATE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR 

AUDIT 
SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 

AND COMMENTS A IP NA 

Each 

year 

A.1.1 

School Climate Survey questions 

assessing relationships and students’ 

ability to advocate for their own 

success will reveal an increase in 

positive responses compared to the 

previous year. 

(Focus Area A:  Student Experience) 

   

The great majority of students’ 

responses to selected survey items 

revealed no change. However, the 

great majority of the remaining 

items exhibited a small to moderate 

positive change. 

June 

2013 

A.1.2 

100% of students in grades preK-12 

will participate in personal goal 

setting by writing and documenting 

progress made toward one or more 

learning goals. 

(Focus Area A:  Student Experience) 

   

Principals reported that in six 

schools, 100% of students 

participated in the goal setting 

process (97% overall). However, 

approximately 80% of students 

revealed that they were engaged in 

goal setting. 

Each 

year 

A.2.1 

School Climate Survey questions 

assessing the learning community 

will reveal an increase in positive 

responses compared to the previous 

year. 

(Focus Area A:  Student Experience) 

   

The great majority of students’ 

responses to selected survey items 

revealed no change. However, all 

of the remaining items exhibited a 

small to moderate positive change. 

 

(CONTINUED) 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

Audit of 2012-2013 Performance Indicators 

Audit Code/Questions 

  A = Achieved (What are the reasons for success? Are there new strengths and opportunities?) 

  IP = In Progress (What steps have been taken? Are there any barriers to completion?) 

  NA = Not Achieved (Are action plans being implemented? Are strategies effective?) 

DATE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR 

AUDIT 
SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 

AND COMMENTS 
A IP NA 

June 

2013 

A.2.2 

A response to intervention (RTI), 

three-tiered model of behavioral 

supports will be implemented in 

every classroom. 

(Focus Area A:  Student Experience) 

   

Across all schools, principals 

reported that 98% of teachers were 

“knowledgeable” of the 

three-tiered behavioral 

interventions model. Significant 

progress was made toward 

“implementing” RTI in every 

classroom. 

June 

2013 

A.3.1 

School Climate Survey questions 

assessing the nature of learning 

opportunities and high expectations 

for all students in all subjects will 

reveal an increase in positive 

responses compared to the previous 

year. 

(Focus Area A:  Student Experience) 

   

The great majority of student 

responses to selected survey items 

revealed no change. Many of the 

remaining items exhibiting 

moderate to large effect was not 

maintained from 2012 to 2013. For 

“high expectations,” all of the 

remaining items exhibited a 

negative change. 

Dec. 

2012 

A.3.2 

A study will be completed to 

identify student interest and 

barriers to involvement in 

co-curricular opportunities for 

students in grades 5-12. 

(Focus Area A:  Student Experience) 

   

Comprehensive student surveys 

were administered on-line at 

Woodbury Intermediate School, 

Middle School, and High School. 

The report titled Student Interest in 

and Barriers to Involvement in 

Co-Curricular Activities was 

submitted to the Superintendent in 

December 2012. 

 

(CONTINUED) 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

Audit of 2012-2013 Performance Indicators 

Audit Code/Questions 

  A = Achieved (What are the reasons for success? Are there new strengths and opportunities?) 

  IP = In Progress (What steps have been taken? Are there any barriers to completion?) 

  NA = Not Achieved (Are action plans being implemented? Are strategies effective?) 

DATE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR 

AUDIT 
SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 

AND COMMENTS 
A IP NA 

June 

2013 

B.1.1 

100% of instructional staff will be 

engaged in professional 

development aligned to District 

priorities. 

(Focus Area B:  Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment) 

   

Principals reported that 

professional development activities 

were high in quantity and quality. 

On average, 95% of instructional 

staff engaged in the 99 

professional development activities 

carried out across all schools. The 

participation rate approximated the 

100% target indicator. 

June 

2013 

B.1.2 

There will be measurable evidence 

of collaboration that results in 

identification and implementation 

of teaching practices to improve 

student achievement. 

(Focus Area B:  Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment) 

   

Principals reported that 

collaborative teacher based teams 

(TBTs) functioned in all schools. 

TBT efforts resulted in the shared 

use of data to track student 

progress, provide needed 

interventions, and guide effective 

instructional practices. 

June 

2013 

B.2.1 

[Core area] curriculum maps 

and/or programmes of inquiry 

[English/language arts, math, 

science, and social studies] will be 

aligned to Ohio’s academic content 

standards and the International 

Baccalaureate Programme 

philosophy and standards where 

applicable and posted. 

(Focus Area B:  Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment) 

   

Nearly all curriculum maps are 

aligned with common core/state 

standards. Alignment of 

programmes of inquiry/IB units at 

the intermediate level and selected 

High School courses is “in 

progress.” 

June 

2013 

B.2.2 

[Core areas] aligned curriculum 

maps and/or programmes of 

inquiry [English/language arts, 

math, science, and social studies] 

will be implemented in every 

classroom. 

(Focus Area B:  Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment) 

   

Nearly all aligned curriculum maps 

and/or programmes of inquiry have 

been implemented. Selected 

courses at the High School level 

are “in progress.” 

 

(CONTINUED) 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

Audit of 2012-2013 Performance Indicators 

Audit Code/Questions 

  A = Achieved (What are the reasons for success? Are there new strengths and opportunities?) 

  IP = In Progress (What steps have been taken? Are there any barriers to completion?) 

  NA = Not Achieved (Are action plans being implemented? Are strategies effective?) 

DATE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR 

AUDIT 
SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 

AND COMMENTS 
A IP NA 

June 

2013 

B.2.3 

A set of research-based 

instructional and assessment 

practices that support the Ohio 

academic content standards and 

reflect International Baccalaureate 

Programme pedagogy will be 

identified and introduced in all 

classrooms where applicable. 

(Focus Area B:  Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment) 

   

Effective research-based 

instructional practices were 

identified that focused on:  

(1) learning objectives, (2) rubrics, 

(3) questioning, (4) differentiation, 

(5) inquiry, and (6) critical 

thinking. Principals reported that 

on average, 93% of classrooms 

district-wide introduced these best 

practices. Most principals reported 

that formative and summative 

assessment practices were aligned 

to content standards. 

June 

2013 

B.3.1 

The median scale score on a 

nationally normed test for all 

students and all subgroups of 

students will increase and the 

disparity of the median scale scores 

among these subgroups will 

decrease. 

(Focus Area B:  Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment) 

   

Increased median scale scores for 

economically disadvantaged 

students, students with disabilities, 

and African American/Black 

students were mixed across grade 

levels (14 of 36). Likewise, a 

decrease in the disparity in median 

scale scores between African 

American/Black and European 

American/White students was 

mixed (20 of 36). 

June 

2013 

B.3.2 

There will be an annual increase in 

the percentage of African-American 

students, economically 

disadvantaged students, and 

students with disabilities 

successfully completing enrichment, 

accelerated, honors, advanced, 

International Baccalaureate 

Programme, and AP classes. 

(Focus Area B:  Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment) 

   

Overall, there was a 52% increase 

in the number of grade levels for 

which there was an annual increase 

from 2010-11 to 2012-2013. Each 

year, there was a net increase when 

all students in each subgroup are 

considered collectively across 

grades 5-12. 

 

(CONTINUED) 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

Audit of 2012-2013 Performance Indicators 

Audit Code/Questions 

  A = Achieved (What are the reasons for success? Are there new strengths and opportunities?) 

  IP = In Progress (What steps have been taken? Are there any barriers to completion?) 

  NA = Not Achieved (Are action plans being implemented? Are strategies effective?) 

DATE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR 

AUDIT 
SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 

AND COMMENTS 
A IP NA 

June 

2013 

B.3.3 

There will be a 10% annual 

increase in the percentage of 

African-American students, 

economically disadvantaged 

students, and students with 

disabilities who pass OAA Reading 

and Math in grades 4, 6, and 8 and 

OGT in grade 10. 

(Focus Area B:  Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment) 

   

Reading 

From 2010-11 to 2011-12, the 10% 

criterion was not met for any 

subgroup at any grade level. From 

2011-12 to 2012-13, the criterion 

was met at 7 of 12 grade levels 

across all subgroups. 

Math: 

From 2010-11 to 2011-12, the 10% 

criterion was met at 6 of 12 grade 

levels across all subgroups. From 

2011-12, to 2012-2013, the 

criterion was not met for any 

subgroup at any grade level. 

Each 

year 

C.1.1 

School Climate Survey questions 

assessing parents/guardians as 

active partners in students’ success 

will reveal an increase in positive 

responses compared to the year 

before. 

(Focus Area C:  Collaboration, 

Communication, and Involvement) 

   

The great majority of responses to 

survey items about the role of 

parents/guardians as active 

partners in their child’s success 

revealed no effect change. Nearly 

all of the remaining items 

exhibited small positive change. 

Each 

year 

C.1.2 

The percentage of 

parents/guardians of students 

receiving targeted interventions 

who report positive experiences 

concerning their interaction with 

the schools will increase. 

(Focus Area C:  Collaboration, 

Communication, and Involvement) 

   

The great majority of responses to 

survey items by parents/guardians 

of students receiving targeted 

interventions revealed small to 

moderate negative change. It was 

difficult to distinguish change due 

to differences in the samples from 

2011-12 to 2012-13. 

 

(CONTINUED) 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

Audit of 2012-2013 Performance Indicators 

Audit Code/Questions 

  A = Achieved (What are the reasons for success? Are there new strengths and opportunities?) 

  IP = In Progress (What steps have been taken? Are there any barriers to completion?) 

  NA = Not Achieved (Are action plans being implemented? Are strategies effective?) 

DATE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR 

AUDIT 
SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 

AND COMMENTS 
A IP NA 

June 

2013 

C.2.1 

75% of high school students will be 

involved in community 

service/service learning hours 

during their high school years. 

(Focus Area C:  Collaboration, 

Communication, and Involvement) 

   

Of the 413 students in the High 

School class of 2013, 370 students 

(90%) participated in optional 

community service/service 

learning activities during their high 

school years. 

June 

2013 

C.2.2 

100% of eligible seniors will be 

involved in a senior project or an 

individual experience. 

(Focus Area C:  Collaboration, 

Communication, and Involvement) 

   

Of the 350 eligible seniors in the 

High School class of 2013, 280 

students (80%) participated in an 

optional senior project or 

individual experience. Significant 

progress was made toward 

reaching the 100% target indicator. 

June 

2013 

C.2.3 

The schools will develop and begin 

implementation of a database of 

parent and community expertise to 

foster learning and career 

awareness within the scope of the 

curriculum. 

(Focus Area C:  Collaboration, 

Communication, and Involvement) 

   

A district-wide database of parents 

and community members was 

developed and implemented. 

Individual databases were also 

created at selected schools. 

Next 

survey 

C.3.1 

Increase by 25% the percentage of 

residents who report receiving their 

information about schools from 

school sources. 

(Focus Area C:  Collaboration, 

Communication, and Involvement) 

   

The next community survey will 

be conducted when the date of the 

next levy is announced. Upon 

completion of the survey, 

comparative data will be available 

to determine the degree to which 

the performance indicator was 

achieved. 

 

 



-24- 

 

COMMENDATIONS FOR YEAR TWO 
 

The following commendations are limited to the scope of this progress review and are not meant to be 

exhaustive. 

1. The Strategic Plan is a visionary approach for improving the overall quality of education leading 

to high success rates in the Shaker Heights Schools. 

2. During Phase V (implementation and results), use of a Strategic Plan leadership steering 

committee, a representative monitoring committee, and an external, independent reviewer exhibits 

a commitment to the improvement and accountability process. 

3. Recommendations from the year one progress report (e.g., performance indicator/metrics 

alignment, formative review and revision of selected action plans) were carried out in year two. 

4. The quantity of work accomplished during year two was meaningful as revealed by the number of 

completed work plan activities (268). 

5. The dynamic features of the Strategic Plan created a District culture characterized by a shared 

vision, systematic improvement, consistency and coherence without decreasing creativity, high 

expectations, and accountability. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR YEAR THREE 
 

The following recommendations were derived from the analyses of the year two performance indicators. 

Given that they are dependent on current personnel, available resources, and financial support, the 

feasibility of carrying out these recommendations for 2013-2014 was not determined. 

1. Clarify which performance indicators will be carried over to year three and the future strategic 

plan including needed revisions to action plans, action tasks, work plan activities, and metrics. 

Evaluate of the scope of work projected for 2013-2014 to determine workload feasibility. 

2. Revise relevant existing performance indicators and corresponding action plans or generate an 

appropriate performance indicator and supporting action plan to deal directly with recent state 

mandates (i.e., third grade guarantee and alignment of assessments to the common core and 

revised state standards). 

3. Align action tasks, work plan activities, and metrics with performance indicators using the concept 

of “backward design” to reinforce this sequential relationship (i.e., performance indicator, metrics 

and instrumentation, action tasks, and work plan activities). 

4. Re-evaluate the use of a comprehensive database tracking and analysis system (e.g., QuickBase) to 

assure follow through of action plans, work plan activities, and data collection procedures. 

5. Create an explicit relationship between the teacher School Climate Survey items and appropriate 

classroom performance indicators (A.1.2, A.2.2, B.1.1, B.1.2, B.2.2, B.2.3) to increase construct 

validity. 

6. Correlate the student and teacher School Climate Survey items and alternative data collection 

methods with the reporting format by principals to enhance reliability. 


