School Improvement Action Plan – Goal One-Writing
SY 2011-2012
PART I:  OVERVIEW

	Andersen Middle School
	Date:
	April 24, 2012

	Goal Statement: Smart Goal:  By June 2012, all students will increase performance on targeted writing skills, using instructional interventions implemented in all curricular areas, as measured by the TerrNova, Third Edition, Language Subtest and other system-wide and school-based assessments.  The targeted skill is using written language to convey information so that a variety of readers can obtain the intended meaning.  

	Targeted Subgroup: AVID students with Standardized test Stanine scores between 5-9 in language arts.  (These scores are in the average to high average range). AVID is a college preparatory program designed for students who are in the average range with high academic potential.

	Triangulation of Data: 
· TerraNova Multiple Assessments, 3rd Edition
· 6th Grade Local Writing Assessment: Expository Writing

· 7th Grade Local Writing Assessment: Narrative Writing

· 8th Grade Local Writing Assessment: Persuasive Writing 
 


	System-wide Assessment(s)

Name: TerraNova, Language Arts Subtest (Grades 6, 7, 8)
Indicator of success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of students scoring in the Top Two National Quarters level and a meaningful decrease in the percentage of students scoring in the bottom National Quarter as measured by the TerraNova 2nd Edition Language Arts subtest. (As of Spring 2009, the 3rd Edition of TerraNova will be used.)
Targeted Subgroup (AVID) Assessment 

Name: TerraNova, Language Arts Subtest (Grades 6, 7, 8)

Indicator of success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of students scoring in the Top Two National Quarters as measured by the TerraNova 2nd  Edition Language Arts subtest and to maintain zero percent of students scoring in the bottom national quarter as measure by the TerraNova 2nd Edition Language Arts subtest. (As of Spring 2009, the 3rd Edition of TerraNova will be used.)

	Local Assessment(s)

Name: Process 1. Expository Writing Assessment  Grade 6

Indicator of success: A meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Expository Writing Assessment.  The standard for this assessment is a score of 2 on the Rubric.
Name: Process 2. Narrative Writing Assessment Grade 7
Indicator of success: A meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Narrative Writing Assessment. The standard for this assessment is a score of 3 on the Rubric.
Name: Process 3. Persuasive Writing Assessment Grade 8

Indicator of success: A meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Persuasive Writing Assessment. The standard for this assessment is a score of 2 on the Rubric.
Targeted Subgroup (AVID) Assessment 
Name: Process 1-3 (refer to above statements)

Indicator of success:  There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of students in the targeted subgroup scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Expository (the standard for this assessment is a score of 2 on the Rubric.), Narrative (the standard for this assessment is a score of 3 on the Rubric.)
and Persuasive (the standard for this assessment is a score of 2 on the Rubric.) Writing Assessments.

	Interventions and their descriptions applicable to ALL Students  

	Intervention:
Writing Process
Prewriting Strategies: Graphic organizers

· Hamburger

· Pyramid
· Dagwood

· Inspiration

	Brief Description: The term Writing Process refers to the recursive process of writing used in most, if not all, formal writings. Normally, the writing process is not used for informal test responses, journals, and the like (although journaling can be a very powerful prewriting tool). The writing process is a multiple-step sequence where the author first pre-writes to gather and organize information. Next, the author writes based on their pre-writing. At this point in the writing, the author is not as concerned with structural issues as they are with content. After the first writing, the author reviews and revises. This step encourages peer reviews and collaborative work. Following the review and revision stage, the author re-writes the content, with an eye to content and structure/grammar. These central steps can be repeated as needed, leading up to a final publication, with the audience in mind.

Brief Description:  Graphic organizers are visual and spatial displays designed to facilitate the teaching and learning to textual material through the use of lines, arrows and a spatial arrangement that describe text content, structure, and key conceptual relationships (Darch & Eaves, 1986)



	Interventions and their descriptions applicable to the Targeted Subgroup (AVID)

	Intervention

6+1 Traits

	Brief Description:  6 + 1 Writing Traits is a writing intervention that identifies the attributes of good writing across the curriculum.  It focuses on those traits that can be clearly identified and used as guides for students to write and for teachers to assess student writing.  The common characteristics of good writing in the model are ideas, organization, voice, word choice, sentence fluency, conventions, and presentation is used.  The 6 + 1 traits are used by AVID trained teachers of mathematics, science, social studies, foreign language, art, music; and to include other teachers for whom writing is an important part of instruction.



	Interventions Implementation Timeline

	Interventions
1. Writing Process

 2.  6+1 Traits


	Resources
Teacher Common Drive:  Power points, organizers, sample lesson plans, sample activities, and exemplars
Teacher Trainers


	POC
Writing Committee



Part II
Staff Development Outcome



Teacher Indicators




Student Outcome

(What do teachers need to know and


 (What teacher accountability evidence will we accept

(What do we want students

be able to do?)





to verify staff development was effective.)


to know, learn, demonstrate?)



	Effective Staff

Development Steps
	Implementation 

Activities
	Person/Group

Responsible
(SI; CIF; Tech; etc.)
	Documented Evidence

of Each Step
	Resources

Needed
	Timeline

Date/Time

	Knowledge

What you want people to walk away with
	Informal survey of faculty to determine level of knowledge and implementation of writing process in their classrooms.

Understanding of the writing process and how it is the basis for all formal writing. 
The process must include a pre-writing, revision, and re-writing stage prior to final product. 
Understanding of how 
intervention can be 
implemented in every 
discipline and how it is
supported by DODEA

standards.

	Writing committee
	Student work in CSI 

Binder
Photographs
Display Boards

LASW
	Team Meetings
Instructional PowerPoint
Resource Folders on the

Teacher Common

Drive

Laptop

InFocus
CSI training days

CSI committee meetings 
Faculty meetings


	September 2012; 

ongoing.

	Model/Demonstrate

How this knowledge will be shown to the staff
	In-service will consist of: Review of writing process and graphic organizers. Review of Dagwood Model and training on Inspiration

	Principal

ET

Committee Chair 
	Training Sessions 
Powerpoints and 

Handouts
Bulletin Board Displays 
Classroom displays 
Teacher common drive
	Materials Needed:

Interactive White Board, 

Computer, Inspiration
Software, and handouts easel 

	August 2011 and
On-going

	Low Risk Practice

with Feedback

What will be in place for the teachers to try and how will they receive feedback
	Inspiration software will

be available for teachers

to use. ET will be 

available for teacher 

assistance and input.

Dagwood Model will be

placed on the common

drive for teacher use.


	All teachers
ET/CSI Co-Chair
	Samples of teacher activities 

Common drive
Student work samples


	Materials Needed: 

Inspiration Software

Computers and 

Interactive White Boards, and Dagwood

Model


	September 2011;

On-going 

	On-the-Job 
Practice

with Feedback

What programs will be in place:  Teachers teaching teachers, Mentoring, Paired Learning, etc.
	Teachers will have the opportunity once a quarter for peer mentoring.  They will be able to observe other teachers utilizing the writing process in various content areas.
Mentoring will be done as part of the team meetings or teachers will be relieved by the principal.  This will allow teachers to see the writing process being used across the curriculum and have opportunities to use pre-write strategies to differentiate instruction. 
	Teachers
Administration
	Reflective Journaling by teachers to be included in their CSI binder.
	Up to 1 hour per faculty member over course of the year.
	Throughout School Year 2011-2012

	Follow-up for

Current Staff

Collaborative meetings
	Team meetings and Faculty meetings 
CSI training days
Faculty Showcase/Faculty 
Sharing
	All Faculty
	Comparing pre- and post- assessments: to measure change in fluency of writing and demonstrate use of the writing process.
	Scheduled meetings and CSI in-service days.
	January-May 2012

	Long-Term

Maintenance Plan

for New Staff

What is in place for long-term maintenance


	During pre-service training, new teachers will be introduced to intervention and strategies.  
Teachers not familiar with the writing process will be invited to participate with a mentor teacher.
After-school sessions will be offered as needed to institutionalize the writing process.
	CSI Committee, Writing committee and mentor teachers
	Student portfolios; bulletin board displays; classroom displays; CSI binder; teacher common drive; and reflective sharing by participating teachers.  

Comparing pre-and post- assessments shows measured change in fluency of writing and demonstrated use of writing process.
	Annual training sessions

CSI mentor for new teachers
	August  2011
Ongoing throughout the school year 2011-2012


PART THREE:  MONITORING PLAN
Goal 1- All Students will improve their writing skills across the curriculum
	Date
	Intervention
	Monitoring Plan
	Point of Contact

	1st Quarter

	The Writing Process

with pre-write strategies: Graphic organizers (hamburger and pyramid model)

6 + 1 Traits (for targeted sub-group AVID)


	· CSI team will review and discuss expectations for interventions and strategies for Goal 1, Differentiation Instruction, and infusion of technology and assessment.
· Faculty Sharing (During Faculty meetings, volunteer teachers will share strategies used in their curricular area with peers.) 

· Faculty review and discuss CSI plan and formative and summative data analysis.

· Committee meetings- Teachers share differentiated lessons dealing with goal #1 in different subject areas. The teachers demonstrate how their lesson worked and how it can be improved.  
· Grade Level Teams will use the “gift of time” in form of common prep time to meet and review data, discuss the writing process and strategies, and collaborate on successes, failures, and steps for next quarter.  
· Team sharing: Teachers will meet to discuss writing process rubric.

· Minutes are shared on the common drive for all faculty and staff. 
· Teachers share, modify, and reflect on how to improve writing in the classroom. Looking at Student Work(LASW)
· Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) Teacher shares strategies ( learning log, philosophical chairs, Writing Inquiry Collaboration Reflection (WICR), 6+1 Traits) to use in the classroom to enhance goal #1.

· CSI team will collect, compile, and organize all data for analysis.
· A Staff Development Log will be maintained to document all faculty meetings, team meetings, and student and parent information sessions.

· Training:  New teachers will be introduced to the Writing Process and strategies.


	CSI Writing Chair (Writing Process)
AVID Teacher (6 + 1 Traits)

	September  2011
	The Writing Process:  Pre-Assessment
	· Teachers will administer the Writing Process Pre-Assessments to all students in all grade levels.
	All Teachers

	September-October 2011
	The Writing Process: Pre-Assessment Scoring
	· Teachers will use the Writing Process rubric to score the assessments.
	Writing Committee

	October 2011
	The Writing Process:  Review and Analysis
	· CSI Committee will review the results of the local pre-assessments. They will report back to the CSI Writing Committee.  Writing Committee will use the pre-assessment as a tool for assessment for learning to determine what modifications, if any, need to be made to the current interventions.
	CSI Committee and Writing Committee

	November 2011
	The Writing Process: Documentation
	· CSI Writing Chair will report to the CSI Leadership Team the results of the triangulation of data and determinations made by the Writing Committee.  The results will be presented to the staff to make recommendations to the CSI team. 
	CSI Leadership Team


	Date
	Intervention
	Monitoring Plan
	Point of Contact

	2nd Quarter 


	The Writing Process

with pre-write strategies: Graphic organizers (hamburger and pyramid model)

6 + 1 Traits (for targeted sub-group AVID)


	· CSI team will review and discuss interventions and strategies for Goal 1, Differentiation Instruction, and infusion of technology.

· Faculty Sharing (During Faculty meetings, volunteer teachers will share strategies used in their curricular area with peers.) 

· Committee meetings- Teachers share differentiated lessons dealing with goal #1 in different subject areas. The teachers demonstrate how their lesson worked and how it can be improved. 
·  Grade Level Teams will use the “gift of time” in form of common prep time to meet and review data, discuss the writing process and strategies, and collaborate on successes, failures, and steps for next quarter
· Grade Level Teams will meet to review data, discuss the writing process and strategies, and collaborate on successes, failures, and steps for next quarter.  

· Minutes are shared on the common drive for all faculty and staff. 

· Teachers share, modify, and reflect on how to improve writing in the classroom. (LASW)

· Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) Teacher shares strategies ( learning log, philosophical chairs, Writing Inquiry Collaboration Reflection (WICR), 6+1 Traits) to use in the classroom to enhance goal #1.

· CSI team will collect, compile, and organize all data for analysis.

· CSI team will review standards and align with 21st Century skills, differentiation for content, process, and product, Backwards Design, learning styles, rigor, LASW and infusion of technology.
	CSI Writing Chair (Writing Process)

AVID Teacher (6 + 1 Traits)


	Date
	Intervention
	Monitoring Plan
	Point of Contact

	3rd  Quarter 


	The Writing Process

with pre-write strategies: Graphic organizers (hamburger and pyramid model)

6 + 1 Traits (for targeted sub-group AVID)


	· CSI team will review and discuss interventions and strategies for Goal 1, Differentiation Instruction, and infusion of technology.

· Faculty Sharing (During Faculty meetings, volunteer teachers will share strategies used in their curricular area with peers.) 

· Committee meetings- Teachers share differentiated lessons dealing with goal #1 in different subject areas. The teachers demonstrate how their lesson worked and how it can be improved.  

· Grade Level Teams will use the “gift of time” in form of common prep time to meet and review data, discuss the writing process and strategies, and collaborate on successes, failures, and steps for next quarter

· Grade Level Teams will meet to review data, discuss the writing process and strategies, and collaborate on successes, failures, and steps for next quarter.  

· Minutes are shared on the common drive for all faculty and staff. 

· Teachers share, modify, and reflect on how to improve writing in the classroom. (LASW)

· Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) Teacher shares strategies ( learning log, philosophical chairs, Writing Inquiry Collaboration Reflection (WICR), 6+1 Traits) to use in the classroom to enhance goal #1.

· CSI team will collect, compile, and organize all data for analysis.

· CSI team will review standards and align with 21st Century skills, differentiation for content, process, and product, Backwards Design, learning styles, rigor, LASW and infusion of technology.
· Reflective Journaling by teachers to be included in their CSI binder.
	CSI Writing Chair (Writing Process)

AVID Teacher (6 + 1 Traits)


	Date
	Intervention
	Monitoring Plan
	Point of Contact

	4th  Quarter 


	The Writing Process

with pre-write strategies: Graphic organizers (hamburger and pyramid model)

6 + 1 Traits (for targeted sub-group AVID)


	· CSI team will review and discuss interventions and strategies for Goal 1, Differentiation Instruction, and infusion of technology.

· Binders with Logs (Teachers will keep samples of student work, and lesson plans that demonstrate use of the interventions.)

· Committee meetings- Teachers share differentiated lessons dealing with goal #1 in different subject areas. The teachers demonstrate how their lesson worked and how it can be improved.  

· Grade Level Teams will use the “gift of time” in form of common prep time to meet and review data, discuss the writing process and strategies, and collaborate on successes, failures, and steps for next quarter.

· Grade Level Teams will meet to review data, discuss the writing process and strategies, and collaborate on successes, failures, and steps for next quarter.  

· Minutes are shared on the common drive for all faculty and staff. 

· Teachers share, modify, and reflect on how to improve writing in the classroom. (LASW)

· Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) Teacher shares strategies ( learning log, philosophical chairs, Writing Inquiry Collaboration Reflection (WICR), 6+1 Traits) to use in the classroom to enhance goal #1.

· CSI team will collect, compile, and organize all data for analysis.

· CSI team will review standards and align with 21st Century skills, differentiation for content, process, and product, assessments, rigor, LASW and infusion of technology.
	CSI Writing Chair (Writing Process)

AVID Teacher (6 + 1 Traits)

	April 2012
May 2012
June 2012
	The Writing Process
	· Team Meetings: During team meetings LASW, Differentiated Instruction, and Infusion of technology will be discussed. 
	Team Leaders

	March 2012
	The Writing Process: Updates and Review
	· During Staff Meeting, a review of the Dagwood Model and its uses and of uses for Inspiration Software will be conducted.
	CSI Writing Chair

	April 2012
	The Writing Process: Assessment
	· Teachers will administer the Writing Process Assessments to all students in all grade levels.
	All Teachers

	April  2012
	The Writing Process: Assessment Scoring
	· Teachers will use the Writing Process rubric to score the assessments.  
	All Teachers

	May 2012
	The Writing Process: Review and Analysis
	· CSI Writing Committee will review the results of the local assessments with faculty. need to be made to the current interventions. 
	CSI Writing Committee

	May 2012
	The Writing Process: Documentation
	· CSI Writing Chair will report to the CSI Leadership Team the results of the triangulation of data and determinations made by the Writing Committee. The results will be presented to the staff. 
	CSI Leadership Team


PART IV:  STATUS REPORT

Goal Statement: All students will improve writing skills across the curriculum
DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

Baseline data and data collected at the end of each year of the school improvement cycle were disaggregated by grade level (and targeted subgroup) and were analyzed. Using NCA Data Analysis software, data were converted to standard scores (z-scores) and analyzed. 

1. A standard score difference of .3 or greater is a substantial improvement and a difference of -.3 or greater is a substantial decline in student performance.  

2. A standard score difference of .2 to .3 is quite good and a negative difference of -.2 to -.3 is a quite bad. 

3. A standard score difference of .1 to .2 is enough to mention and a difference of -.1 to -.2 is enough to mention.

4. A standard score difference of -.1 to .1 is not enough to mention.

DATA DISPLAY: TerraNova, 3rd Edition, Language Arts Subtest
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Indicator of Success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of students scoring in the Top Two National Quarters and a meaningful decrease in the percentage of students scoring in the bottom National Quarter as measured by the TerraNova, 3rd Edition, Language Arts subtest. 
Findings: (z-Score Analysis)
Z scores reflect comparisons between 2009 and 2011 top two National Quarters for the TerraNova Language Arts subtest.
1. The difference in performance at the 6th grade level is not enough to mention         (z=-0.05).

2. The performance of the 7th grade level is quite good (z=0.23).
3. The difference in performance at the 8th grade level is worse enough to mention     (z=-0.15).
Z scores reflect comparisons between 2009 and 2011 in the bottom National Quarter for the TerraNova Language Arts subtest.

1.  The difference in performance at the 6th grade level is not enough to mention (z= 0.0).

2.  The difference in performance at the 7th grade level is a substantial improvement (z=0.47). 

3. The difference in performance at the 8th grade level was substantially worse (z=-0.34).
DATA DISPLAY: Expository Writing Assessment Grade 6
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Indicator of Success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Expository Writing Assessment. The standard for this assessment is a score of 2 on the Rubric.
Findings:  (z-Score Analysis)
The difference in performance at the 6th grade between the baseline and the current year is substantially better. (z= 0.7)

DATA DISPLAY: Narrative Writing Assessment Grade 7
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Indicator of Success:  There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Narrative Writing Assessment. The standard for this assessment is a score of 3 on the Rubric.
Findings:  (z-Score Analysis)
The difference in performance at the 7th grade level between baseline and current year is worse by enough to mention. (z =-0.11)
DATA DISPLAY:  Persuasive Writing Assessment Grade 8
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Indicator of Success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of the students scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Persuasive Writing Assessment. The standard for this assessment is a score of 2 on the Rubric.

Findings:  (z-Score Analysis)
The difference in performance at the 8th grade level between the baseline and current year is substantially better (z = 0.35).
Data Display: TerraNova 3rd Edition, Language Arts Subtest

Targeted Subgroup: AVID Students
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Indicator of success: There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of students scoring in the Top Two National Quarters as measured by the TerraNova, 3nd Edition, Language Arts subtest and maintained zero percent of students scoring in the bottom National Quarter as measured by the TerraNova, 3nd Edition, Language Arts subtest. 
Findings: (z-Score Analysis) 
1. The performance of the 6th grade level is substantially better than the performance of the comparison group or standard (z=1.87).

2. The performance of the 7th grade level is substantially better than the performance of the comparison group or standard (z=1.96).
3. The performance of the 8th grade level is not enough to mention (z=0.09).
Data Display: Writing Assessments
Avid Target Subgroup
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Indicator of Success:  There is a meaningful increase in the percentage of students in the targeted subgroup scoring at or above the standard as measured by the Narrative, Persuasive, and Expository Writing Assessments.
Findings:  (z-Score Analysis)
1. The difference in performance of the 6th graders in the target subgroup is not enough to mention. 
     (z = -0.07)

2. The difference in performance of the 7th graders and in the target subgroup the comparison group or standard is worse by enough to mention. (z = -0.18)
3. The difference in performance of the 8th graders in the target subgroup is substantially better than the performance of the comparison group or standard.  (z = 0.65)
ANALYSIS

Summary of student performance (z-score differences) for Assessment One (TerraNova Multiple Assessments):
In comparing the 2009 and the 2011 TerraNova, 3rd Edition Language Arts subtest, for the Top Two Quarters, the student performance for 6th grade was not enough to mention, 7th grade was quite good, and 8th grade was worse by enough to mention.  For student performance in the Bottom Quarter for 6th grade was not enough to mention, while for 7th and 8th grades were substantially better than the performance of the comparison group.

Summary of student target subgroup (AVID) performance (z-score differences) for Assessment One (TerraNova Multiple Assessments):
In comparing the 2009 and the 2011 TerraNova, 3rd Edition Language Arts subtest, for the Top Two Quarters, the student performance in 6th and 7th grade was substantially better while 8th grade was not enough to mention as compared to the performance of the comparison group.  

Summary of student performance (z-score differences) for Assessment Two (Expository Writing Assessment Grade 6):  Baseline is SY 2006-07
Student performance as measured by the Expository Writing Assessment shows a substantial increase than the performance of the comparison group.

Summary of student performance (z-score differences) for Assessment Three (Narrative Writing Assessment Grade 7):  Baseline is SY 2006-07
Student performance as measured by the Narrative Writing Assessment shows a substantial increase than the performance of the comparison group.

Summary of student performance (z-score differences) for Assessment Four (Persuasive Writing Assessment Grade 8):  Baseline is SY 2006-07
Student performance as measured by the Persuasive Writing Assessment shows a substantial increase than the performance of the comparison group.

Summary of student target subgroup (AVID) performance (z-score differences) for Assessment Two (Expository Writing Assessment Grade 6):  Baseline is SY 2006-07
Student performance as measured by the Expository Writing Assessment was not enough to mention than the performance of the comparison group.

Summary of student target subgroup (AVID) performance (z-score differences) for Assessment Three (Narrative Writing Assessment Grade 7):  Baseline is SY 2006-07
Student performance as measured by the Narrative Writing Assessment was worse by enough to mention than the performance of the comparison group.

Summary of student target subgroup (AVID) performance (z-score differences) for Assessment Four (Persuasive Writing Assessment Grade 8):  Baseline is SY 2006-07
Student performance as measured by the Expository Writing Assessment was substantially better than the performance of the comparison group.

Impact of each intervention on student performance:

Student performance increased as measured by 3 of 4 assessments.
Action Needed:  
A new goal will be chosen after reviewing all school data.

Which intervention(s) will continue?  None
Why? All interventions will be determined after a new goal is written. 

Which intervention(s) will be modified? None
 Why? None of the interventions will be modified at this time

Which intervention(s) will be discontinued? All
 Why? All of the interventions will be discontinued at this time. 

PART V:  DOCUMENTATION REPORT

Selection of Goals:  A new Goal will be determined in school year 2011-2012.
Selection of Interventions: New Interventions will be determined in school year 2011-2012.  

ADDENDUM 1:  DoDEA CURRICULAR STANDARDS RELATED TO THE GOAL

Identify the DoDEA standards from all curricular areas that are related to the goal.  You should be able to include standards at each grade level in all four content areas as well as standards from other content areas (i.e. art, music, PE, health, technology.)

*Standards will be chosen after a new goal is developed.

ADDENDUM 2:  Research Related to the Interventions Selected

Identify the research base for each of the interventions you selected for the goal area.  Provide a summary of the study done and its outcome on students.  

*Interventions will be chosen after a new goal is developed.

Supporting Research:  

*Research will be completed after a new goal is developed.

Andersen Middle School


Results-Based Staff Development Plan


Intervention: The Writing Process





Students will be able to demonstrate using the wring process by using the prewriting strategies.





Teachers will use the writing process across the curriculum and model the writing process with their students in authentic situations.





The teacher will need to understand the writing process and how to use the strategies to encourage student success in writing. 























































































































14

