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Component 1a - School Profile and Collaborative Process

TEMPLATE 1.1: SIP Leadership Team Composition

In the School Improvement process, six committees exist: a leadership team and five subcommittees.  Establish a subcommittee for each of the five components of the plan.  The Leadership Team is composed of its chairperson, the chairperson from each of the subcommittees, and representatives from each relevant stakeholder group and major initiatives within the school. These stakeholders could include representatives from the following groups: teachers, administrators, non-certified personnel, community, parents, and students. In high schools, be sure to represent faculty from both the academic and the technical paths.

The Leadership Team provides guidance for the entire process.  When you list the members of the Leadership Team, be sure to indicate who is serving as the chairperson of this team. 

TEMPLATE 1.1: SIP Leadership Team Composition

(Rubric Indicator 1.1)

	SIP Leadership Team Member Name
	Leader-

ship Chair? (Y/N)
	Position
	Name of Subcommittee(s) (when applicable)

	Tim Martin
	Y
	Asistant Principal
	All

	Michael Meihls
	Y
	Assistant Principal
	All



	Keith Brown
	
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	Component 1



	Landon Melton
	
	Teacher (Math)
	Component 1

Jan

	Misty Waller
	
	Teacher (Math)
	Component 1

	Lane Ward
	
	Assistant Principal
	Component 1

	Bethany Fillers
	
	Assistant Principal
	Component 1

	Tammi Hill
	
	CHS Secretary
	Component 1

	Billy Stepp
	
	Assistant Principal
	Component 1

	Kathy Ligon
	
	Assistant Principal
	Component 2

	Laura Carter
	
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	Component 2



	Jeana Piggott
	
	Teacher (Math)
	Component 3



	Liz Johnson
	
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	Component 3

	Sherri Leimer
	
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	Component 4

	Wayne Shanks
	
	Principal
	Component 4

	Evan Betterton
	
	Student
	Component 4

	Alex Gibson
	
	Student
	Component 4

	Ginny Poteet
	
	Librarian
	Component 5

	Gina Hale
	
	Assistant Principal
	Component 5

	Sarah Bos
	
	CHS Secretary
	Component 1


Component 1a - School Profile and Collaborative Process

TEMPLATE 1.2: Subcommittee Formation and Operation 

Subcommittees should represent various grade levels within the school and relevant stakeholders.  It is desirable to include stakeholders on subcommittees when possible.  Stakeholders should be strategically assigned to appropriate committees based on strength, skills and knowledge.    

If there are guiding initiatives within your school, be sure to place those key faculty members involved in the initiatives on the appropriate subcommittees.  Subcommittees have the responsibility to monitor the development and implementation, as appropriate, of the respective component so that the subcommittee chair can communicate the progress to the SIP Leadership Team.  

In completing the templates that name the members of the subcommittees, be sure to indicate each member’s position within the school or stakeholder group.  Indicate which member serves as the subcommittee chair.

After each list of the members for a subcommittee, be sure to indicate the signatures for the subcommittee chairs are on file and check the box to indicate assurance the subcommittee has met and minutes are on file.  

TEMPLATE 1.2: Subcommittee Formation and Operation

(Rubric Indicator 1.2)

	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 1 School Profile and Collaborative Process

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Janie Brock
	Teacher (SPED)
	

	Jan Whiting
	Teacher (CTE)
	

	Michelle Arbogast

	Teacher (Science)
	

	Keith Brown
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	Yes

	Brent Chaffin
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Michael Choate
	Teacher (Music)
	

	Sharon Cochrane
	Teacher (English)
	

	Merry Davis
	Teacher (Dance)
	

	Lura Hawkins
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Matthan Houser
	Teacher (CTE Technology)
	

	James Ledford
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Terry Moore
	Teacher (SPED)
	

	Rebecca Payne
	Teacher (English)
	

	Jeffrey Williams
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Elise Windus
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Bill Wrasman
	Teacher (Lifetime Wellness)
	

	Jerry McCarter
	Teacher (CTE Automotive)
	

	Lisa Carver
	Teacher (Pre-School)
	

	Jeff Gold
	Teacher (SPED)
	

	Ernestine Allen
	Teacher (Counselor)
	

	Billy Stepp
	Teacher (Assistant Principal)
	

	Mike Barlow
	Teacher (Foreign Language)
	

	Karen Brooks
	Teacher (Physical Education)
	

	Lisa Burgess
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Connie Dalton
	Teacher (CTE Business)
	

	Brenda Huffine
	Teacher (English)
	

	Landon Melton
	Teacher (Math)
	Yes

	Kim Pack
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Allison Payne
	Teacher (English)
	

	Noah Repasky
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Christine Rivers
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Judy Schinbeckler
	Teacher (Foreign Language)
	

	Jeff Swann
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Lynn Thurber
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Mitchell White
	Teacher (Visual Art)
	

	Jennifer Williams
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Jerry Bush
	Teacher (County-wide SPED)
	

	Joy Hamby
	Teacher (Librarian)
	

	Karen Trentham
	Teacher (Counselor)
	

	Jackie Cox
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Cephas Ablakwa
	Teacher (Fine Arts)


	

	Kevin Bray
	Teacher (Physical Education)
	

	Kim Hannah
	Teacher (SPED Math)
	

	Mary Martin
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	

	Amy Stockwell
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	

	Misty Waller
	Teacher (Math)
	Yes

	Bryan West
	Teacher (CTE Technology)
	

	Janet Wheeler
	Teacher (SPED)
	

	Bethany Fillers
	Assistant Principal
	

	Sean Patterson
	Teacher (PreK SPED)
	

	Elizabeth Binkley
	Teacher (PreK)
	

	Molly Dittmer
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Josh Heard
	Teacher (SPED Science)
	

	Carolyn Hawkins
	Teacher/ IB Coordinator (Language Arts)
	

	Darlene Hatcher
	Teacher (Technology)
	

	Scott Hughes
	Teacher (Lifetime Wellness)
	

	Tish Garrett
	Teacher (Counselor)
	

	Lane Ward
	Assistant Principal
	

	Teresa McNabb
	Parent
	

	Lisa Brooksbank
	Parent
	

	Joanna McNeely
	Parent
	

	Ryan Heard
	Citizen at large
	

	Alma Anderson
	City Councilwoman
	

	Jim Shipley
	City Manager
	

	Clark Childress
	Dentist
	

	Sarah Bos
	CHS Secretary
	


(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)

	Component 1 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 1 Chair Signature


	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 2  Beliefs, Mission and Vision

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Kathy Ligon
	Assistant Principal
	Yes



	Shelia Wakefield
	Teacher (CTE Family and Consumer Sci.)
	

	Tracy Jones
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Danielle Johnson
	Teacher (CTE Agriculture)
	

	Bruce Anderson
	Teacher (Fine Arts)
	

	Peggy Anderson
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Michael Meihls
	Assistant Principal
	

	Laura Carter
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Jennifer Fields
	Teacher (Fine Arts)
	

	Tiffanie Haggard
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Summer Cantrell
	Teacher (SPED)
	

	Randy Mansell
	Teacher (CTE Construction)
	

	Amy Stout
	Parent
	

	Debbie George
	CHS Attendance
	


(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)

	Component 2 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 2 Chair Signature


	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 3
Curricular, Instructional, Assessment, and Organizational Effectiveness

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Jeana Piggott
	Teacher (Math)
	Yes

	Christine Blakley
	Teacher (English)
	

	Carol Buckner
	Teacher (English)
	

	Linda Carlen
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Peggy Cho
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Aliene Click
	Teacher (Foreign Language)
	

	Tiffanie Haggard
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Stan Kinslow
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Randy Mansell
	Teacher (CTE Construction)
	

	Tom McKee
	Teacher (Lifetime Wellness)
	

	Lindsay McReynolds
	Teacher (English)
	

	Bethany Stevens
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Sheila Wakefield
	Teacher (CTE Family Consumer Science)
	

	James Andrews
	Teacher (Foreign Language)
	

	Cheryl Banks
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	

	Brenda Colglazier
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	

	Bandy Draper
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	

	Stephanie Hallman
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Joe Harris
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Barbara Huddleston
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Liz Johnson
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	Yes

	Jerry Joshlin
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Jill Stone
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Kathleen Sullivan
	Teacher (SPED English)
	

	David Talbert
	Teacher (Fine Arts)
	

	Meghan Wilson
	Teacher (SPED English)
	

	Vicky Brummitt
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	

	Merry Davis
	Teacher (Fine Arts)
	

	Sarah Harris
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Deborah Higgins
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Eric Howard
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Anita Ray
	Teacher (SPED)
	

	Sena Taylor
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Glen Thomas
	Teacher (CTE Technology)
	

	Sammy Webb
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Steve Young
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Binney Stumpf
	Teacher (ELL)
	

	Steve Medlin
	Teacher (Health Sciences)
	

	Claudia Bottoms
	Teacher (Foreign Language)
	

	Scott Cook
	Teacher (Physical Education)
	

	Laura Luna
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Kay Pepin
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Jan Presley
	Teacher (Foreign Language)
	

	Patrick Trentham
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Allison Painter
	Teacher (PreK)
	

	Shannon Weaver
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Robin Ford
	Teacher (Visual Arts)
	

	Danielle Johnson
	Teacher (CTE Agriculture)
	

	Julie Smith
	Counselor
	

	Paige Mills
	Parent
	

	Lisa Parks
	Parent
	

	Betty Winningham
	Secretary
	


(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)

	Component 3 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 3 Chair Signature


	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 4 Action Plan Development

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Sherri Leimer
	Teacher (Language Arts)
	Yes

	Nickey Philpot
	Teacher (JROTC)
	

	Carolyn Hawkins
	IB Coordinator
	

	Stephanie Birdwell
	Teacher (CTE Family and Consumer Sci.)
	

	Martha Dyer
	Teacher (CTE Cosmetology)
	

	David Frazier
	Teacher (JROTC)
	

	Nikki Harrison
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Donna Johnson
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Robert Miller
	Teacher (SPED Social Studies)
	

	Dawn Nicholson
	Teacher (English)
	

	John Setliff
	Teacher (CTE Drafting)
	

	Faye Watts
	Teacher (Visual Arts)
	

	Landon Anderson
	Teacher (ELL)
	

	Kathy Shanks
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Jodie Steele
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Mary Potter
	Teacher (Counselor)
	

	Wayne Shanks
	Principal
	

	Josh Heard
	Teacher (SPED)
	

	Ellie Lenhart
	Parent
	

	Karen Shea
	CHS Secretary
	


(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)

	Component 4 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 4 Chair Signature


	Subcommittee for COMPONENT 5  The School Improvement Plan and Process Evaluation

	Member Name
	Position
	Chair

	Ginny Poteet
	Librarian
	Yes

	Brenda Colglazier
	Teacher (English)
	

	Joe Harris
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Amy Bray
	Teacher (SPED)
	

	Mandy Rawls
	Teacher (CTE Family Consumer Science)
	

	Nicole Harrison
	Teacher (Science)
	

	Lee Holloway
	Teacher (SPED)
	

	Nadine Jones
	Teacher (Foreign language)
	

	Tracy Jones
	Teacher (Math)
	

	Mary Martin
	Teacher (English)
	

	Vickie Matheney
	Teacher (CTE Marketing)
	

	Brian Miesch
	Teacher (Foreign Language)
	

	Jill Stone
	Teacher (Social Studies)
	

	Darlene Hatcher
	Teacher (Counselor)
	

	David Talbert
	Teacher (Music)
	

	Susannah Akers
	Counselor
	

	Gina Hale
	Assistant Principal
	

	Cindy Winchester
	CHS Secretary
	


(tab in last cell to create a new row as needed)

	Component 5 Subcommittee has met to address critical components of the SIP and minutes are on file.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 YES
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NO

	

	Subcommittee 5 Chair Signature


Component 1a - School Profile and Collaborative Process

TEMPLATE 1.3 Collection of Academic and Nonacademic Data and Analysis/Synthesis 

TEMPLATE 1.3.1: Data Sources (Including surveys)

Use surveys to capture perceptual data. Administer some kind of survey to all shareholders with reasonable frequency. Determine how often to administer your surveys by considering several factors: 

· Mobility of student families

· Grade span served (if you serve only three grades, you could have a complete turnover of parents every three years)

· Change in leadership

· Change in organizational practice.

A school will rarely have each of the surveys listed here, but at least one survey should be administered and evaluated.  Common survey types include: Title I Needs Assessment, Title I Parent Surveys, District school climate surveys. Staff Development SACS Surveys (NSSE).

TEMPLATE 1.3.1: Data Sources (including surveys)

(Rubric Indicator 1.3)

	Data Source
	Relevant Findings

	Title I Parent Survey

Conducted at the end of the 2007-2008 school year.
	The 2007-2008 Family Friendly Survey was completed by 320 families. 

97 respondents for freshmen, 89 for sophomores, 56 for juniors, and 75 for seniors.  296 were completed by parents or step-parents, 19 by other family members, 5 by someone other than a family member.

The survey was completed by 272 Caucasians, 10 African-Americans, 17 Hispanics, 7 Asian/Pacific Islanders, 2 Native Americans, and 11 Others.

259 live in single family homes, 25 in townhomes, 6 in duplexes, 3 in condos, 18 in apartments, and 7 in other homes.  234 own their home, 54 rent, and 10 have other arrangements.
The survey was generally positive toward Cookeville High School with only 6 of 32 questions having overall negative responses. Following are the responses:

1. I find the school entrances welcoming and inviting.  5.9% Strongly Disagree, 7.8 % Disagree, 22.7% have no opinion, 52.6% Agree, and 10.9% Strongly Agree.

2. I am treated courteously when I visit the school.

5.0% Strongly Disagree, 13 % Disagree, 18% have no opinion, 46.9% Agree, and 17.1% Strongly Agree.

3. I believe the school to be safe.

5% Strongly Disagree, 16.1 % Disagree, 24.3% have no opinion 46.4% Agree, and 8.2% Strongly Agree.

4. Directional signs in the school make it easy for me to find my way around.

 5.0% Strongly Disagree, 17.9 % Disagree, 27% have no opinion, 41.1% Agree, and 9.1% Strongly Agree.

5. There is a comfortable reception area for families and guests.

5.9% Strongly Disagree, 23.4 % Disagree, 31.8% have no opinion, 32.7% Agree, and 6.2% Strongly Agree.

6. The school has a parent/family center that I can use.

7.2% Strongly Disagree, 13.7 % Disagree, 54.8% have no opinion, 18.1% Agree, and 6.2% Strongly Agree.

7. The school administrators are approachable and helpful.

5.6% Strongly Disagree, 11.5 % Disagree, 25.8% have no opinion, 45% Agree, and 12.1% Strongly Agree.

8. Teachers are approachable and helpful.

3.4% Strongly Disagree, 6.9 % Disagree, 23.1% have no opinion, 49.2% Agree, and 17.4% Strongly Agree.

9. If I need translation when I visit, it is available to me.

3.1% Strongly Disagree, 5.9 % Disagree, 68.5% have no opinion, 12.8% Agree, and 9.7% Strongly Agree.

10. I have read the family involvement policy.

5.9% Strongly Disagree, 9.3 % Disagree, 26.5% have no opinion, 45.5% Agree, and 12.8% Strongly Agree.

11. Training in educational issues is available to me.

5% Strongly Disagree, 9.7 % Disagree, 51.6% have no opinion, 28.1% Agree, and 5.6% Strongly Agree.

12. I have good relationships with the staff at my child’s school.

4.4% Strongly Disagree, 13.8 % Disagree, 32.6% have no opinion, 37.6% Agree, and 11.6% Strongly Agree.

13. All neighborhoods are represented on the school council.

6% Strongly Disagree, 8.8 % Disagree, 58% have no opinion, 21.3% Agree, and 6% Strongly Agree.

14. Non-school hours used for family conferences with teachers.

4.7% Strongly Disagree, 8.8 % Disagree, 31% have no opinion, 44.5% Agree, and 11% Strongly Agree.

15. Some school meetings are held in places other than the school.

8.8% Strongly Disagree, 16.9 % Disagree, 55.2% have no opinion, 15.7% Agree, and 3.4% Strongly Agree.

16. I am welcome to visit school during the school day.

4.7% Strongly Disagree, 11.9 % Disagree, 21.3% have no opinion, 49.8% Agree, and 12.2% Strongly Agree.

17. If I need a ride to a school event, the school provides it to me.

15.3% Strongly Disagree, 16.2 % Disagree, 49.8% have no opinion, 13.1% Agree, and 5.6% Strongly Agree.

18. I have telephone numbers and e-mails for all teachers and staff.

6% Strongly Disagree, 15 % Disagree, 19.7% have no opinion, 40.1% Agree, and 19.1% Strongly Agree.

19. It is easy to contact school teachers, administrators and staff.

5% Strongly Disagree, 15.9 % Disagree, 23.1% have no opinion, 44.2% Agree, and 11.8% Strongly Agree.

20. My child’s teachers communicate with me often

10.6% Strongly Disagree, 27.4 % Disagree, 25.9% have no opinion, 28.7% Agree, and 7.5% Strongly Agree.

21. The school helps me understand what my child must learn.

6.9% Strongly Disagree, 19.3 % Disagree, 28% have no opinion, 36.4% Agree, and 9.3% Strongly Agree.

22. I understand the state testing program and what my child must accomplish.

3.7% Strongly Disagree, 15.2 % Disagree, 18.9% have no opinion, 50.3% Agree, and 11.8% Strongly Agree.

23. Grades and assignments are made available to me daily.

9.4% Strongly Disagree, 24.1 % Disagree, 29.4% have no opinion, 30.9% Agree, and 6.3% Strongly Agree.

24. I am provided frequent information so I can help my child at home.

9.4% Strongly Disagree, 28.8 % Disagree, 28.4% have no opinion, 25% Agree, and 8.4% Strongly Agree.

25. If I have a question about what my child is learning, I feel comfortable in asking it.

6.5% Strongly Disagree, 11.8 % Disagree, 21.7% have no opinion, 43.8% Agree, and 16.1% Strongly Agree.

26. The school communicates with me in m native language.

4.1% Strongly Disagree, 7.5 % Disagree, 24.7% have no opinion, 35.6% Agree, and 28.1% Strongly Agree.

27. I can easily find and read all school regulations and policies.

3.4% Strongly Disagree, 7.8 % Disagree, 21.1% have no opinion, 48.1% Agree, and 19.6% Strongly Agree.

28. The school sends me a newsletter in my native language.

7.8% Strongly Disagree, 10 % Disagree, 35% have no opinion, 32.8% Agree, and 14.4% Strongly Agree.

29. The school requires me to attend a conference about my child at least  once a year.

15.3% Strongly Disagree, 22.1 % Disagree, 27.1% have no opinion, 25.5% Agree, and 10% Strongly Agree.

30. I have input on school policies before they are enacted.

19.1% Strongly Disagree, 27.5 % Disagree, 31.3% have no opinion, 15% Agree, and 7.2% Strongly Agree.

31. The school has a website that is current and updated.

6.9% Strongly Disagree, 8.7 % Disagree, 22.1% have no opinion, 43.6% Agree, and 18.7% Strongly Agree.

32. I can be involved at my child’s school in ways that are important to me.

6.8% Strongly Disagree, 9 % Disagree, 31.1% have no opinion, 37.9% Agree, and 15.2% Strongly Agree.

Strengths according to this survey are that parents feel welcome and are treated courteously when they visit.  The majority of parents feel that teachers are approachable and helpful.  The state testing program is understood and school regulations and policies are easily found.

Areas to strengthen according to this survey are more frequent information needs to be provided to parents so they can help their child at home.  More parent conferences need to be held and parents need more input on school policies before they are enacted.
The 2007-2008 Family Friendly Survey was completed by 317 families.

Parent Demographic Data of those completing the survey:

Grade Level of students:

Grade 9 – 30%

Grade 10 – 28%

Grade 11 – 18%

Grade 12 – 23%

Head of Household:

Parent or step-parent – 93%

Other family member – 5%

Non family member – 2% 

Race:

American Indian/Alaska Native – 1%

Asian – 2%

Black or African American – 3%

Hispanic or Latino – 5%

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander – 0%

Caucasian – 85%

In comparison to the May 2006 family survey, these percentages reflect an overall decrease in all minority subcategories except for the Hispanic or Latino population.  This category had an increase of 2%.   This has caused CHS to accommodate the growing Hispanic popultion by offering sheltered classes for ELL students, as well as after school academic assistance for ELL students regarding the writing assessment.


	Teacher Survey Conducted September 2008
	Results of the Teacher Survey, completed by eighty-eight faculty members, indicate that over 82% feel that our school is preparing students to deal with issues and problems they will face in the future, and 85.1% felt that their specific department was adequately covering material for student success,  However, only 60.2% agree that students are able to see a relationship between what they are studying and their career goals.  According to at least 88% of the teachers, a variety of instructional strategies and learning activities are provided for all students including those with special needs.  Teaching materials and supplies are adequate to support good teaching, as rated by 76% of the respondents.  Over 80.6% felt that students received a sufficient amount of homework, and 92% felt that teachers were available to give students the assistance they needed with these assignments.  The variety of student activities at our school is excellent, according to 86.3%. The  area rated the lowest by 46.5% of the teachers indicated that they felt that students did not have a positive attitude towards learning.

Under the area of school policies and facilities, 91.9% of teachers surveyed said that our school provides a safe and orderly environment for learning. Students of all ethnic and racial backgrounds were felt to be treated fairly by teachers (67%), administrators (64.7%), and counselors (72.6).  74.9% of the teachers disagreed with the statement that there is not a significant problem with substance abuse among students. 71.5% of those responding felt that cleaning needs were handled promptly but the number increased to 90.8% when addressing promptness of maintenance.

Over 76% of CHS teachers surveyed indicated that the administrators at our school are fair with teachers and are easily accessible when needed, and 68.1% agreed that principals are appropriately in contact with teachers and their classroom activities.  Only 52.2% agree that teachers have the opportunity for input on the decisions that affect classes and the school as a whole.  76.1% feel that staff development t supports instructional needs, but only 38.6% are provided adequate time each day to prepare for teaching.

	Student Survey conducted September 2008
	Results of the students survey were generated from the responses of 1,760 CHS students.  18.8% are on the technical path.  64.2% are on the university path.  16.9% are on the dual path.  These students also indicated that 50.4% of them have taken at least one honors class, 7.3% are in the IB program, and over 32% have been at CHS for less than one year. For all responses by these students on the student survey, it seemed notable that on average over 33% indicated neutral or no opinion.

Over 64% of the  students feel that our school offers a variety of courses. According to a least 63%, teachers are knowledgeable about what they teach,  However, only 46% agree that teachers provide a variety of learning activities. Teachers have high expectations of their students as rated by 57%, and 51% are satisfied with the attitude of teachers toward students. Only 41% felt that teachers are available to them outside of class and that the class size (number of students per teacher) is adequate.

Under the area of services offered at CHS, 62.2% of students are satisfied with the library facilities and services.  The computer and technology services were beneficial, according to over 54%, and 53% of the students found the school and teacher websites to be helpful. 44.5% of the students indicated that they are satisfied with the school nurse and clinic. Students receive beneficial help with personal issues, according to over 44%. Regarding the academic advising services, 48.5% are satisfied with the help they receive in choosing classes. However, only 40% indicated a favorable response concerning career planning services. For all questions asked under this category, on average, over 35% indicated neutral or no opinion.

Over 59% of CHS students are satisfied with the condition of the building and grounds. Students also gave a favorable rating to the athletic facilities (52.9%), computer lab rooms (54.3%), and laboratory facilities (51.5%). Students have a good sense of personal security and safety at CHS according to over 50%. Only 31% of the students are satisfied with the school rules and discipline policies while over 29% of the students indicated they are not satisfied.  For all questions asked under this category, on average over 33% indicated neutral, or no opinion.

59.6% of students indicated that there are a variety of extra curricular activities (clubs, band, athletics, etc) offered. Over 43% indicated that non-teaching staff demonstrates a favorable attitude toward students. 43.4% believe there to be racial harmony at CHS. Overall, 56.2% of the students are satisfied in general. However, only 43.9% stated they were pleased with the school spirit. Concerning school spirit, over 21% of students indicated they were not satisfied.


TEMPLATE 1.3.2: Narrative and Analysis of Relevant School and Community Data

Some of the factors to consider in this narrative and analysis might be historical background, facilities, environmental and safety concerns, socio-economic factors, parent/guardian demographics, honors classes, unique programs, parental support, school-business partnerships, major employers, and any other demographic factor (school or community) of major impact, including major changes and/or events that have adversely impacted your school..  
TEMPLATE 1.3.2: School and Community Data

(Rubric Indicator 1.3)

	Narrative and analysis of relevant school and community factors:

	Incorporated in 1854, Cookeville is located 79 miles east of Nashville and 101 miles west of Knoxville.  Known locally as the “Hub of the Upper Cumberlands,” Putnam County encompasses some 401 square miles while Cookeville’s land area is 21.9 square miles.  Cookeville (population 28,901) is the county seat of Putnam County and is one of four cities located within the county. The other municipalities are Algood (population 2,942), Baxter (population 1,368), and Monterey (population 2,901). Total population for Putnam County is 68,284. 

Cookeville itself is a regional center for employment, education, retail, heath care, recreational, and cultural activities.  The Cookeville-Putnam Chamber of Commerce recruits industries, which complement existing business and industry.   Some of the major businesses/employers include Tennessee Technological University, Averitt Express and Cummins Filtration, and more recently, the addition of Oreck manufacturing.


Cookeville and Putnam County have a consolidated school system.  The Putnam County Board of Education operates eighteen schools with an approximate enrollment of 9,976 average daily membership as of the most recent report card information.  The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools accredits all three high schools with Cookeville High serving as a vocational education center for all Putnam County Schools.  Only one private school is in operation in Cookeville – Heavenly Host Lutheran School which schools children in kindergarten through grade 8.


Cookeville High School, a comprehensive educational facility serving approximately 2,199 students in grades 9-12, opened its doors at its current facility in the fall of 1996.  The overall academic program at Cookeville High School is based on a traditional six-period school day and includes courses in college preparatory, International Baccalaureate, Advanced Placement, technical education, elective areas, and dual credit.

Having a wide variety of educational course offerings allows all students to complete state-mandated core graduation requirements for the university, technical, or dual path high school diploma.  Additionally since 2005-2006, junior and senior students who elect to do so may participate in the IB diploma program and possibly earn an internationally recognized International Baccalaureate diploma.  Since the 2000-2001school year, senior students may choose to enroll in a Dual Credit English course taught in cooperation with Tennessee Technological University for which students may earn English 12 and English 1010 credit in the first school semester.  Those students who continue with the class second semester may receive elective English credit and credit for English 1020 at the university level. Besides offerings in Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate classes, honors courses offered at Cookeville High School include English 9, 10, 11, and 12; World Literature, Spanish III, and IV, French III and IV, Algebra II, Geometry, Statistics, Pre-Calculus, Biology, Chemistry, Physics, World History, Humanities, U.S. History, and U.S. Government/Economics.


Cookeville High’s student population has numerous opportunities to participate in sporting activities if they so desire.  CHS offers the following sports to its students:  football, basketball, baseball, softball, swimming, cross country, track, lacrosse, golf, soccer, tennis, and volleyball.  Several of these teams have earned state or regional honors over the past years.  Many students have been singled out for district, regional, and state honors.


Computer technology is used in all facets of administrative and classroom programming at Cookeville High School.  The Mac School computer-based management program is used to schedule classes for all grade levels.  It additionally allows classroom teachers to record daily attendance and student grades in their own classrooms.  This program is also used to generate student progress reports at the 4 ½ week and 13 ½ week mark of each semester and report cards at the end of each 9 week period. 


Cookeville High School is equipped with computer labs on all floors in the school, allowing for student hands-on access in writing, science, math, drafting, business, journalism, foreign language, music, and other courses as well.  The foreign language department utilizes a listening lab to assist students in becoming proficient in speaking a foreign language.


Cookeville High School has safe school status and has two full-time safety resource officers on campus.  Additionally, all school doors (except the front entrance) are closed and locked after the morning bell as a safety measure for students and staff.  CHS operates approximately twelve cameras, which run 24/7 and it practices monthly fire, severe weather, and/or lock down drills to prepare in the event of an emergency. 


Students who attend Cookeville High School and other Putnam County Schools attend school for 180 days per year.  The schedule follows a balanced calendar of nine weeks of school followed by two weeks of break with a longer summer break of approximately six weeks.  During the school day, students attend school seven hours per day.


The Cookeville High School student population consists of 91% White, 3.0% African-American , 4.6% Hispanic, and 1.3% Asian.  33.2% of the student population is economically disadvantaged.


Incorporated in 1854, Cookeville is located 79 miles east of Nashville and 101 miles west of Knoxville.  Known locally as the “Hub of the Upper Cumberlands,” Putnam County encompasses some 401 square miles while Cookeville’s land area is 21.9 square miles.  Cookeville’s estimated population is 29,234.  It is the county seat of Putnam County and is one of four cities located within the county. The other municipalities are Algood (population 3,379), Baxter (population 1,412), and Monterey (population 2,924). Total population for Putnam County is 68,284. 

Cookeville itself is a regional center for employment, education, retail, heath care, recreational, and cultural activities.  The Cookeville-Putnam Chamber of Commerce recruits industries, which complement existing business and industry.   Some of the major businesses/employers include Tennessee Technological University, Averitt Express and Cummins Filtration, and more recently, the addition of Oreck manufacturing.


Cookeville and Putnam County have a consolidated school system.  The Putnam County Board of Education operates eighteen schools with an approximate enrollment of 10,137 average daily membership as of the most recent report card information.  The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools accredits all three high schools with Cookeville High serving as a vocational education center for all Putnam County Schools. 

Cookeville High School, a comprehensive educational facility serving approximately 2,202 students in grades 9-12 and Pre-K.  CHS opened its doors at its current facility in the fall of 1996.  The overall academic program at Cookeville High School is based on a traditional six-period school day and includes courses in college preparatory, International Baccalaureate, Advanced Placement, technical education, Virtual Online Courses, elective areas, and dual credit.

             Having a wide variety of educational course offerings allows all students to complete state-mandated core graduation requirements for the university, technical, or dual path high school diploma.  Additionally since 2005-2006, junior and senior students who elect to do so may participate in the IB diploma program and possibly earn an internationally recognized International Baccalaureate diploma. 

     Since the 2000-2001school year, senior students may choose to enroll in a Dual Credit English course taught in cooperation with Tennessee Technological University for which students may earn English 12 and English 1010 credit in the first school semester.  Those students who continue with the class second semester may receive elective English credit and credit for English 1020 at the university level. Besides offerings in Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate classes, honors courses offered at Cookeville High School include English 9, 10, 11, and 12; World Literature, Spanish III, and IV, French III and IV, Algebra II, Geometry, Statistics, Pre-Calculus, Biology, Chemistry, Physics, Physical World Concepts, World History, Humanities, U.S. History, and U.S. Government/Economics.


Cookeville High’s student population has numerous opportunities to participate in sporting activities if they so desire.  CHS offers the following sports to its students:  football, basketball, baseball, softball, swimming, cross country, track, lacrosse, golf, soccer, tennis, and volleyball.  Several of these teams have earned state or regional honors over the past years.  Many students have been singled out for district, regional, and state honors.


Computer technology is used in all facets of administrative and classroom programming at Cookeville High School.  The Power School computer-based management program is used to schedule classes for all grade levels.  It additionally allows classroom teachers to record daily attendance and student grades in their own classrooms.  Power School also allows teachers to see the schedule, grades, and attendance for every class that each one of their students is enrolled.  This has bolstered communication amongst teachers, students, and parents.  This program is also used to generate student progress reports at the 4 ½ week and 13 ½ week mark of each semester and report cards at the end of each 9 week period.  Since Power School is web based, parents are able to immediately access their child’s grades, attendance, and school bulletin information.

Cookeville High School is equipped with computer labs on all floors in the school, allowing for student hands-on access in writing, science, math, drafting, business, journalism, foreign language, music, and other courses as well.  The foreign language department utilizes a listening lab to assist students in becoming proficient in speaking a foreign language.


Cookeville High School has safe school status and has one full-time safety resource officer on campus.  Additionally, all school doors (except the front entrance) are closed and locked after the morning bell as a safety measure for students and staff.  CHS operates several cameras, which run 24/7 and it practices monthly fire, severe weather, and/or lock down drills to prepare in the event of an emergency. 


Students who attend Cookeville High School and other Putnam County Schools attend school for 180 days per year.  The schedule follows a balanced calendar of nine weeks of school followed by a one week break with a longer summer break of approximately ten weeks.  During the school day, students attend school seven hours per day.


The 2009 Cookeville High School student population consists of 89.1% White, 2.8% African-American , 5.8% Hispanic, and 1.9% Asian.  40.4% of the student population is economically disadvantaged.  The dropout rate currently stands at 1.2%.  13.3% of the population has special needs/services, while 85% of the student body continues their education following high school.


The current administrative team and faculty total 138.  None of the faculty teaches without appropriate credentials; no student is enrolled in a class that does not have a teacher certified to teach that particular course.  Of the 116 faculty members, more than 30% hold master’s degrees and 8 hold education specialist degrees.  Many others on staff plan to continue their educations.  Approximately 66% is female, and more than 98% is white.


Cookeville High School had one expulsions in 2008.  There were 247 total students suspended.  Respective to their demographic their were 22.6% African American, 2.9% Asian / Pacific Islander, 10.8% Hispanic, 12.5% Native American and 11% White suspended.  Of those numbers, males were suspended 169 of those times while 78 events were female suspensions.


Cookeville High School is fortunate to have a wonderfully active Parent Teacher Student Organization (PTSO).  Parents volunteer hundreds of hours monthly facilitating tasks during the school day.  Parents find opportunities to volunteer in the front office, the attendance office, the counseling center, as well as in many other areas.  Not only do PTSO volunteers assist in daily school tasks, they also provide monetary assistance in numerous ways to improve Cookeville High School.  The PTSO also participates in providing deserving recognition for students and faculty for jobs well done.


Cookeville High School offers students a wide variety of club organization and community service.  For example, Interact, a service club affiliated with Rotary, tirelessly works to bring food to the needy during the Thanksgiving and Christmas holiday months.  The Mu Alpha Theta Club performs some community service within Cookeville High School, by tutoring fellow students in various math classes.  Some other clubs at Cookeville High School include Habitat for Humanity, HOSA, National Spanish Honor Society, SkillsUSA, SPEAK, Beta Club, Environmental Hiking Club, FCCLA, FFA, JOB Club, Renaissance Club, History Club, Key Club, Mu Alpha Theta, Science Fiction, Student Congress, Young Democrats and Young Republicans.  Many of these clubs also service in our community in a variety of projects.


The community has provided Cookeville High School with several major adopters including Clear Channel Communications, Cookeville Regional Medical Center, Lucky B Manufacturing, First National Bank of the Cumberlands, McDonalds, One Hour Martinizing, Shea Chiropractic and The Heart Center.



Component 1b – Academic and Non-Academic Data Analysis/Synthesis

TEMPLATE 1.4: Variety of Academic and Non-Academic Assessment Measures
Refer to Component 1 Academic/Nonacademic Helpful Hints.

TEMPLATE 1.4: Variety of Academic and Non-Academic Assessment Measures

(Rubric Indicator 1.4)

	List Data Sources 

	Gateway Exams

	End of Course Exams

	Value Added Scores

	ACT Scores

	ACT PLAN Scores

	Writing Assessment

	Career Technical Skill Proficiencies

	Non-Academic School Report Card Information


TEMPLATE 1.5: Data Collection and Analysis

Describe the data collection and analysis process used in determining your strengths and needs.  Collection refers to the types of data gathered.  Analysis would be the process used for the full review of all data gathered.
TEMPLATE 1.5: Data Collection and Analysis

(Rubric Indicator 1.5)

	Describe the data collection and analysis process used in determining your strengths and needs.

	3 groups were established to collect and study relevant data.  One group collected and studied the survey data.  A second group studied the School Report Card data including the school profile.  A third group studied all testing compiled in the TVASS system.  Each of these groups contained various sub-groups to study specific areas.  

Once the data was compiled by each sub-group and group it was presented to the Leadership Team for Synthesis.




TEMPLATE 1.6: Report Card Data Disaggregation

Provide narrative analysis of disaggregated Report Card data.  Disaggregation is the separating of data into pieces for a detailed review.  The results would focus on what you learn about the individual data pieces. 
TEMPLATE 1.6: Report Card Data Disaggregation

(Rubric Indicator 1.6)

	Report Card Data Disaggregation

	Report Card Data

No Child Left Behind

Adequate Yearly Progress

MATH

The AYP in Math has been achieved for the past three years.  Even though the overall percentage decreased slightly between 2006 and 2007, the scores were significantly above the targeted goal.
The AYP in Math has been achieved for the past three years.  The overall percentage has remained at 92% between 2007 and 2008, the scores were significantly above the new targeted goal of 83%.

There is insufficient data for comparisons to “All students” in the subgroups of: African American, Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic, Native American and Limited English Proficient.  Therefore, these subgroups will not be discussed.

The subgroup of “White” students Proficient and Advanced declined 1% each year from 2006 to 2008.  This group scored 1% to 2% higher than the “All” students each year.
The subgroup of “White” students Proficient and Advanced declined 1% from 94% in 2007 to 93% in 2008.  This group scored 1% to 2% higher than the “All” students each year.

The subgroup of “Economically Disadvantaged” (ED) decreased the number Proficient and Advanced by 8% from 2006 to 2007, but improved 4% from 2007 to 2008.  This subgroup, while making their target goal, was 4% to 10% below the “All” scores.
The subgroup of “Economically Disadvantaged” (ED) increased the number Proficient and Advanced by 4% from 82% in 2007 to 86% in 2008.  This subgroup, while making their target goal, was 6% below the “All” scores.

The “Students with Disabilities” (SWD) subgroup improved greatly the number Proficient and Advanced from 2006 to 2007 by 30% and met their targeted goal in 2007.  From 2007 to 2008 this subgroup fell short of the targeted goal by 11%.  This subgroup scores are considerably below the “All” group by 49% to 17%.
The “Students with Disabilities” (SWD) subgroup decreased the number Proficient and Advanced by 3% from 75% in 2007 to 72% in 2008.  From 2007 to 2008 this subgroup fell short of the targeted goal by 11%.  This subgroup scores are considerably below the “All” group by 20%.

In Math the “Below Proficient” has been slightly increasing in the “All” group and the “White” subgroup for the three-year period.  The subgroup “ED”  improved 8% from 2006 to 2007, but decreased 4% in 2008.  The “SWD” subgroup improved from 55% below proficient in 2006 to only 25% below in 2007, then dropping to 28% in 2008.
In Math the “Below Proficient” has remained the same in the “All” group at 8% from 2007 to 2008.  The “White” subgroup increased from 6% to 7% from 2007 to 2008.  The subgroup “ED”  improved 4% from 18% in 2007 to 14% in 2008.  The “SWD” subgroup declined 3% from 25% in 2007 to 28% in 20078.

The “Advanced Proficient” is decreasing from 73% to 60% over the three years for the “All” category.  The same trend exists in the subgroups of “White” and “ED”.  The “SWD” subgroup showed significant improvement over the 3 years from 5% to 32% to 24.7%.

The “Advanced Proficient” is decreasing from 64% to 60% over the past two years for the “All” category.  The same trend exists in the subgroups of “White”, “ED”, and “SWD” .

ENGLISH

As a whole, the goals of English 9-12 have been met.  The percent of proficient and advanced of All Students has increased at a rate of 1% to 2%.
As a whole, the goals of English 9-12 have been met.  The percent of proficient and advanced of All Students has increased at a rate of 1% from 2007 to 2008.

In subgroups White, Native American, Asian/Pacific Islander, Students With Disabilities, and Limited English Proficiency we have steadily increased 3% to 8% or remained constant over the last three years.  A dramatic increase was found in the Students with Disabilities group, climbing 18% over a three-year period. Among these subgroups, the Students with Disabilities and Limited English Proficiency are still below our 93% goal.
In the subgroups Hispanic, Black, and Economically Disadvantaged we have an increase and then a decrease within a range of 5%.  Among these subgroups, Hispanic is the only subgroup below our 93% goal.  

There is insufficient data for comparisons to “All students” in the subgroups of: African American, Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic, Native American and Limited English Proficient.  Therefore, these subgroups will not be discussed.

The subgroup of “White” students Proficient and Advanced increased 1% from 96% in 2007 to 97% in 2008.  This group scored the same as the “All” students each year.

The subgroup of “Economically Disadvantaged” (ED) decreased the number Proficient and Advanced by 1% from 95% in 2007 to 94% in 2008.  This subgroup, while making their target goal, was 2% to 3% below the “All” scores.

The “Students with Disabilities” (SWD) subgroup increased the number Proficient and Advanced by 2% from 85% in 2007 to 87% in 2008.  From 2007 to 2008 this subgroup fell short of the targeted goal by 5% to 6%.  This subgroup scores are considerably below the “All” group by 6%.

In Math the “Below Proficient” has drooped 1% in the “All” group at 4% in 2007 to 3% in 2008.  The “White” subgroup decreased from 4% to 3% from 2007 to 2008.  The subgroup “ED” increased 1% from 5% in 2007 to 6% in 2008.  The “SWD” subgroup declined 2% from 15% in 2007 to 13% in 20078.

The “Advanced Proficient” increased from 71% to 72.6% over the past two years for the “All” category.  The same trend exists in the subgroups of “White” and “SWD” .  The “ED” subgroup dropped approximately 6% from 63% in 2007 to 56.9% in 2008.

Achievement

ACT Achievement 9-12 Three year averages

1. In examining ACT scores for the past three years (2005, 2006, 2007) and comparing Cookeville High School with overall state results, there are some very good trends.
In examining ACT scores for the past three years (2006, 2007, 2008) and comparing Cookeville High School with overall state results, there are some very good trends.

a)  In science/reasoning, Cookeville High School improved each year and readily exceeded state scores.  The 2007 score was 1.4 points higher than the state (21.7 vs. 20.3).  

a)  In science/reasoning, Cookeville High School improved each year and readily exceeded state   

     scores.  The 2008 score was 1.5 points higher than the state (21.8 vs. 20.3).

b) In the reading category, improvement was seen from 22.3 to 22.5 in (05-06).  and fell by only .1 point for 07, (22.4).  This last score was still nearly a point and a half higher than the state score of 21. 0.
b.)  In the reading category, a decrease was seen from 22.5 to 22.4 in (06-07).  and gained .3 of a point for 08, (22.7).  This last score was 1.6 points higher than the state score of 21. 1.

c.) In math, improvement was steady each year (21.1-21.5-21.7) which is noteworthy even more so when one compares it to the state average of 19.8 (nearly a two-point spread).

c.)  In math, improvement was steady each year (21.5-21.7-21.7) which is noteworthy even more 

so when one compares it to the state average of 19.9 (nearly a two-point spread).

d.) In the English category, there was improvement noted each year (21.7. 21.9, 22.1).  The 2007 score was .4 points ahead of the state score.
             d.)  In the English category, there was improvement noted each year (21.9. 22.1, 22.2).  The 2008 

score was .6 points ahead of the state score.

e.) The composite score also showed steady improvement for 2006 and 2007 (21.7, 22.0, 22.1).  The last score was also ½ point ahead of the state.
e.)  The composite score also showed steady improvement for 2006 and 2008 (22.0, 22.1, 22.3).  

      The last score was also .4 of a point ahead of the state.

Overall, in each category tested, Cookeville High School made constant improvement with only a slight reverse of .1 in the reading category for 2007.  Even with the slightest reversal, the overall improvement far exceeded state scoring.  In all categories, Cookeville High School outscored the state by an average of 1.1 points.
ACT grades 9-12, Individual years

1. The same general trend of yearly improvement, with only a slight reversal in 2007 in math and reading was recorded.

a. Again as in previous charts in each category, Cookeville High School out did the state rather significantly in each category.

b. On average, Cookeville High School outscored the state by 1.52 points.
2. While there is always room for improvement, these statistics reveal that Cookeville High School’s program is on track and continues to show adequate yearly progress even allowing for variations in testing circumstances.

TCAP Writing

Each year (2005-2007), Cookeville High School improved its TCAP score.  Cookeville High School received an “A” score in each of the TCAP writing tests, showing continued improvement.
Each year (2006-2008), Cookeville High School improved its TCAP score.  Cookeville High School received an “A” score in each of the TCAP writing tests, showing steady improvement.

ACADEMIC GROWTH (VALUE ADDED)

The Value-Added data is a measurement of the teacher effectiveness on 

student learning over the course of a single school year.  The Report Card compiles three-year averages. Based on the information provided in the 

2007 Report Card for Gateway/End of Course Exams and ACT, the following is presented:

The Value-Added data is a measurement of the teacher effectiveness on student learning over the course of a single school year.  The Report Card compiles three-year averages. Based on the information provided in the 2008 Report Card for Gateway/End of Course Exams and ACT, the following is presented:

The 2007  Math (Algebra I) observed score of 539.2 fell below the predicted score of 543.8; however, the observed three-year average score of 553 was above the predicted  three-year average of 548.2, resulting in an above status three-year average.

The 2008  Math (Algebra I) observed score of 539.2 fell above the predicted score of 538.8; however, the observed three-year average score of 543.2 was above the predicted  three-year average of 542.4, resulting in an not detectably different status three-year average.

The 2007 Science (Biology I) observed score of 568.1 exceeded the predicted score of 554.3. In addition, the observed three-year average of 563.6 was above the predicted three-year average of 553.4, resulting in an above status three-year average.

The 2008 Science (Biology I) observed score of 553.3 exceeded the predicted score of 548.8. In addition, the observed three-year average of 564.5 was above the predicted three-year average of 555.7, resulting in an above status three-year average.

The 2007 English (English II) observed score of 539.6 and predicted score of 541.6 were not detectably different.  However, the observed three-year average score of 541.8 was above the predicted three-average score of 539.7, resulting in an above status  three-year average.

The 2008 English (English II) observed score of 549.4 and predicted score of 548 were not detectably different.  However, the observed three-year average score of 546 was above the predicted three-average score of 544.4, resulting in an above status  three-year average.

The 2007 Math Foundations observed score of 535.7 and predicted score of 534.7 were not detectably different. However, the observed three-year average score of 541.6 was above the predicted three-year average of 534.5, resulting in an above status three-year average.  

The 2008 Math Foundations observed score of 531.5 and predicted score of 533.9 were not detectably different. In addition, the observed three-year average score of 533.6 and the predicted three-year average of 534.2 were not detectably different.
The 2007 English I observed score of 527.6 and predicted score of 527.9 were  not detectably different.  However, the observed three-year average score of 525.2 was above the predicted three-year average of 524.1, resulting in an above status three-year average.

The 2008 English I observed score of 521.4 and predicted score of 521.3 were  not detectably different.  In addition, the observed three-year average score of 524.3 and the predicted three-year average of 524.7 were not detectably different.
The 2007 Physical Science observed score of 547.9 exceeded the predicted score of 528.1.  In addition, the observed three-year average of 546.5 exceeded the predicted three-year average of 532.4, resulting in an above status three-year average.
The 2008 Physical Science observed score of 545.9 exceeded the predicted score of 532.2.  In addition, the observed three-year average of 547.3 exceeded the predicted three-year average of 531.6, resulting in an above status three-year average.


The 2007 US History observed score of 529.7 exceeded the predicted score of 526.9.  In addition, the observed three-year average of 528.1 exceeded the predicted three-year average of 524.1, resulting in an above status three-year average.

The 2008 US History observed score of 524.3 and the predicted score of 525.6 were note detectably different.  However, the observed three-year average of 526.9 exceeded the predicted three-year average of 525.2, resulting in an above status three-year average.

ACT and Writing Assessment

The Composite score was 22.4 with a predicted score of 21.5.  Cookeville High School exceeded (above) the predicted score.  The observed three-year average was 22.27 and the predicted three-year average was 21.68.  Again, the status of Cookeville High was above average.

The Composite score was 22.14 with a predicted score of 21.56.  Cookeville High School exceeded (above) the predicted score.  The observed three-year average was 22.34 and the predicted three-year average was 21.64.  Again, the status of Cookeville High was above average.

The English observed score was 22.44 with a predicted score of 21.4.  CHS was above the predicted score.  The observed three-year average was 22.27 with a predicted three-year average of 21.82.  CHS obtained an above status on the three-year average.

The English observed score was 22.18 with a predicted score of 21.62.  CHS was above the predicted score.  The observed three-year average was 22.35 with a predicted three-year average of 21.72.  CHS obtained an above status on the three-year average.

The Math observed score was 21.88 with a predicted score of 21.11.  CHS was again above the predicted score.  The observed three-year average was 21.79, which was above the predicted three-year average.

The Math observed score was 21.61 with a predicted score of 20.96.  CHS was again above the predicted score.  The observed three-year average was 21.84, which was above the predicted three-year average of 21.07.

The Reading observed score was 22.66 with a predicted score of 21.64.  CHS exceeded the predicted score by 1.02 points.  This area was one of the more significant yearly gains.  The observed three-year average was 22.63 with a predicted three-year average of 21.98.  This gave CHS and above average status on the three-year average.

The Reading observed score was 22.58 with a predicted score of 21.89.  CHS exceeded the predicted score.  The observed three-year average was 22.74 with a predicted three-year average of 21.93.  This gave CHS and above average status on the three-year average.

The Science/Reasoning observed score was 22.03 with a predicted score of 21.34 giving CHS an above average status on a yearly gain.  The observed three-year average was 21.82 exceeding the predicted three-year average of 21.36.  Once again, the status of CHS was above the average.

The Science/Reasoning observed score was 21.58 with a predicted score of 21.89 which was not detectable different.  The observed three-year average was 22.74 exceeding the predicted three-year average of 21.34.  Once again, the status of CHS was above the average.

The Writing Assessment observed score was 4.28 with a predicted score of 4.19.  This score was above the predicted score.  The three-year observed average score was 4.17 with a predicted score of 4.15.  This score was not detectably different from the progress of students in the average school in the state.

The Writing Assessment observed score was 4.26 with a predicted score of 4.27.  This score was not detectably different from the predicted score.  The three-year observed average score was 4.22 with a predicted score of 4.19.  This score was not detectably different from the progress of students in the average school in the state.

Attendance and Graduation

Attendance, Cohort Dropout, Graduation, and Event Dropout Rates

The attendance rate at Cookeville High School was calculated at 93.6% for the 2004-2005 school year.  That rate dropped to 93.0% for the 2005-2006 school year, while still achieving the state goal of 93.0%.  The attendance rate then increased above the state goal of 93.0% to 94.2% for the 2006-2007 school year.  This shows an increase in the attendance rate at Cookeville High School of 1.2%.   The unofficial attendance rate for the 2007-2008 school year was 95.20%.  The attendance rate for the first eight weeks of the 2008-2009 school year is 95.48%.  Cookeville High School is currently exceeding the attendance rate goal for NCLB of 93.0%.
The attendance rate at Cookeville High School was calculated at 93% for the 2005-2006 school year.  That rate increased to 94.2% for the 2006-2007 school year, while still achieving the state goal of 93.0%.  The attendance rate then maintained above the state goal of 93.0% to 94.2% for the 2007-2008 school year.  This shows an increase in the attendance rate at Cookeville High School of 1.2%.  Cookeville High School is currently exceeding the attendance rate goal for NCLB of 93.0%.

The state goal for the cohort dropout rate is currently 10.0%.  The cohort dropout rate at Cookeville High School was calculated at 3.8% for the 2005-2006 school year.  That rate fell to 1.9% for the 2006-2007 school year.  Then the cohort dropout rate rose drastically during the 2007-2008 school year to 4.9%. 
The state goal for the cohort dropout rate is currently 10.0%.  The cohort dropout rate at Cookeville High School was calculated at 4.9% for the 2006-2007 school year.  That rate increased by .7% for the 2007-2008 school year.  Then the cohort dropout rate rose drastically during the 2007-2008 school year to 5.6%.   

The graduation rate for the 2004-2005 school year was 87.9%.  That rate dropped to 84.1% for the 2005-2006 school year and then increased to 87.1% for the 2006-2007 school year.  The current state goal for the graduation rate is 90.0%.  The unofficial graduation rate for the 2007-2008 school year was 89.2%. Cookeville High School exceeded the improvement track rate of 88.5% for the 2007-2008 school year. The improvement track rate for the current 2008-2009 school year is 88.6%. 
The graduation rate for the 2005-2006 school year was 84.1%.  That rate increased to 87.1% for the 2006-2007 school year and then increased to 89.2% for the 2007-2008 school year.  The current state goal for the graduation rate is 90.0%.  We are currently .8% below the state goal for graduation.
The event dropout rate for the 2004-2005 school year was .8%.  For the 2006-2007 school year, it was 1.0%.  The current state goal is set at 5.0%.  There is no information available for the 2005-2006 school year event dropout rate.
The event dropout rate for the 2006-2007 school year was 1%.  For the 2007-2008 school year, it was 2.5%.  The current state goal is set at 5.0%.  We are currently 2.5% below the state goal for dropout rate.
Discipline

During the 2004-2005 school year Cookeville High School had three hundred and twenty-one students serve suspensions. When looking at the break down of male to female, there were two hundred and ten male students suspended and one hundred and eleven females suspended. 
During the 2007-2008 school year Cookeville High School had three 310 students serve suspensions. When looking at the break down of male to female, there were 215 male students suspended and 95 females suspended. 

While looking at the ethnic break down of the suspensions there were more white students suspended then any other ethnicity. There were a total of three hundred and one white students suspended. Ten African-American students were suspended and nine Hispanics. Out of the three remaining ethnic groups there was only one Asian student suspended. The 2004-2005 school year also saw Cookeville High School have zero expulsions.
While looking at the ethnic break down of the suspensions there were more white students suspended then any other ethnicity. There were a total 286 white students suspended. Nine African-American students were suspended and 13 Hispanics. Out of the three remaining ethnic groups there was only one Asian student suspended. The 2007-2008 school year also saw Cookeville High School have zero expulsions.

2005-2006 saw a rise in enrollment, but fewer suspensions. Cookeville High School had a drop in suspensions from three hundred and twenty-one to two hundred and sixty-nine. Both male and female suspensions decreased as males went down to one hundred and seventy-five and females decreased to ninety-four
2007-2008 saw a rise in enrollment but fewer suspensions. Cookeville High School had a decrease in suspensions from 321 to 310. Both male and female suspensions increased, males were 215 and females increased to 95. 

The number of White students suspended decreased to two hundred and forty-five, while the number of African-American students rose to fifteen. 2005-2006 saw the same number of Hispanic students suspended at nine, but neither Asian, Native American, nor Pacific Islander ethnic groups had a student suspended. The 2005-2006 school year did see an increase in students who were expelled. There were two students expelled, and both of the students were males in the White ethnic group.
The number of White students suspended increased to 286 and African American decreased to 9.   2007-2008 saw the same number of Hispanic students suspended at 13, Asian, Native American, and Pacific Islander ethnic groups had 1 student suspended in each. The 2007-2008 school year did not show any expulsions. 
.

During the 2006-2007 school year Cookeville High School had two hundred and fifty-five students suspended. That is a slight drop from two hundred and sixty-nine suspensions the previous year. Two hundred and fifty-five suspensions totals 11.3% of the schools total enrollment. When broken down into male and female students, there were one hundred and eighty-two males suspended and seventy-three females suspended. For the males it equaled 15.9% of the male enrollment and 6.6% of the female enrollment.
During the 2007-2008 school year Cookeville High School had 310 students suspended. That is an increase from two hundred and sixty-nine suspensions the previous year. 310 suspensions which totals 14.1% of the schools total enrollment. When broken down into male and female students, there were 215 males suspended and 95 females. For the males it equaled 8.6% of the male enrollment and 14.1% of the female enrollment.
While breaking these statistics down further we look at ethnicity. The 2007 school year saw two hundred and twenty-five white students suspended, twelve African-American students suspended, and fifteen Hispanic students suspended. We see a slight decrease in the number of African-American students suspended, and an increase of Hispanic students from nine to fifteen. Also Cookeville High School had two Native American students and one Asian/ Pacific Islander suspended. 

While breaking these statistics down further we look at ethnicity. The 2008 school year saw 310 suspended, 9 African American students suspended, and 13 Hispanic students suspended. White.  We see an increase in the number of African-American students suspended, and an increase of Hispanic students from 9 to 13.   Also Cookeville High School had 1 Native American students and 1 Asian/ Pacific Islander suspended.
For the enrollments of those ethnic groups there were 11% of the White students suspended, 17.9% of the African-American students suspended, and 14.6% of the Hispanic students suspended. The largest percentage of students suspended was Native American that was at 40%, but there were only two students from that ethnic group suspended. Asian/ Pacific Islander had one students suspended for 3.4% of their enrollment.
For the enrollments of those ethnic groups there were 13.8% of the White students suspended, 13.8% of the African-American students suspended, and 11.2% of the Hispanic students suspended. The largest percentage of students suspended was white male at 18.9%.  

2006-2007 saw a small amount of expulsions at Cookeville High School. For the year there was a total of three students expelled. That number is up slightly from the previous year where there were two students expelled. For the total enrollment of the school it equaled 0.1% of the students. Based on the ethnic group White it was 0.1% of those students, and when broken down into male or female it was 0.3% of the male enrollment at Cookeville High School.
2007-2008 Cookeville High School didn’t show any expulsions for the year.
Teacher Quality
All school systems identify teachers within their systems who are designated to be highly qualified. Under NCLB, there are core academic classes that are required to be taught by a highly qualified teacher. This percentage is a reflection of the match between NCLB classes and the teacher actually teaching them who is identified as highly qualified. It is self-reported information of school systems’ efforts to submit proof of highly qualified status in advance of the deadline, which was the end of the 2005-06 school year.  

All school systems identify teachers within their systems who are designated to be highly qualified. Under NCLB, there are core academic classes that are required to be taught by a highly qualified teacher. This percentage is a reflection of the match between NCLB classes and the teacher actually teaching them who is identified as highly qualified. It is self-reported information of school systems’ efforts to submit proof of highly qualified status in advance of the deadline, which was the end of the 2005-06 school year.  


In 2007, Cookeville High School had 100 percent of its 323 core courses taught by teachers with Highly Qualified status.    The only waiver at Cookeville High School is for a teacher who teaches a pre-school class at a daycare on the campus.   Cookeville High School is above the state average of 97.4 percent.  

In 2008, Cookeville High School had 99.4 percent of its 337 core courses taught by teachers with Highly Qualified status.    No waivers were reported for Cookeville High School.  Cookeville High School is above the state average of 97.6 percent.  


The Putnam County School system has made steady progress ensuring teacher quality. In the 2004 – 2005 school year, the Putnam County school system had 90 percent of teachers who had Highly Qualified status.   In the 2005- 2006 school year, the Putnam County School system had 99.6 percent of teachers who were Highly Qualified.  In the 2007- 2008 school year, the system had 99.8 percent of teachers who were Highly Qualified.  
The Putnam County School system has made steady progress ensuring teacher quality. In the 2004 – 2005 school year, the Putnam County school system had 90 percent of teachers who had Highly Qualified status.   In the 2005- 2006 school year, the Putnam County School system had 99.6 percent of teachers who were Highly Qualified.  In the 2007- 2008 school year, the system had 99.8 percent of teachers who were Highly Qualified.  In the 2008-2009 school year, the system had 99.4 percent of teachers who were Highly Qualified.
Career Technical Education Data

Career-Technical Education (CTE)


Cookeville High School’s total enrollment in Career-Technical Education Courses for the 2006-2007 school year was 918.  This number includes students in the areas of Agricultural, Business Technology, Career and Technical Cooperative Methodology, Contextual Academics, Family and Consumer Sciences, Health Science, Marketing, and Trade and Industrial Education.  Students could be enrolled in more than one course during the year. 
Cookeville High School’s total enrollment in Career-Technical Education Courses for the 2007-2008 school year was 1,073.  This number includes students in the areas of Agricultural, Business Technology, Career and Technical Cooperative Methodology, Contextual Academics, Family and Consumer Sciences, Health Science, Marketing, and Trade and Industrial Education.  Students could be enrolled in more than one course during the year. 


The greatest number of students enrolled in any technical area was Trade and Industrial Education with 431 students or 46.95%.  This was followed by 196 (21.35%) students in Family and Consumer Sciences.  Health Science Education enrolled 119 (12.96%) students.  Agricultural Education enrolled 88 (9.59%) students.  Career and Technical Cooperative Methodology enrolled 48 (5.23%) students while Marketing Education enrolled 28 (3.05%) students.  Less than one percent of students were enrolled in Business Technology Education and Contextual Academics.  Business Technology enrolled 5 students (0.55%) while Contextual Academics enrolled 3 (0.33%) students.
The greatest number of students enrolled in any technical area was Trade and Industrial Education with 531 students or 49.49%.  This was followed by 196 (21.35%) students in Family and Consumer Sciences.  Health Science Education enrolled 78 (7.27%) students.  Agricultural Education enrolled 87 (8.11%) students.  Career and Technical Cooperative Methodology enrolled 48 (4.47%) students while Marketing Education enrolled 41 (3.82%) students.  Less than one percent of students were enrolled in Business Technology Education and Contextual Academics.  Business Technology enrolled 8 students (0.75%) while Contextual Academics enrolled 3 (0.28%) students.


Students in grade 12 had the greatest number of enrollees at 224 or 35.06%.  Juniors had 174 or 27.23% enrolled which was similar to 10th grade students with 148 or 23.16% students.  Ninth graders accounted for the least amount with 90 or 14.09% students enrolled in career-technical education classes.  This makes for a total of 636 high school students taking at least one career-technical course.  This number accounts for 28.82% of the school which enrolled 2,207 students overall.  This is 37.97 % of the system average and 58.66 % of the state average.
Students in grade 12 had the greatest number of enrollees at 214 or 28.12%.  Juniors had 160 or 21.03% enrolled while 10th grade students enrolled increased significantly with 215 or 28.25% students.  Ninth graders accounted for the least amount with 137 or 18.00% students enrolled in career-technical education classes.  This makes for a total of 726 high school students taking at least one career-technical course.  This number accounts for 32.32% of the school which enrolled 2,246 students overall.  This is 40.70 % of the system average and 58.79 % of the state average.

Special populations of students include Economically Disadvantaged, Students with Disabilities, and Limited English Proficiency.  Of the 667 total secondary Economically Disadvantaged, 128 or 20.13% of students were enrolled in a CTE course.  Students with disabilities comprised 7.86% or 50 students enrolled.  Limited English Proficient students were represented with 6 students enrolled.
Special populations of students include Economically Disadvantaged, Students with Disabilities, and Limited English Proficiency.  Of the 786 total secondary Economically Disadvantaged, 346 or 47.66% of students were enrolled in a CTE course.  Students with disabilities comprised 12.12% or 88 students enrolled.  Limited English Proficient students were represented with 13 students enrolled or 1.79%.


By Ethnicity, white students comprised 90.57% of students in CTE courses with 576 students enrolled.  This is comparable to the student body ethnicity which is 90.85% white.  Hispanic students totaled 37 or 5.82% of the CTE enrollment.  African Americans accounted for 2.99% or 19 students.  Asian/Pacific Islander and Native American/Alaskan enrolled one student each.  The Unknown/Other ethnicity category had 4 students or 0.63% enrolled.
By Ethnicity, white students comprised 87.05% of students in CTE courses with 632 students enrolled.  This is comparable to the student body ethnicity which is 90.21% white.  Hispanic students totaled 52 or 7.16% of the CTE enrollment.  African Americans accounted for 2.89% or 21students.  Asian/Pacific Islander and Native American/Alaskan enrolled 4 students each.  The Unknown/Other ethnicity category had no students enrolled.

Data from the 05-06 and 06-07 school years shows an increase in Academic Performance Level of the 1S1:  Academic Attainment.  This is still below the Negotiated Performance Level, but the trend is positive.  
Data from the 06-07 and 07-08 school years shows an increase in Academic Performance Level of the 1S1:  Academic Attainment.  This is still below the Negotiated Performance Level, but the trend is positive.

In 1S2:  Skill Proficiencies, the data from 05-06 and 06-07 shows that while the school is performing above the Negotiated Performance Level of 78.77%, the Actual Performance Level shows a percent change of approximately 7%.  
In 1S2:  Skill Proficiencies, the data from 06-07 and 07-08 shows that while the school is performing above the Negotiated Performance Level of 85.33%, the Actual Performance Level shows a percent change of 7.15%.

In 2S1:  Completion, the data from 05-06 and 06-07 are similar to Academic Attainment.  Actual Performance Level of 88.89% is nearly a 3% increase from previous year, but it is still below the Negotiated Performance Level of 96.15%.

In 2S1:  Completion, the data from 06-07 and 07-08 are similar to Academic Attainment.  Actual Performance Level of 97.41% is nearly a 14.61% increase from previous year, and is still above the Negotiated Performance Level of 82.80%.

In 3S1:  Placement shows a positive trend in the data with the Actual Performance Level exceeding the 90.00% Negotiated Performance Level.  The average Actual Performance Level increased over the reporting period most recently being at 2.11% above the Negotiated Performance Level. 
In 5S1:  Placement shows a positive trend in the data with the Actual Performance Level exceeding the 90.50% Negotiated Performance Level.  The average Actual Performance Level increased over the reporting period most recently being at 1.69% above the Negotiated Performance Level.


In 4S1:  Participation Non-Traditional core indicator shows a downward trend in actual performance level which continues to be below the negotiated performance level of 14.11% with most recent data dropped more than 5% percentage points from 2006 to 2007.

In 6S1:  Participation Non-Traditional core indicator shows a downward trend in actual performance level which continues to be below the negotiated performance level of 9.90% with most recent data dropped only 1.23% percentage points from 2007 to 2008.

In 4S2:  Completion Non-Traditional core indicator reflects similar trends as core indicator 4S1.  The trend is downward more than 7% from 2006 to 2007.  The actual performance level of 3.77% in 2007 is more than 9% points below the negotiated performance level of 12.84%.

In 6S2:  Completion Non-Traditional core indicator reflects similar trends as core indicator 4S1.  The trend is downward more than 7% from 2007 to 2008.  The actual performance level of 7.61% in 2008 is 2.85% points below the negotiated performance level of 10.46%.

The Perkins III Core Indicator Performance for 2006-2007 shows that Cookeville High School’s Actual Performance Level in four of six Core Indicator areas fell below the System Negotiated Performance Level.  Core Indicator 1S2 was nearly 9 percentage points above the negotiated performance level, and Core Indicator 3S1 was more than 2 percentage points above the negotiated performance level  This trend was echoed in the system performance levels.  All areas compared favorably to the state Actual Performance Level with the exception of Core Indicators 4S1 and 4S2. 
The Perkins IV Core Indicator Performance for 2007-2008 shows that Cookeville High School’s Actual Performance Level in three of six Core Indicator areas fell below the System Negotiated Performance Level.  Core Indicator 3S1 was nearly 4 percentage points above the negotiated performance level, and Core Indicator 6S1 was a little over 1 percentage point above the negotiated performance level.  Core Indicators 6S2 was nearly 3 percentage points below the negotiated performance level.  


Subgroups represented in the report card indicate that academic attainment and skill proficiency was at 100% for African-American, Hispanic, Unknown Gender, Nontraditional Underrepresented Gender, and Single Parents.  White students show attainment and proficiency at the rate of 88.14% and 86.44 % respectively.  Male students showed skill proficiency at a higher rate (90.48%) than females (80%).  Conversely, female students showed academic attainment at a higher rate with 95% while males had a rate of 85.71%.  Nontraditional students had academic attainment record of 94.34% and a skill proficiency at 84.91%.  Tech Prep students had record similar to nontraditional students with 88.24% in academic attainment and 85.29% in skill proficiency.  Students with disabilities had a very high skill proficiency rating at 92.86% but recorded an academic attainment at 78.57%.  Economically disadvantaged students performed at the 90.91% level for both core indicators. 

Subgroups represented in the report card indicate that academic attainment and skill proficiency was at 100% for African-American, Single Parents, Students with English as a Second Language and Other Educational Barriers.  Hispanic – 89.19%, Nontraditional Underrepresented Gender- 90.48%, and Single Parents.  White students show attainment and proficiency at the rate of 89.29% and 86.44 % respectively.  Male students showed skill proficiency at a higher rate (90.48%) than females (80%).  Conversely, female students showed academic attainment at a higher rate with 95% while males had a rate of 85.71%.  Nontraditional students had academic attainment record of 94.34% and a skill proficiency at 84.91%.  Tech Prep students had record similar to nontraditional students with 88.24% in academic attainment and 85.29% in skill proficiency.  Students with disabilities had a very high skill proficiency rating at 92.86% but recorded an academic attainment at 78.57%.  Economically disadvantaged students performed at the 90.91% level for both core indicators. 

The Perkins IV indicator of 1S1:  Academic Attainment in Reading/Language Arts showed that Cookeville High School did not meet AYP or Improving Status for 2006-2007 falling short of the negotiated performance level of 87.24% by 2.38% with a score of 84.86%.  This difference of performance levels is reflected in the system and the state indicators levels for this indicator area.  However, federal requirements were met for this indicator.

The Perkins IV indicator of 1S1:  Academic Attainment in Reading/Language Arts showed that Cookeville High School met AYP or Improving Status for 2007-2008 exceeding the negotiated performance level of 84.55% by 6% with a score of 90.55%.  This difference of performance levels is reflected in the system and the state indicators levels for this indicator area.  However, federal requirements were met for this indicator.

Core Indicator 1S2: Academic Attainment in Mathematics showed a high level of achievement with an Actual Performance Level of 95.56% which is 10.23% above the Negotiated Performance Level of 85.33%.  This level of performance is also reflected in system and state data.  AYP, Improving Status, and Federal Requirements were met for this indicator.
Core Indicator 1S2: Academic Attainment in Mathematics showed a high level of achievement with an Actual Performance Level of 92.98% which is 7.15% above the Negotiated Performance Level of 85.83%.  This level of performance is also reflected in system and state data.  AYP, Improving Status, and Federal Requirements were met for this indicator.

AYP, Improving Status, and Federal Requirements were also met for core indicator 4S1:  Student Graduation Rates in Career Technical.  The negotiated performance level for Cookeville High School was set at 86.56%.  The school achieved an actual performance level of 90.63%.  The system and state actual performance level were on par at 92.77% and 92.31% respectively.
AYP, Improving Status, and Federal Requirements were also met for core indicator 4S1:  Student Graduation Rates in Career Technical.  The negotiated performance level for Cookeville High School was set at 87.06%.  The school achieved an actual performance level of 91.38% which was above the state actual performance level of 84.40%.  The system actual performance level was on par at 94.87%.


Indicators 1S1, 1S2, and 4S1 for Cookeville High School were 84.86%, 95.56%, and 90.63% respectively.  Scores in 1S2 and 4S1 were above the negotiated performance level by 4 to 10 percentage points.  Indicator 1S1 fell short of the negotiated performance level of 87.24%.

Indicators 1S1, 1S2, and 4S1 for Cookeville High School were 90.55%, 92.98%, and 91.38% respectively.  Scores in 1S1, 1S2 and 4S1 were all above the negotiated performance level by 4 to 7 percentage points. 



By subgroups, skill proficiency and participation were at 100% for Hispanic and Single Parent students.  Skill proficiency was at 100% for Nontraditional Underrepresented Gender and Other Educational Barrier students.  African Americans had 66.67%, 50% and 50% for indicators 1S1, 1S2, and 4S1.  Hispanic students performed at 83.33% in 1S1.  White students performed at 85.09%, 96.55%, and 91.40% in each of the three reporting categories.  Female students performed at 88.98%, 94.74%, and 92.50% for each of the three areas in contrast to males with 81.93%, 96.15%, and 89.29%.   Nontraditional students showed similar levels of achievement with 83.75%, 96.25%, and 93.75%.  Nontraditional Underrepresented Gender students showed an  80% academic attainment level.  Tech Prep students had scores of 82.57%, 97.14%, and 94.60%.  Students with disabilities performed at the lowest level in the three categories with scores of 73.08%, 76.47%, and 72.22%.  Economically Disadvantaged students again reflected similar scores to other groups with 81.19%, 93.94%, and 82.86%.  Academic Attainment was at its lowest level at 66.67% with students in the Other Educational Barriers subgroup.
By subgroups, skill proficiency and participation were at 100% for Hispanic and Single Parent students.  Skill proficiency was at 100% for Nontraditional Underrepresented Gender and Other Educational Barrier students.  African Americans had 66.67%, 50% and 50% for indicators 1S1, 1S2, and 4S1.  Hispanic students performed at 83.33% in 1S1.  White students performed at 85.09%, 96.55%, and 91.40% in each of the three reporting categories.  Female students performed at 88.98%, 94.74%, and 92.50% for each of the three areas in contrast to males with 81.93%, 96.15%, and 89.29%.   Nontraditional students showed similar levels of achievement with 83.75%, 96.25%, and 93.75%.  Nontraditional Underrepresented Gender students showed an  80% academic attainment level.  Tech Prep students had scores of 82.57%, 97.14%, and 94.60%.  Students with disabilities performed at the lowest level in the three categories with scores of 73.08%, 76.47%, and 72.22%.  Economically Disadvantaged students again reflected similar scores to other groups with 81.19%, 93.94%, and 82.86%.  Academic Attainment was at its lowest level at 66.67% with students in the Other Educational Barriers subgroup.

TVAAS Data

Gateway Tests
Algebra I Gateway

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Algebra I Gateway illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 545.4 for which they actually had a mean score of 550.9 leading to a school effect gain of a 5.5. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 543.8 for which they actually had a mean score of 539.2 leading to a school effect decline of a 4.5. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 538.8 for which they actually had a mean score of 539.2 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.4. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 542.4 for which they actually had a mean score of 543.2 leading to a school effect gain of 0.5.    
The Putnam County TVASS report for the Algebra I Gateway illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 543.8 for which they actually had a mean score of 539.2 leading to a school effect decline of a 4.5. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 538.8 for which they actually had a mean score of 539.2 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.4. In 2009, the students had a predicted score of 540.9 for which they actually had a mean score of 537.5 leading to a school effect decline of a 3.4.  The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 540.9 for which they actually had a mean score of 538.6 leading to a school effect decline of 0.5.    

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 1.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 13.2. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 2.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 9.4.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 0.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.0.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 1.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.8.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 2.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 6.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.8. In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 3.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.9.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 8.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.6.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 4.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 2.3.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 4.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.3.
The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

 In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 1.1 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 12.9. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 2.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 8.4. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 2.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.6. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 2.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.7. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 3.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.2.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 6.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 6.1. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 5.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.7. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 8.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.9. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 5.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 2.7. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 4.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.1.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 2.5 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 17.0. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 8.5. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 4.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.2. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 1.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.7. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 1.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.9.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 5.7 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 11.3. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 2.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.5. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 10.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.7. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 8.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 1.6. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 4.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 2.6.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean gain of 0.7 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 7.3. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 5.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.0. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 3.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.0. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 1.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 10.9. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 5.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.4.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean gain of 6.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 1.2. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 8.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.3. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 5.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 1.5. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 3.1. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 3.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.0.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean gain of 3.4 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 5.2. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 9.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 14.0. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 4.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 2.0. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 4.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.2. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 11.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.7.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean gain of 0.8 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 3.9. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 1.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.3. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 12.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 9.0. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 1.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 5.9. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 3.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 4.8.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean gain of 3.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 11.3. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of 8.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.5. In the third quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean gain of 7.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 10.9. There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the fourth and fifth quintiles.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean gain of 8.0 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 7.1. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of 2.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 3.5. There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the third, fourth, and fifth quintiles.

Biology I Gateway

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Biology I Gateway illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 564.9 for which they actually had a mean score of 572.7 leading to a school effect gain of a 7.6. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 554.3 for which they actually had a mean score of 568.1 leading to a school effect gain of a 13.6. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 548.8 for which they actually had a mean score of 553.3 leading to a school effect gain of a 4.4. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 555.7 for which they actually had a mean score of 564.5 leading to a school effect gain of 8.5.    
The Putnam County TVASS report for the Biology Gateway illustrates the declines or inclines in the school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009.  In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 554.3 for which they actually had a mean score of 568.1 leading to a school effect gain of a 13.6.  In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 548.8 for which they actually had a mean score of 553.3 leading to a school effect gain of 4.4.  In 2009, the students had a predicted score of 538.9 for which they actually had a mean score of 541.7 leading to a school effect of 2.7.  The three year average for all students was predicted to be a 547.5 for which they actually had a mean score of 554.6 leading to a school effect gain of 6.9.
Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 2.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 20.2. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 4.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.0.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 5.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.7.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 5.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.9.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 3.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.8.
Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores in each quintile.  In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 3.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 13.3.  In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 6.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 8.3.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 4.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.1.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 2.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.6.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 4.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.2.
The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 3.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 20.1. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 5.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 11.4. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 4.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.2. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 5.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.3. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 2.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.8.
In the first quintile students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 5.3 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 12.5.  In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 7.2 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 9.0.  In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 4.9 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 5.9.  In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 2.6 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 7.0.  In the fifth quintile, the White students had a mean decline of 4.0 while the previous cohorts had a gain of 9.9.   
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 10.6 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 27.1. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 8.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 14.1. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 5.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.4. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 7.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 9.1. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 1.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 11.2.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 4.5 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 24.1.  In the second quintile, the Male students had a mean gain of 9.2 while the previous cohorts had a mean gain of 13.4.  In the third quintile, the Male students had a mean gain of 7.8 while the previous cohorts had a mean gain of 6.5.  In fourth quintile, the Male students had a mean gain of 6.2 while the previous cohorts had a mean gain of 9.6.  in the fifth quintile, the Male students had a mean decline of 2.0 while the previous cohorts had a mean gain of 9.3.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean decline of 4.6 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 12.7. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.8. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 4.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.3. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 4.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.1. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 7.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 9.9
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean decline of 1.5 compared to their cohorts who has a mean gain of 3.3.  In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 4.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.8.  In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 1.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.9.  In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 1.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.6.  In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 6.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 11.2.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean decline of 7.9 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 17.4. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 1.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.0. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 6.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.6 In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 7.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.6. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 4.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.4.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean gain of 4.0 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain of 7.0.  In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 8.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.6.  In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 3.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.8.  In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 5.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 9.5.  In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 0.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.1.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean decline of 5.7 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 17.3. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean gain of 1.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 14.1. In the third quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean gain of 8.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 21.7. There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the fourth and fifth quintiles.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean decline of 3.6 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain of 10.0.  In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of 2.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.0.  In the third quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean gain of 7.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 11.5.  There was not enough data to make a comparison in the fourth and fifth quintiles.  
End of Course Exams (EOC)
Foundations End of Course
Due to budget constraints, the Foundations End of Course Exam was not given during the 2008-2009 school year.  Therefore, there is no new data to report.

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Foundations End of course Exam illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 534.0 for which they actually had a mean score of 533.3 leading to a school effect decline of a 0.7. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 534.7 for which they actually had a mean score of 535.8 leading to a school effect gain of a 1.1. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 533.9 for which they actually had a mean score of 531.5 leading to a school effect decline of a 1.4. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 534.2 for which they actually had a mean score of 533.6 leading to a school effect decline of 0.6.    

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean loss of 5.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.6. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.3.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 4.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.6.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean loss of 3.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.3.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 1.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 9.2.

The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

 In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 4.5 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 5.4. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.1. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 7.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 8.0. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 3.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.7. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 1.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 9.9.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean loss of 4.5 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 4.2. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean loss of 3.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.6. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.8. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean loss of 9.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.6. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 4.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 11.0.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean loss of 7.9 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 5.2. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 4.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.5. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean loss of 9.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 13.4. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 2.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.9. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 6.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.8.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean loss of 2.9 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.6. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 2.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.6. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 4.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 8.5. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 2.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.1. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 11.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.7.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean loss of 10.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.6. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of 5.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.8. In the third quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean loss of 7.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.8. There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the fourth and fifth quintiles.

English I EOC

The Putnam County TVASS report for the English I EOC illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 524.7 for which they actually had a mean score of 523.8 leading to a school effect decline of a 0.9. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 527.9 for which they actually had a mean score of 527.6 leading to a school effect decline of a 0.3. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 521.3 for which they actually had a mean score of 521.4 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.1. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 524.7 for which they actually had a mean score of 524.3 leading to a school effect decline of  1.3.

 The Putnam County TVASS report for the English I EOC illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009.  In 2007, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 527.9 for which they actually had a mean score of 5237.6 leading to a school effect decline of a 0.3.  In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 521.3 for which they actually had a mean score of 521.4 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.1.  In 2009, the students had a predicted score of 531.7 for which they actually had a mean score of 530.3 leading to a school effect decline of a 1.3.  The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 526.8 for which they actually had a mean score of 526.3 leading to a school effect decline of 0.5.
Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 3.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of .9. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.3.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 2.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.8.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 2.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.4.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 2.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0. 4.
Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 2.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 1.8. In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 2.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.4.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 3.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.8.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 0.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.5.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 5.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 2.0.
The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and Unknown (Race), there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and Unknown (Race) had a mean decline of 19.4 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline 0.5. In the second quintile, these students showed a mean gain of 7.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 1.1. In th fourth quintile, these students showed a mean gain of 2.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.2.  There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the third and fifth quintiles.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean decline of 4.0 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 1.8. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 1.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.8. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 2.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.1. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 2.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.6. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 2.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean unchanged of 0.0.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 1.1 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of 2.2. . In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 1.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.3.  In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 2.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.3.  In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of   0.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.5.  In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 5.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 1.9.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean decline of 6.2 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline 0.5. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 3.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 1.9. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 4.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.2. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 1.3. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 3.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 2.6.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 3.7 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline 3.5. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 3.7.  In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 3.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.6.  In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 1.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 2.6.  In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 8.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 5.1.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean gain of 1.1 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 3.9. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 4.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.8. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 2.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.4. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 5.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.7. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 2.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.5.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean decline of 11.1 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 1.0.  In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 6.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.7.  In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 2.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.1. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.9. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 3.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.4.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean decline of 8.6 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline 1.6. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 0.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.7. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 2.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.0. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 0.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.8. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 3.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.9.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean decline of 6.6 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline 6.0. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 0.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 1.0.  In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 4.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.0. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 1.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 1.0.  In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 8.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 2.2.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean decline of 8.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline 3.2. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of 12.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.1. There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the third, fourth, and fifth quintiles.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean decline of 10 .3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline 4.8. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of 3.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 3.8. There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the third, fourth, and fifth quintiles.

Physical Science EOC
Due to budget constraints, the Physical Science End of Course Exam was not given during the 2008-2009 school year.  Therefore, there is no new data to report.

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Physical Science EOC illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 532.6 for which they actually had a mean score of 547.8 leading to a school effect gain of 15.2. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 528.1 for which they actually had a mean score of 547.9 leading to a school effect gain of 19.8. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 532.2 for which they actually had a mean score of 545.9 leading to a school effect gain of 13.7. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be 531.6 for which they actually had a mean score of 547.3 leading to a school effect gain of 15.7.    

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 29.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 19.7. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 13.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 16.8.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 13.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 15.8.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 8.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 12.6.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 13.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 11.5.

The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as, Asian, Black, Hispanic, unknown race, unknown sex and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 26.5 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 17.8. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 13.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 17.5. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 13.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 15.2. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 9.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 12.0. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 13.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 11.1.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 32.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 20.7. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 8.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 19.7. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 13.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 17.9 In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 6.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 13.7. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 13.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 12.2.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean gain of 27.0 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 17.9. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 16.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 14.9. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 13.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 13.8. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 9.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 11.5. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 14.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.5.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean gain of 29.8 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 12.3. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students for 2008 did not have enough data to make a comparison, while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 17.3. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 13.6, while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 13.1. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 9.1, while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 16.2. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 14.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.4.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean gain of 35.2 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 22.4. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean gain of 10.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 24.9. In the third quintile, the Special Ed students of 2008 did not have enough data to make a comparison while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 28.1. There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the fourth and fifth quintiles.

U.S. History EOC

The Putnam County TVASS report for the U.S. history EOC illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 523.00 for which they actually had a mean score of 527.1 leading to a school effect score of  4.0. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 526.9 for which they actually had a mean score of 529.7 leading to a school effect score of 2.8 (a 1.2 point decline). In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 525.6 for which they actually had a mean score of 524.3 leading to a school effect score of -1.2. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 525.2 for which they actually had a mean score of 526.9 leading to a school effect score of 1.9.

The Putnam County TVASS report for the U.S. history EOC illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009. In 2007, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 526.9 for which they actually had a mean score of 529.7 leading to a school effect score of 2.8. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 525.6 for which they actually had a mean score of 524.3 leading to a school effect score of  - 1.2. In 2009, the students had a predicted score of 530.7 for which they actually had a mean score of 531.7 leading to a school effect score of 1.0. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 527.8 for which they actually had a mean score of 528.5 leading to a school effect score of 0.8.
Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean loss of 4.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of .2. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.4.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 1.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.2.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean loss of -2.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.4.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean loss of 1.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.3.

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 3.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of -0.6. In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 2.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.5.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 2.6. while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.6.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.2.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of -1.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.2.

The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Gifted, Migrant and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

 In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean loss of 4.9 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.8. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.2. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.1. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of -2.8 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.6. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 0.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.4.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 5.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of - 0.6. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 3.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.3. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 2.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.3. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.3  while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.1. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of -2.1 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.7.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 2.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 3.2. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 2.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.2. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 2.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.9. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 7.1.  In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of -0.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.2.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 13.6 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 2.6. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 3.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 10.1. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 6.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.8. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 02.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.9.  In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 1.0 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.5.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean decline of -13.0 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of -2.5. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of -0.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.6. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean loss of -0.4 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 4.3. In the fourth quintile, the

Female students showed a mean loss of -4.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.0.  In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of -2.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of -0.3.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean decline of -6.2 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of -4.6. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 2.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.9. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean loss of -2.1while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.6. In the fourth quintile, the

Female students showed a mean decline of -1.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of -2.2.  In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of -5.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of -2.8.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean decline of -11.2 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of -2.1. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of -0.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.6. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of -5.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.9. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of -3.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 6.4. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 5.5 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.9.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean gain of 11.6 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of -7.3. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of -0.2 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 2.4. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 3.6 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of -0.9. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 0.3 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.6. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of -3.7 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 3.6.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean decline of -5.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of -7.7. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of -7.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 9.3.  There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the third, fourth and fifth quintiles.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean decline of -0.3 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of -5.6. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of -3.9 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 5.9.  There wasn’t enough data to make a comparison in the third, fourth and fifth quintiles.

PLAN

Math Plan Test 

The Putnam County TVAAS report for the Plan Test MATH provides information only for the 2007-08 school year. In 2008, the 444 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 17.45% for which they actually had a mean score of 18.36% leading to a school effect gain of a 0.88 %.  (Arithmetic reflects rounding.) 
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the Plan Test MATH provides information only for the 2008-09 school year. In 2009, the 418 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 17.55 for which they actually had a mean score of 17.92 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.35 %.  

Breaking the TVAAS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 1.21.  In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of -0.26. In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.26. In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.69. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 2.01.
Breaking the TVAAS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 0.42 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.21.  In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.37 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.26. In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 

-0.53. In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.08 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.69. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 1.66 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 2.01.

The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to report.

409 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 1.14. In the second quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.11.   In the third quintile, White students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.20.  In the fourth quintile, White students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.70 In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 2.06.
In 2009, 371 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students scored a predicted mean score of 0.20 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.14. In the second quintile, White students scored a predicted mean score of -0.38 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.11.   In the third quintile, White students scored a predicted mean score of -0.54 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.20.  In the fourth quintile, White students scored a predicted mean score of 0.04 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.70. In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students scored a predicted mean score of 1.57 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 2.06.

217 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.90. In the second quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.96.   In the third quintile, Male students  scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.12.  In the fourth quintile, Male students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.93.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 2.61

In 2009, 216 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students scored a predicted mean score of 0.57 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.90. In the second quintile, Male students scored a predicted mean score of -0.60 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.85.   In the third quintile, Male students  scored a predicted mean score of -0.85 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.31.  In the fourth quintile, Male students scored a predicted mean score of 0.27 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.93.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a predicted mean score of 1.60 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 2.61.

223 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 1.58. In the second quintile, Female students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.29.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.10.  In the fourth quintile, Female students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.52.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 1.17.
In 2009, 22 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a predicted mean score of 0.15 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.51. In the second quintile, Female students scored a predicted mean score of -0.16 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.29.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a predicted mean score of -0.24 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.10.  In the fourth quintile, Female students scored a predicted mean score of -0.45 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.52.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored predicted mean score of 1.73 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.17.

75 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of   1.14. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.02.   In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed 0.00 (no change).  In the fourth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.54.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 1.13.

In 2009, 101 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a predicted mean score of 0.76 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.14. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a predicted mean score of -0.39 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.02.   In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a predicted mean score of -0.50 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.00.  In the fourth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a predicted mean score of -0.52 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.54.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a predicted mean score of 0.78 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.13.

50 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed positive predicted score of 0.90. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of      -1.07.   In the third, fourth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.

In 2009, 43 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a predicted mean score of -0.13 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.90. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a predicted mean score of  -0.80 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -1.07.   In the third, fourth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.

English Plan Test 

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Plan Test English provides information only for the 2007-08 school year. In 2008, the 444 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 16.65 for which they actually had a mean score of 16.94  leading to a school effect gain of a 0.28. 

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Plan Test English provides information only for the 2000-09 school year. In 200, the 419 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 17.22 for which they actually had a mean score of 17.10  leading to a school effect loss of a 0.12.

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of -0.41.  In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of -0.48. In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.21. In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 081. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.81.
Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.41 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.41.  In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.67 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.48. In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.21 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.22. In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.21 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.80. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 0.52 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.81.

The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to report.

15 students classified themselves as Hispanic.  In the first quintile, Hispanic students (9 students) scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.17.  No data available for any of the other quintiles due to the low number of students.
Their wasn’t enough data this year to compare the Hispanic population.

409 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.36. In the second quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.62.   In the third quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.19.  In the forth quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.81 In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.86.

In 2009, 372 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students scored a mean predicted score of -0.41 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.36. In the second quintile, White students scored a mean score of -0.68 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.62.   In the third quintile, White students scored a mean score of -0.07 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.20.  In the forth quintile, White students scored a mean score of -0.08 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.81.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students scored a mean score of 0.38 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.86.

217 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.31. In the second quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.82.   In the third quintile, Male students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.12.  In the forth quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.27.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.84
In 2009, 217 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students scored a mean score of -0.63 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.31. In the second quintile, Male students scored a mean score of -0.82 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.78.   In the third quintile, Male students  scored a mean score of -0.56 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.06.  In the forth quintile, Male students scored a mean score of -0.63 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.24.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a mean score of 0.03 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.84.

223 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of-0.57. In the second quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.08.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.47.  In the forth quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.13.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.78.

In 2009, 202 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a mean score of 0.09 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.54. In the second quintile, Female students scored a mean  score of -0.04 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.04.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a mean score of 0.08 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.47.  In the forth quintile, Female students scored a mean score of 0.32 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.13.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored a mean score of 0.92 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.78.

75 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.35. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.22.   In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.72.  In the forth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.31.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.26.

In 2009, 102 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean score of -0.13 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.35. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean score of -0.36 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.22.   In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean score of -0.18 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.31.  In the forth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean score of -0.80 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.31.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean score of -0.26 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.26.

50 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of-0.09. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.6.   In the third, forth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.

In 2009, 43 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean score of -0.51 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.09. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -1.46 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.60.   In the third, forth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.

Reading Plan Test 

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Plan Test Reading provides information only for the 2007-08 school year. In 2008, the 444 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 16.53 for which they actually had a mean score of 17.04  leading to a school effect gain of a 0.48. 

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Plan Test Reading provides information only for the 2008-09 school year. In 2009, the 419 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 16.75 for which they actually had a mean score of 17.03  leading to a school effect gain of a 0.26. 

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.31.  In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of -0.36. In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of -0.09. In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.66. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 1.69.

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.04 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.31.  In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of --0.81 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.36. In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.20 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.08. In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 0.64 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.66. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 1.20 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.69.

The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to report.

409 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.45. In the second quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.43.   In the third quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of-0.06.  In the forth quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.75 In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.66.
In 2009, 372 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.34 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.45. In the second quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.71 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 

-0.43.   In the third quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.24 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.06.  In the forth quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.66 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.75. In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.18 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.66.

217 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.79. In the second quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.91.   In the third quintile, Male students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.63.  In the forth quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.32.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.98

In 2009, 217 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.37 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.79. In the second quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -1.33 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.91.   In the third quintile, Male students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -1.15 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.63.  In the forth quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.07 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.32.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.37 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.98.

223 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of-0.30. In the second quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of  0.36.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.38.  In the forth quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.81.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.40

In 2009, 202 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -1.05 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.23. In the second quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.30 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.36.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.66 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.38.  In the forth quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.41 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.81.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.98 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.40.

75 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.94. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.22.   In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.17.  In the forth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.19.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.24.

In 2009, 115 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.44 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.94. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.74 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.22.   In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.71 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.17.  In the forth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.57 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.19.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.28 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.24.

50 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.52. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.06.   In the third, forth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.

In 2009, 43 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.17 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.52. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 

-1.62 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.06.   In the third, forth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.

Science Reasoning Plan Test 

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Plan Test Science/Reasoning provides information only for the 2007-08 school year. In 2008, the 444 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 17.87 for which they actually had a mean score of 18.30 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.41. 

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Plan Test Science/Reasoning provides information only for the 2008-09 school year. In 2009, the 419 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 18.05 for which they actually had a mean score of 18.46 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.38. 

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.46.  In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of -0.29. In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of -0.05. In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.46. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 1.25.

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 0.45 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.46.  In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.26 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.29. In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 

-0.86 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.07. In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 0.56 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.48. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 1.49 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.25.

The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as Gifted, American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Migrant, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to report.

409 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.43. In the second quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.34.   In the third quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.07.  In the forth quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.47. In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.25.

In 2009, 372 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.34 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.43. In the second quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.19 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.34.   In the third quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.81 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.09.  In the forth quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.56 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.49. In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.48 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.25.

217 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.03. In the second quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.80.   In the third quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.24.  In the forth quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.57.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.75.

In 2009, 217 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.39 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.03. In the second quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.58 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.79.   In the third quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -1.62 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.13.  In the forth quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.74 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.57.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.45 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.75.

223 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.98. In the second quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.25.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.11.  In the forth quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.37.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.64.

In 2009, 202 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.57 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.00. In the second quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.01 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.25.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.19 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.15.  In the forth quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.33 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.41.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.53 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.64.

75 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.64. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.23.   In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.12.  In the forth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.02.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.55.

In 2009, 102 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.32 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.64. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.42 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.23.   In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.65 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.12.  In the forth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.29 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.02.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.35 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.55.

50 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.40. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -1.04.   In the third, forth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.

In 2009, 43 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.96 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.40. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -1.25 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -1.04.   In the third, forth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.
Plan Test Composite

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Plan Test Composite provides information only for the 2007-08 school year. In 2008, the 444 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 17.25 for which they actually had a mean score of 17.79  leading to a school effect gain of a 0.52. 

The Putnam County TVASS report for the Plan Test Composite provides information only for the 2008-09 school year. In 2009, the 419 students taking the Plan Test at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 17.51 for which they actually had a mean score of 17.75  leading to a school effect gain of a 0.23. 

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.14.  In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of -0.09. In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.11. In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 0.60. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean score of 1.42.
Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean observed scores minus the mean predicted scores in each of the 5 quintiles. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 0.11 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.14.  In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of -0.56 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.09. In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 

-0.24 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.11. In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 0.10 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.60. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean score of 1.25 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.42.

The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to report.

15 students classified themselves as Hispanic.  In the first quintile, Hispanic students (9 students) scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.29.  No data available for any of the other quintiles due to the low number of students. 
In 2009, there wasn’t enough data to make any comparisons.

409 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.15. In the second quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.17.   In the third quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.11.  In the forth quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.61  In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.44.

In 2009, 372 students classified themselves as White.  In the first (lowest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.03 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.15. In the second quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.51 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 

-0.17.   In the third quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.19 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.11.  In the forth quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.13 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.61.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, White students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.20 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.44.

217 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.03. In the second quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.40.   In the third quintile, Male students  scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.25.  In the forth quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.38.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.83

In 2009, 217 students classified themselves as Male.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.15 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.03. In the second quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.94 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.39.   In the third quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.86 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.16.  In the forth quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.15 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.38.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Male students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.00 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 1.83.

223 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.34. In the second quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.19.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.37.  In the forth quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.68.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.95

In 2009, 202 students classified themselves as Female.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.02 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.36. In the second quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.23 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.37.   In the third quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.32 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.37.  In the forth quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.41 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.68.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Female students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 1.47 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.95.

75 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.39. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.16.  In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.32.  In the forth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.12.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.44.
In 2009, 102 students classified themselves as Economically Disadvantaged.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.12 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.39. In the second quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.64 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.16.  In the third quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.11 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.32.  In the forth quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.43 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.12.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, Economically Disadvantaged students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.39 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.44.

50 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.42. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -0.16.   In the third, forth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.

In 2009, 50 students classified themselves as Special Ed.  In the first (lowest) quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of 0.13 compared to their previous cohort’s score of 0.42. In the second quintile, Special Ed students scored a mean observed minus predicted score of -1.46 compared to their previous cohort’s score of -0.72.   In the third, forth and fifth quintiles, there were insufficient data to report.

ACT

ACT Math
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the ACT Math illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 21.16 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.05 leading to a school effect of 0.87. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 21.11 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.88 leading to a school effect gain of 0.75. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 20.96 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.61 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.62. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.09 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.84 leading to a school effect gain of 0.75.    
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the ACT Math illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009. In 2007, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 21.11 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.88 leading to a school effect of 0.75. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 20.96 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.61 leading to a school effect gain of 0.62. In 2009, the students had a predicted score of 21.34 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.37 leading to a school effect gain of a 1.00. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.14 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.96 leading to a school effect gain of 0.79.    

Breaking the TVAAS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.46 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.85. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.26 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.28.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 0.30 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.10.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.49 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.78.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 1.49 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.18.
Breaking the TVAAS data down further, the report examines the mean scores for each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.93 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.66. In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.07 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.25.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.07 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.17.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.46 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.66.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 2.21 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.42.

The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Unknown (Race), Unknown (Sex), Gifted, Migrant, English Language Learner, Economically Disadvantaged, and Special Ed there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.
The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their previous cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students who classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Unknown (Race), Unknown (Sex), Gifted, Migrant, English Language Learner, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Ed, Functionally Delayed, or as a Career Technical Student there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 0.24 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.80. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.12 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.30. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 0.21 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.04. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.56 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.66. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 1.33 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.07.
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as White had a mean gain of 0.97 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.54. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean change of 0.00 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.18. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 0.02 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.17. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.50 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.55. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 2.13 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.31.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 0.45 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.67. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.71 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.96. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.40 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.55. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.64 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.96. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 1.30 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.38.
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Male had a no mean change listed due to the low number of students (six) in this sub-category.  Previous cohorts of Male students performing in the lowest quintile had a mean gain of 0.66. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.42 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.02. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.71 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.58. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.11 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.68. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 2.33 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.36.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean gain of 0.46 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.91. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.07 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.10. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.18 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.26. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.30 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.61. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 1.62 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.99.

In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Female had a mean gain of 0.75 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.62. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.18 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.21. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.39 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.13. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.78 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.61. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 2.04 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.53.
ACT English
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the English ACT illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 22.12 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.45 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.31.  In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 21.40 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.44 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.97. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 21.62 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.18 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.52. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.72 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.35 leading to a school effect gain of 0.60.   
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the English ACT illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009. In 2007, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 21.40 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.44 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.97.  In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 21.62 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.18 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.52. In 2009, the students had a predicted score of 21.96 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.80 leading to a school effect decline of 0.15. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.67 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.13 leading to a school effect gain of 0.45.    

Breaking the TVAAS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.93 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.54. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.94 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.66.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.26 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.14.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.16 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.21.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.73 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.73.
Breaking the TVAAS data down further, the report examines the mean scores for each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.43 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.79. In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.29 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.82.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 0.65 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.46.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 0.37 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.41.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.82.

The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.
The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their previous cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students who classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Unknown (Race), Unknown (Sex), Gifted, Migrant, English Language Learner, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Ed, Functionally Delayed, or as a Career Technical Student there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 1.29 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.30. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 1.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.67. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of .34 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.12. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.10 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.21.  In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.73 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.52.
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as White had a mean gain of 1.10 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.75. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.32 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.88. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 0.77 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.44. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 0.40 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.39. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 0.02 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.68.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 1.39 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.51. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 1.04 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.71. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.57 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.51. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.77 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.12. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.53 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.0.
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Male had a mean gain of 1.02 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain of 1.19. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 1.62 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.03. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.82 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.18. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.79 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.25. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.18 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.28.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean gain of 0.42 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.50. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.92 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.68. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.95 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.69. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 1.22 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.54. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.88 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.27.
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Female had a mean decline of 0.17 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.33. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.66 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.75. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.45 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.98. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.02 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.05. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.15 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.20.

ACT Reading
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the ACT Reading illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 22.25 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.98 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.63. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 21.64 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.66 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.87. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 21.89 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.58 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.61. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.93 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.74 leading to a school effect gain of 0.71.    
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the ACT Reading illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009. In 2007, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 21.64 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.66 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.87. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 21.89 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.58 leading to a school effect gain of 0.61. In 2009, the students had a predicted score of 22.04 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.60 leading to a school effect gain of 0.51. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.86 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.61 leading to a school effect gain of 0.67.    

Breaking the TVAAS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 1.08 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.34. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.93 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.64.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.12 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.29.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.29 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.14.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 1.25 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.09. 
Breaking the TVAAS data down further, the report examines the mean scores for each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 1.44 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.51. In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.34 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.72.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.39 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.43.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.46 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.27.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.60 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.40. 

The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Race Unknown, Special Education, Economically Disadvantaged and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts. 
The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their previous cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students who classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Unknown (Race), Unknown (Sex), Gifted, Migrant, English Language Learner, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Ed, Functionally Delayed, or as a Career Technical Student there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 1.10 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 1.16. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.88 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.72. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.33 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.44. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.32 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.14. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 1.17 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.00. 
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as White had a mean gain of 1.21 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 1.33. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.33 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.75. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.44 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.54. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.40 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.27. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.48 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.33.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 2.09 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 1.54. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.55 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.50. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.26 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.72. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.24 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.06. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.81 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.95. 
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Male had a mean gain of 1.73 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 2.11. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.72 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.86. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.96 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.06. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.11 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.34. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.39 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.31. 

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean decline of 0.07 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 1.30. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 1.20 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.80. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.02 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.98. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.35 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.18. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 1.65 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.23. 
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Female had a mean gain of 1.14 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain of 1.10. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.07 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.66. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.17 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.61. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.94 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.17. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.86 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.50. 

ACT Science Reasoning
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the Science Reasoning ACT illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 21.40 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.94 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.49. In 2007, the students had a predicted mean score of 21.34 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.03 leading to a school effect incline of a 0.63. In 2008, the students had a predicted mean score of 21.28 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.53 leading to a school effect of no discernable difference of a 0.23. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.34 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.83 leading to a school effect gain of 0.45.    
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the Science Reasoning ACT illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009. In 2007, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 21.34 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.03 leading to a school effect gain of 0.63. In 2008, the students had a predicted mean score of 21.28 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.53 leading to a school effect of no discernable difference of 0.23. In 2009, the students had a predicted mean score of 21.68 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.90 leading to a school effect of no discernable difference of a 0.20. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.44 for which they actually had a mean score of 21.81 leading to a school effect gain of 0.36.    

Breaking the TVAAS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 0.23 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.43. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean incline of 0.59 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 029.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 0.47 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.03.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean incline of 0.44 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.42.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean incline of 0.56 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.88.
Breaking the TVAAS data down further, the report examines the mean scores for each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 1.36 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.07. In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.03 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.50.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.05 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.02.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 0.24 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.47.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.54 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.91.

The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and English Language Learner, Special Education, Gifted, and Economically Disadvantaged, there was not enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their previous cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students who classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Unknown (Race), Unknown (Sex), Gifted, Migrant, English Language Learner, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Ed, Functionally Delayed, or as a Career Technical Student there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean decline of 0.22 compared to their cohorts who had a mean incline 0.35. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean incline of 0.70 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.45. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 0.68 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.19. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean incline of 0.47 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.44. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean incline of 0.57 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.82.

In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as White had a mean gain of 1.25 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean decline of 0.14. In the second quintile, the White students showed no change (0.00) while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.67. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 0.02 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.20. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 0.26 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.48. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.50 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.80.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean decline of 1.74 compared to their cohorts who had a mean incline 0.46. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean incline of 1.24 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 1.04. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.46 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.24. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean incline of 0.49 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.65. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean incline of 0.38 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 1.16.

In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Male had a mean gain of 2.26 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of 0.26. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.60 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.38. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.55 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.38. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.42 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.65. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.73 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.87. 

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean incline of 0.40 compared to their cohorts who had a mean incline 0.37. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.12. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.54 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.31. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean incline of 0.34 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.18. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean incline of 0.73 while the previous cohorts showed a mean incline of 0.65.
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Female had a mean gain of 0.68 compared to their cohorts who had a mean decline of 0.04. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.38 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.06. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.20 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.28. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.25. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.31 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.00. 
ACT Composite
The Putnam County TVAAS report for the ACT Composite illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 21.85 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.51 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.63. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 21.5 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.4 leading to a school effect gain of 0.86. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 21.56 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.14 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.55. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.64 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.34 leading to a school effect gain of 0.68.    

The Putnam County TVAAS report for the ACT Composite illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009. In 2007, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 21.50 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.40 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.86. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 21.56 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.14 leading to a school effect gain of 0.55. In 2009, the students had a predicted score of 21.87 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.30 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.42. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 21.65 for which they actually had a mean score of 22.27 leading to a school effect gain of 0.61.    

Breaking the TVAAS report down further the report examines the mean scores for each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.73 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.81. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.64 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.53.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.13 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.27.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.13 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.26.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 1.16 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.04.

Breaking the TVAAS data down further, the report examines the mean scores for each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 1.34 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.90. In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.11 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.52.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean decline of 0.03 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.48.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.09 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.33.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.95 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.22.

The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and English Language Learner, Migrant, Gifted, Special Ed, Economically Disadvantaged, there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

The TVAAS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their previous cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students who classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Unknown (Race), Unknown (Sex), Gifted, Migrant, English Language Learner, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Ed, Functionally Delayed, or as a Career Technical Student there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 0.73 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.75. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.78 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.56. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.05 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.26. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.15 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.21. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 1.12 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.92.
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as White had a mean gain of 1.16 compared to the previous cohorts who had a mean gain of 0.85. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.23 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.59. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean decline of 0.03 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.38. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.06 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.30. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.89 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.12.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 0.81 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 1.04. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 1.06 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.69. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.13 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.12. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.03 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.13. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.88 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.05.

In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Male had a mean gain of 1.82 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 1.49. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 1.13 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.90. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.53 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.42. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.26 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.14. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 1.03 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.12.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean gain of 0.68 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.69. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.28 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.46. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.29 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.37. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.37 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.34. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 1.39 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.06.
In the first (lowest) quintile, students who tested in 2009 and classified themselves as Female had a mean gain of 1.02 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.56. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.56 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.28. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.53 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.47. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.48 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.50. In the fifth (highest) quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.87 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 1.35.

Writing

TCAP Writing Assessment

The TCAP Writing Assessment is a statewide performance based test to determine the ability of Tennessee students to write effectively.  It is administered in grades 4 (descriptive), 8 (expository), and 11 (persuasive).

Cookeville High School students take the examination in persuasive writing administered in the eleventh grade. In this test our students focus on exerting an impact on the reader and influencing others to take some action or bring about some change.   The Writing Assessment provides scores from 1-6. Scores in the 1, 2, and 3 ranges are described as “deficient,” “flawed,” and “limited.”  Scores in 4, 5, and 6 ranges are described as “competent,” “strong,” and “Outstanding.”   On a scale of 1-6, a 4 earns an “A” on the state report card.  

The TCAP Writing Assessment is 50% of the Reading/Language Arts Annual Yearly Progress calculation for No Child Left Behind.

The Putnam County TVASS report for the TCAP Writing Assessment illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2006, 2007, and 2008. In 2006, the students at Cookeville High School had a predicted mean score of 4.10 for which they actually had a mean score of 4.12 leading to a school effect gain of a 0.01. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 4.19 for which they actually had a mean score of 4.28 leading to a school effect incline of a 0.09. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 4.27 for which they actually had a mean score of 4.26 leading to a school effect decline of a 0.02. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 4.19 for which they actually had a mean score of 4.22 leading to a school effect gain of 0.03.   
The Putnam County TVASS report for the TCAP Writing Assessment illustrates the declines or inclines in school effect for the years of 2007, 2008, and 2009. In 2007, the students had a predicted score of 4.19 for which they actually had a mean score of 4.28 leading to a school effect incline of a 0.09. In 2008, the students had a predicted score of 4.27 for which they actually had a mean score of 4.26 leading to a school effect decline of a 0.02. In 2009, the students had a predicted score of 4.3 for which they actually had a mean score of 4.34 leading to a school effect incline of a 0.04. The three-year average for all students was predicted to be a 4.25 for which they actually had a mean score of 4.29 leading to a school effect gain of 0.04.    

Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean gain of 0.19 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.08. In the second quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 0.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.15.  In the third quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 0.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.07.  In the fourth quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 0.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.0.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 0.12 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.09.
Breaking the TVASS report down further the report examines the mean scores each quintile. In the first (lowest) quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean gain of 0.05 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.05. In the second quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean incline of 0.19 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.09.  In the third quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean incline of 0.07 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.07.  In the fourth quintile, the 2009 students showed a mean incline of 0.03 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.03.  In the fifth (highest) quintile, the 2008 students showed a mean decline of 0.05 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.03.

The TVASS report examines how each subgroup did in comparison to their cohorts in each of the quintiles.  Looking at students that classify themselves as American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and English Language Learner, there wasn’t enough data to compare to their previous cohorts.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 0.21 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.06. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.05 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.17. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 0.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.07. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 0.02 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.02. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 0.14 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.07.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as White had a mean gain of 0.04 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.04. In the second quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.20 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.11. In the third quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.06 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.07. In the fourth quintile, the White students showed a mean gain of 0.03 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.01. In the fifth quintile, the White students showed a mean loss of 0.06 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.04.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 0.16 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.01. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.03 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.12. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.02 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.06. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.00 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.09. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.08 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.09.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Male had a mean gain of 0.14 compared to their cohorts who had a mean loss 0.05. In the second quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.15 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.07. In the third quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.04. In the fourth quintile, the Male students showed a mean decline of 0.07 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.01. In the fifth quintile, the Male students showed a mean gain of 0.00 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.04.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean gain of 0.23 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.26. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.06 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.17. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.00 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.19. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean loss of 0.02 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.08. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.16 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.09.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Female had a mean loss of 0.10 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.23. In the second quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.26 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.10. In the third quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.14 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.19. In the fourth quintile, the Female students showed a mean gain of 0.11 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.05. In the fifth quintile, the Female students showed a mean decline of 0.10 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.03.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean gain of 0.00 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.06. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 0.14 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.17. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 0.13 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.06. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 0.06 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.12. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 0.24 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.09.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Economically Disadvantaged had a mean gain of 0.23 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.01. In the second quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 0.15 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.02. In the third quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean gain of 0.12 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.08. In the fourth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean loss of 0.01 while the previous cohorts showed a mean loss of 0.08. In the fifth quintile, the Economically Disadvantaged students showed a mean decline of 0.12 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.00.

In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean gain of 0.04 compared to their cohorts who had a mean gain 0.01. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of 0.09 while the previous cohorts showed a mean gain of 0.00. There was not enough data to make a comparison in the third, fourth and fifth quintiles.
In the first quintile, students who classify themselves as Special Ed had a mean loss of 0.03 compared to their cohorts who had a mean loss 0.16. In the second quintile, the Special Ed students showed a mean decline of 0.12 while the previous cohorts showed a mean decline of 0.22. There was not enough data to make a comparison in the third, fourth and fifth quintiles.

The TVAAS report also provides a Performance Diagnostic Report.  For the 2008 school year, the mean score for students scoring Not Proficient was 0.08 while the previous cohort mean was 0.09.  The percentage of students categorized as Not Proficient was 27.8%.  The mean score for students scoring Proficient was -0.05 while the mean score for previous cohorts was -0.02. The percentage of students scoring Proficient was 67.7%.  The mean score for students categorized as Advanced was -0.18 while the previous cohort mean was -0.29. The percentage of students scoring Advanced was 4.5%.  




TEMPLATE 1.7: Narrative Synthesis of All Data

Give a narrative synthesis of all data.  Synthesis would be the blending of the data reviews to give the big picture. 
TEMPLATE 1.7: Narrative Synthesis of All Data

(Rubric Indicator 1.7)

	Narrative Synthesis of Data

	Surveys-Parents

In general, parents feel welcome and treated courteously when they visit Cookeville High School.  The majority of parents feel that teachers are approachable and helpful.  

Our surveys indicate parents would like more frequent information provided so they can assist students at home and more parent conferences need to be held.  Parents also feel they need more input on school policies before they are enacted.

Surveys-Teachers

The majority of teachers (82%) feel that Cookeville High School prepares students to deal with issues and problems they will face in the future.  However, the majority (60%) also feel that we should do more to show students the relationship between what they are studying and their career goals.

74.9% of teachers feel that substance abuse is a significant problem at Cookeville High School.  

 Surveys-Students
The majority of students (64%) are satisfied with the variety of courses offered at Cookeville High School and (63%) feel their teachers are knowledgeable in their subject area.

Only 46% agree that teachers provide a variety of learning activities and only 41% feel that teachers are available to them outside of class.

62% of students are satisfied with the library and 53% find the school and teacher websites to be helpful.

Only 40% are satisfied with the career planning services. 

Students are generally satisfied with school facilities.

Only 31% of students are satisfied with the school rules and discipline policies while 29% indicated dissatisfaction. 

While in the minority, 21% of students found school spirit to be lacking at Cookeville High School.  

Overall, 56% of students indicated general satisfaction.

Note: On average, 33% of students marked “No Opinion” to each question surveyed.

Report Card: Target School
Cookeville High School is considered a Target School as a result of failure to meet graduation rate targets set by the state of Tennessee.  We have made progress and met the target goal (goal 88.5, CHS 89.2) last year but must continue our progress and reach the state goal this year to be considered in Good Standing with the state.

Cookeville High School has reached the status: “School Improvement 1 – Improving.”  We have continued to make progress towards meeting the targeted graduation rate.  Our 2009 graduation rate was 93%.
Areas of need as indicated by TVASS Data:

The term “all students” will be used to denote the aggregate score of all students tested at Cookeville High School.

The term “decline” is used to indicate that the posted score was lower than the predicted score this does not necessarily mean the score was lower than previous years data.

It is important to note that for 2009, the baseline in TVAAS data has been reconfigured.  The current baseline has raised the achievement expectations of all students.  As a result, the data appears to minimize student gain, in comparison to the old baseline.
In Gateway Algebra the scores for all students in the 2nd and 3rd quintiles showed a decline.  This decline was echoed by the economically disadvantaged students and with special education students in the 2nd quintile also showing a decline.

In Gateway Algebra the scores for all students in quintiles 2, 3, 4, and 5 showed a decline.  A mean gain of 6.4 was seen in the first quintile.  The gain was echoed by the economically disadvantaged (1st quintile) and Special Education students (1st quintile).

Gateway Biology showed no declines by all students but did show declines in quintile 1 by females, economically disadvantaged students, and special education students.

Gateway Biology showed no declines in any quintile except the 5th.  Every subgroup showed a decline in the 5th quintile, except Special Education Students, where there was not enough data to make a comparison.

Gateway English showed a decline in the 5th quintile by all students.  White, male, female, and economically disadvantages groups also declined in quintile 5.  Special education showed a decline in quintile 2.

Gateway English showed declines in the the 5th quintile by all students.  Males showed a decline in the 4th and 5th quintiles.  Females showed gains across all quintiles.  Special education students showed declines in the 1st and 2nd quintiles.

End of Course Foundations II showed a decline in the 3 year average for all students and in quintiles 1, 3, & 4 for all students.  White students showed declines in quintiles 3 & 4 while males and economically disadvantaged students declined in all quintiles.  Females showed a decline in quintiles 1 & 3 and special education students showed declines in quintiles 1, 2, & 3.

End of Course English 9 showed a decline in the 3 year average for all students and in quintiles 1 & 5 for all students.  White students declined in quintiles 1 & 5 while male students declined in quintiles 1, 2, 4, & 5.  Female students declined in quintile 5, economically disadvantaged students declined in quintiles 1, 2, & 5, and special education students declined in quintiles 1 & 2. 

End of Course English 9 students showed a decline in quintiles  1, 4, and 5.  Males showed declines in quintiles 2, 4, and 5.  Females showed a steep decline in the 1st quintile, and a smaller decline in the 5th.  Economically disadvantaged students showed a decline in the 1st, 3rd, and 5th quintile.  Special education showed declines in the 1st and 2nd quintiles.

End of Course United States History showed a decline by all students in quintiles 1, 4, & 5.  White students matched those declines.  Male students declined in quintile 5 while female students posted declines in all quintiles.  Economically disadvantaged students declined in quintiles 1, 2, 3, & 4.

End of Course US History showed a decline in only the 5th quintile.  Males posted inclines across all quintiles.  While females only showed an incline in the 2nd.  
ACT PLAN English showed declines for all students in quintiles 1 & 2.  White students, female students, and special education students echoed those declines.  Male students declined in quintiles 1, 2, & 3 while economically disadvantaged students and Hispanic students declined only in quintile 1.

ACT PLAN English showed declines in all quintiles except the 5th, for all students.  Males showed the same trend.  Females showed gains in all quintiles except the 2nd.  Economically disadvantages and special education students showed declines in all tested quintiles.

ACT PLAN Reading  declined in quintiles 2 & 3. White students and males matched those declines while females declined only in quintile 1 and special education students declined only in quintile 2.  Economically disadvantaged students declined in quintile 2, 3, & 4.

ACT PLAN Reading showed declines in the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd quintiles.  Males showed inclines in only the 1st and 5th quintiles.  All females showed inclines in the 3rd, 4th, and 5th quintiles.  Special education students and economically disadvantaged students showed declines in quintiles 1 and 2.  
ACT PLAN Science Reasoning posted declines for all students in quintiles 2 & 3. White students and males matched those declines while females posted declines in quintile 3, economically disadvantaged declined in quintile 4 and special education students showed a decline in quintile 2.

ACT PLAN Science Reasoning posted declines for quintiles 2 and 3.  Males and females followed the exact trend as all students, declines in quintiles 2 and 3.  
ACT PLAN Math scores showed declines in quintiles 2, 3, and 4 for all students.  Both males and females did not show declines in quintiles 1 and 2.

ACT PLAN Composite most notably shows declines by males in quintiles 1, 2, &3.

ACT PLAN Composite showed declines in the 2nd quintile for females and 2nd, 3rd, and 4th for males and economically disadvantaged students.
ACT Math shows a decline by all students in quintile 3. This decline is matched by white students and males while females show a decline in quintiles 2 & 3. 

ACT Math showed no declines for all students, an improvement from last year.  Males also did not show any declines, however females posted declines in quintiles 2 and 3.
ACT Science Reasoning shows a decline by all students in quintiles 1 & 3. This decline is matched by white students and males while females show a decline in quintiles 2 & 3.

ACT Science Reasoning showed declines in quintiles 1 & 5 for all students.  Males only showed a decline in quintile 4, females showed declines in quintiles 2, 3, and 4.  
ACT Composite shows a decline by males in quintiles 3 & 4.

ACT Composite did not show any declines for all students in 2009.  

Writing Assessment shows a decline by all students in quintiles 2, 3, 4, & 5.  White students posted declines in quintiles 3, 4, & 5. Male students declined in quintiles 3 & 5. Female students declined in quintiles 2 & 5. Economically disadvantaged students declined in quintiles 2, 3, & 5. Special Education students declined in quintile 2.

Writing Assessment showed a decline in only the 5th quintile for all students.  Males showed a decline in the 4th quintile, and females showed a decline in the 1st and 5th quintile.  Economically disadvantaged students declined in quintiles 4 and 5, while special education students showed declines in the 1st and 2nd quintiles.


TEMPLATE 1.8: Prioritized List of Goal Targets

List in priority order your goal targets.  The goals for Component 4 (Action Plan) will be derived from this prioritized list of goal targets.  Prioritized goals would identify the most critical areas of need and where your wok would start.  
TEMPLATE 1.8: Prioritized List of Goal Targets

(Rubric Indicator 1.8)

	Prioritized List of Goal Targets

	1. To attain a 2009 graduation rate of at least 88.6% and to meet our performance track goals to reach 90% by 2014.  To attain a 2010 graduation rate of at least 88.8% and meet our performance track goals to reach 90% by 2014.
2. Increase observed minus predicted writing assessment score by .25 in quintiles 2, 3, 4, and 5.

3. Increase observed minus predicted Biology Gateway scores by 2.5 points each year for females, economically disadvantaged students, and special education students in quintile 1.

4. Increase in the observed minus predicted Algebra 1 Gateway score in quintiles 2, 3, 4, and 5.
5. Increase observed minus predicted Foundation II End of Course scores by 3 points per year for all students in quintiles 1, 2, and 3.

6. Increase observed minus predicted English 9 End of Course scores by 3 points per year for all students in quintiles 1 and 2.

7. Increase observed minus predicted U.S. History End of Course scores by 2 points per year for all students in all quintiles.

8. Increase observed minus predicted ACT scores in Math and Science Reasoning for all students in quintiles 1, 2, and 3 by .25 each year.


Component 2 – Beliefs, Common Mission and Shared Vision

TEMPLATE 2.1: Beliefs, Common Mission and Shared Vision
Use Template 2.1 to articulate your Beliefs, Common Mission and Shared Vision
Template 2.1: Beliefs, Common Mission and Shared Vision

 (Rubric Indicators 2.1 and 2.2)

	Beliefs 

	1. Every classroom must have the most highly efficient teachers.

2. We believe that parents and teachers are among the community’s most valuable resources because they shape the lives of children.

3. Our responsibility is to insure that students develop in all areas, not just academics.

4. It is our job to secure a safe place for students to develop character, integrity, and ability to learn.

5. Students should be placed in appropriate course levels based on previous test and performance data in order to reach their full potential.


	Common Mission

	To inspire students to become life-long learners and responsible citizens through quality instruction in a safe school environment.
To inspire students to become life-long learners and responsible citizens through quality data and performance based instruction in a safe school learning environment.


	Shared Vision 

	We envision that Cookeville High School will be a safe, trusting, nurturing, and collaborative environment that develops life-long, responsible,  empowered, and self-directed learners.

We believe that all students can learn and achieve success in a technologically advanced global society.

Since education is a dynamic process, we will provide a structured partnership with parents and community to ensure that all students acquire and use knowledge, skills, and behaviors necessary to meet the challenges of today and tomorrow.

We envision that Cookeville High School will be a safe, trusting, nurturing, and collaborative environment that develops life-long, responsible,  empowered, and self-directed learners.

We believe that all students can learn and achieve success in a data and performance-based environment for success in a technologically advanced global society.

Since education is a dynamic process, we will provide a structured research-based partnership with parents and community to ensure that all students acquire and use knowledge, skills, and behaviors necessary to meet the challenges of today and tomorrow.


TEMPLATE 3.1.a:  Curricular Practices

Template 3.1.a: Curricular Practices
 (Rubric Indicators 3.1 and 3.2)

	Current Curricular Practices
	Formative

Assessments 
(identify practice)
	Committees

(identify practice)
	Curriculum Mapping/ Vertical Teaming

(identify practice)
	Classroom Modifications

(identify practice)
	Grade Remediation/ Credit Recovery

(identify practice)
	State Standards
(identify practice)
	Technology
(identify practice)

	Evidence of Practice (State in definitive/tangible terms)
	9 week Exams are required in all subject areas.  In addition, standardized benchmark assessments are used 3 times per year in Gateway subjects.
9 Week Exams are required in all subject areas. In addition, standardized benchmark assessments will be administered completely online twice a year in Algebra 1, English 10, and US History.
	All faculty are required to participate on at least one school improvement committee. In addition, all faculty are required to serve on 1 level one committee or 2 level 2 committees each year. Documentation is maintained.
	Curriculum mapping has been completed in every subject area and all faculty (with the exception of teachers who’s employment began just this year) have participated in Vertical Teaming within their department and with our feeder schools.
	Cookeville High School has employed a consulting teacher used specifically to oversee modifications for Special Education students.

Sopris West reading program is being implemented as a reading modification for RTI in the Freshman Academy.
	PLATO software is used for Credit Recovery for students who fail a class with an average above 50.  After school and intersession remediation programs are used to assist students before they fail.
	Teachers are required to link lesson plans to state standards.
	VITAL program for online classes. 

Incorporating Technology into every classroom:

One to One laptops for Teachers.

Mobile Computer labs.

Computer projectors.

	Is the current practice research-based?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Is it a principle & practice of high-performing schools?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Has the current practice been effective or ineffective?
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Just implemented at the beginning of this year.  No data available.

Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective

	What data source(s) do you have that support your answer? (identify all applicable sources)
	Failure Rates

End of Course Exam scores

Gateway Exam scores

ACT Scores

ACT PLAN Scores
	Failure Rates

End of Course Exam scores

Gateway Exam scores

ACT Scores

ACT PLAN Scores
	Failure Rates

End of Course Exam scores

Gateway Exam scores

ACT Scores

ACT PLAN Scores
	Just implemented at the beginning of this year.  No data available.

Passing rate of 86%  English 10 students having participated in Sopris Reading.
	Report of credits recovered and number of students participating in remediation.
	End of Course Exam scores

Gateway Exam scores

ACT Scores

ACT PLAN Scores
	VITAL report of credits earned.

Parent, Student, and Teacher surveys.

	Evidence of effectiveness or ineffectiveness (State in terms of  quantifiable improvement)
	TVAAS scores for “all students” have 3 year averages that meet or exceed state average scores in all areas.

End of Year failure rate decreased from 32.4% of students failing one or more classes to 27% of students failing one or more classes from school year 2006-2007 to 2007-2008.
	TVAAS scores for “all students” have 3 year averages that meet or exceed state average scores in all areas.

End of Year failure rate decreased from 32.4% of students failing one or more classes to 27% of students failing one or more classes from school year 2006-2007 to 2007-2008.
	TVAAS scores for “all students” have 3 year averages that meet or exceed state average scores in all areas.

End of Year failure rate decreased from 32.4% of students failing one or more classes to 27% of students failing one or more classes from school year 2006-2007 to 2007-2008.
	Just implemented at the beginning of this year.  No data available.

86% of all students having completed the Sopris Reading Program are now passing English 10.
	During school year 2007-2008:

139 half/credits and 24 full credits were recovered by students in grades 9-11. 61 half/credits and 12 full credits were recovered by Seniors.  51 Seniors would not have graduated on time without the credits they recovered.

722 students participated in the remediation program. 
	TVAAS scores for “all students” have 3 year averages that meet or exceed state average scores in all areas.  These standardized exams are based on state standards.
	During school year 2007-2008 10 seniors graduated on time who would not have graduated without their VITAL credit.

4 students graduated early during the summer of 2008 due to VITAL credits.  At least one of the 4 was considered at-risk of dropping out.

Survey’s show 54% of students and 76% of teachers are satisfied with Technology at Cookeville High School. 

	Evidence of equitable school support for this practice
	BEP/CIF monies are divided equally among all teachers.  All teachers in all subject areas are required to assess at the 9 weeks.  However, Benchmarks have not been developed/purchased for every subject area.
	Committee participation is required by all teachers in all subject areas.
	Completed for all subject areas.


	While we have purchased a specific program for reading, modifications and support for modifications is available for all subject areas.
	We have purchased PLATO software modules for most beginning level and intermediate level classes.  For classes where we do not own modules, teachers have created “packets” for students . 
	Teacher lesson plans are reviewed weekly and all teachers are required to link lessons to standards.
	The VITAL program is available to all students.  Monies are available for students who can’t pay for the program.

Basic technology has been provided in all classrooms and when extra technology (projectors, Promethean Boards, etc.) are available a committee determines placement.  “Extra” technology has been distributed to every department , however, not every classroom is equal.

	Next Step (changes or continuations)
	Continuation
	Continuation
	Continuation
	More teacher training and increased teacher “buy-in” for classroom modifications.

Implementing a “Sopris Type” Math curriculum.
	Continuation
	Continuation
	Higher ratio of Promethean boards to teachers.

Higher ratio of student laptop carts to classes.

Higher ratio of projectors to classrooms.

Increased promotion of VITAL.


TEMPLATE 3.1.b: Curriculum Gap Analysis

Setting priorities is one way to narrow a school’s improvement focus.  As we know, we have more needs than we have resources.  Priority needs can be identified through a Gap Analysis.  The process will identify the discrepancy, or the gap, between the current state – “What Is” –which is identified in your practices – and the desired future state – “What Ought To Be” – which is found in the rubric.  Completing Template 3.1.b (the gap analysis) should help school team members discover “What Ought To Be.”  

Completion of the gap analysis should enable the School Leadership Team to answer the equity and adequacy questions relative to curricular practices, also to be recorded in Template 3.1.b.

Template 3.1.b: Curriculum Gap Analysis
	Curriculum Gap Analysis - Narrative Response Required

	“What is” The Current Use of:  TIME, MONEY, PERSONNEL And OTHER RESOURCES  

(How are we currently allocating our time, money, personnel and other resources and building capacity around understanding and implementing high quality curricular practices?)

Time: Students who attend Cookeville High School and other Putnam County Schools attend school for 180 days per year. The schedule follows a balanced calendar of nine weeks of school followed by two weeks of break with a longer summer break of eight weeks.  Cookeville High School runs a six period day with 55 minutes per class with a 1 hour lunch period.  This extended lunchtime provides within the school day remediation opportunities.

Cookeville High School strives to move from a textbook driven curriculum to a standards based curriculum. The OnCourse Lesson Plan Management Program enables the teachers to post the standards used in each day’s lesson. Monthly plan time meetings are held to continually monitor the quality of curriculum and instruction as well as update, map, and prioritize the curriculum.  Frequent administrator walk-throughs provide ongoing support to the classroom teacher in the delivery of a standards based curriculum. Cookeville High School teachers participate in county wide vertical team efforts. Formative assessments in Gateway subjects are provided by the system through Discovery Education Assessment, formerly ThinkLink.

Money: At the beginning of the school year each teacher receives an allotment of BEP funds to purchase classroom supplies.  Each year a Spending Committee is formed to look at school wide needs and utilize pooled BEP funds. Request for major equipment purchases are made through the combined school portion of the BEP monies. For other items not covered by these funds, teachers use fund raising programs or look for programs to fund their needs.

Cookeville High School has a varied group of school adopters who often provide human resources when help is needed in an area. Some adopters request a specific department to help. The adopters usually help with the yearly Health Fair and Career Fair. The fairs are held during the school day to allow students the opportunity to talk to representatives of local industry, universities, vocational schools and health serviced programs.

Some additional revenue goes to the school general fund to be used where the need arises. These funds include revenue from vending machines and school photographs, which fund the copy machines.

The Virtual High School began in January 2008 and continues to grow. We also opened a Freshman Academy within our building July 2008. With the Freshman Academy came the addition of a ninth grade guidance counselor and an at-risk ninth grade counselor/graduation coach.

Putnam County Schools have established White Plains Academy to provide academic services to students who require an intensive individual plan of study.
Personnel: Personnel (professional/certified and ancillary/support staff) are allocated based upon prioritized needs of each program within Cookeville High School. The minimum standard for staffing is determined by state and federal compliance guidelines. Procedures are in place to ensure that all personnel meet state and national requirements (NCLB: Highly Qualified).

The principal continues to manage personnel in the most efficient and beneficial way by making appropriate teaching assignments (getting the right people on the bus in the right seats).  Cookeville High School utilizes 120 day teacher contracts and stimulus dollars as needed to provide adequate staffing.
“What Ought to Be” – How Should we be Using Our:  TIME, MONEY, PERSONNEL And OTHER RESOURCES

(How should we be allocating our time, money, personnel and other resources and building capacity around understanding and implementing high quality curricular practices?)


Time: A continued but increased amount of time should be spent to continuously assess and evaluate the effectiveness of our identified curriculum.  Ongoing research based professional opportunities should be provided according to identified needs. Focused content area sessions should be a priority.

The Tennessee Diploma Project and High School Redesign initiatives have impacted curriculum standards and assessments beginning 2009-2010. During this transition year, time should be spent on awareness of the changes as well as providing best practice training to ensure high quality teaching to meet the rigor of the new curriculum standards.

Money: In order to have more content based professional development in the area of curriculum, additional money is needed for professional training in identified curricular and instructional areas. Funding is also needed to compensate teachers for time spent serving in various capacities outside the school day. Examples of extended time activities include but are not limited to our district professional development committee, school improvement planning, curriculum mapping and prioritizing, and other committees requiring many additional hours.

We should continue to provide equitable funding and resources to each program offered at the secondary level. Equipment (computers, laptop carts, Promethean Boards, i-pods, etc.) should be continually updated and for the greatest impact on student achievement.  Additional equipment should be provided when enrollment increases dictate this need.

Personnel: There is always a need to add positions to better meet the challenges of additional curricular requirements. Lowering class size should be a priority when budgeting for the future. 

Teacher contracts and stimulus money shall be used to provide adequate staffing based upon the number of students enrolled at Cookeville High School.  Training personnel on how to work smarter and not harder is a constant goal.

	Equity and Adequacy:

Are we providing equity and adequacy to all of our teachers?

BEP/CIF monies are allocated for all teachers in all classes. Interventions are offered school-wide to all teachers and students.
Are we targeting funds and resources effectively to meet the needs of all of our teachers in being effective with all their students? 

All Interventions are designed for areas in which we need to improve.

All Interventions are designed for areas where benchmarks and test results indicate a need to improve.

Based on the data, are we accurately meeting the needs of all students in our school?

While our standardized scores are good in most areas, we do show some weaknesses.  Hispanics have negative gains in some quintiles in all End of Course areas.  We have created a transition class to assist these students as they are transitioned from the ESL program to the general education program.  
Almost all extra resources such as after school remediation, intersession program, lunch remediation, and summer school are targeted toward at-risk learners.  The lone exception would be a portion of the money spent on Virtual High School for advanced classes, as well as recovery and new credit courses to keep students on their graduation track.


TEMPLATE 3.1.c:  Curricular Summary Questions
The following summary questions are related to curriculum.  They are designed as a culminating activity for your self-analysis, focus questions discussions, and findings, regarding this area.  

Template 3.1.c: Curricular Summary Questions
 (Rubric Indicator 3.2)

	Curriculum Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	What are our major strengths and how do we know?

We have a diverse faculty as evidenced by the variety of courses offered, the number of Honors, Advanced Placement, and International Baccalaureate classes offered, the dual credit courses offered and our articulation with Volunteer State College and Nashville Tech Community College.  In addition, two areas of our Career Technical program hold industry certification.  Those areas are Auto and Carpentry.
We have developed curriculum maps in all subject areas.  All classes have been aligned to state standards.  

Cookeville High School teachers attended the sate provided roll out of current standards.  They returned to their home school and presented the material to Cookeville High School Teachers and other teacher within our system.   Professional Development has been ongoing in this area as the system plans and provides for continuous PD offerings in standard based instruction and curriculum pacing.  We use vertical and horizontal teaming to assure that all standards are covered and we have participated extensively with the STEM center at Tennessee Technological University.

We have implemented a Freshman Academy to ease the transition from 8th to 9th grade.  This program is new this year but our preliminary failure rates have decreased.  The Freshman Academy has provided a smooth transition for the students who participated.  The Academy has provided more personal contact with incoming Freshmen giving them the ability and confidence necessary to succeed and flourish in the high school setting.
We have strong community involvement as evidenced by a large number of school adopters and we have a thriving parent volunteer program with parents working in academic offices, classrooms, counseling center, and membership on various school committees.  We also have very active booster clubs involved in athletics and the band program.

We are utilizing the Explore, Plan, and ACT results to guide students during registration.  Our End of Course and Gateway scores are in general, above average.  We also have many students participating in the Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate  programs.  Our ACT scores are above the state average while we test a higher percentage of students than average across the state.


	Curriculum Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	What are our major challenges and how do we know. (These should be stated as curricular practice challenges identified in the templates above, that could be a cause of the prioritized needs identified in component 1.)

Our school is in need of upgrades in the area of technology.  Many of our computers will not accommodate the newest software issued with new textbook adoptions.  Some of the labs still have the same computers that were installed when the building opened in 1995.  Technology has and continues to be a focus.  Each teacher has been issued a laptop computer which will accommodate the new Power School Program.  We are now working toward every teacher having a Promethean Board.
Our faculty feels left out of the decision making process.  More faculty input is needed.
The faculty is an integral part of the decision making process at Cookeville High School.  Administration deals directly with teachers and department heads through meetings and other communication.  Curriculum decisions are heavily based upon teacher input.


	Curriculum Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	How will we address our challenges? 
We are working within the county budget and with the technology department to replace teacher desktop units with laptop computers to increase productivity, utilization and integration of technology in the classroom.

We are also working with the technology department to replace the aging computer labs with laptop carts for better utilization/accessibility of the equipment.

We have a student cart with 25 computers received through the LEAPS grant assigned to the Science Department. We will continue to seek grant assistance.

The technology department has assigned a full time technology assistant to Cookeville High School.

All teachers have been issued a new laptop.  Each floor also has a mobile computer cart that contains 30 computers.  The entire school has wireless internet access and printing capabilities.

We will continue to have monthly Department Head meetings to discuss goals and objectives for Cookeville High School. The Department Heads will take the information to their colleagues for input and report back to the Administration.

We will continue to hold monthly open forums during plan times to allow all faculty members to participate and speak their opinion toward topics of their choice.

We will address major issues through e-mail notification followed by a faculty meeting, which will also allow all faculty to have input into decisions made for the betterment of Cookeville High School.



TEMPLATE 3.2.a:  Instructional Practices

Template 3.2.a: Instructional Practices
 (Rubric Indicators 3.3 and 3.4)

	Current Instructional Practices
	Environment 

(identify practice)
	Academic Assistance (identify practice)
	OnCourse Lesson Planning

(identify practice)
	Technology
(identify practice)
	Fine Arts
(identify practice)
	Credit Recovery Program
(identify practice)
	Freshman Academy
(identify practice)

	Evidence of Practice (State in definitive/tangible terms)
	School-wide

Safety Plan require


One SRO Officer


Clean rooms (paid Maintenance Co)


SWPBS (School Wide Positive Behavior Support) for classroom  Management

Vice Principals

Decorated & Friendly

No Harassment/
Bullying

Tolerated

Rooms checked periodically.

ISS is now available during each class day for disciplining purposes.

SWPBS is now in place in the Freshman Academy with the plans for school wide implementation next school year.

	Paid Academic Assistance before and after school.

Teachers use ½ lunch period for remediation.

PLATO Lab, Learning Lab, Library hours with assistance.

Virtual High School (VITAL) Program.

Awareness of Standards.


	All teachers are required to use the OnCourse web-based lesson planning tool. 

This tool is also used to link lessons to state standards. Lessons must be posted at least one week in advance.  Students/Parents can access the web page and calendar portions of the planner which posts assignments (required) and other information as determined by the teacher.
	Computers are used in administration to maintain student data, print report cards, progress reports, etc.

Computer Labs and/or Mobile Lab carts are available on all floors for all departments.  A drafting lab is provided for the Career Technical program and a PLATO computer lab is used for remediation and to implement VITAL (Online Courses)  Power School is now in place to furnish  parents with grading information and teachers with attendance reporting.             


	Students have the opportunity to study choral and/or instrumental music, visual arts and theater art from the basic to the very advanced IB level.
	The PLATO computer lab is used before, during, and after school, during intersessions and during summer school for the credit recovery program.

(Remove intersessions as  no longer available)
	All new Freshmen students are currently enrolled in the Freshman Academy.
SWPBS has implemented punch cards for freshmen as a proactive reward system.

	Is the current practice research-based?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes.


	Yes.


	Yes.

	Is it a principle & practice of high-performing schools?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes.
	Yes.
	Yes.

	Has the current practice been effective or ineffective? 
	Effective
	Effective


	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective

	What data source(s) do you have that support your answer? (identify all applicable sources)
	Tardy/

Discipline logs.

Failure Contacts.

Teacher Surveys

Student Surveys
	PLATO Lab records.

Standardized test scores.  SPED assistance.  Graduation Rate.
	OnCourse Systems report of “hits”.

Parent and Student Surveys.
	Parent, Student, and Teacher Surveys.

ACT Scores.
	ACT Scores

Attendance Data

Graduation Rate

Scheduling Information

Department of Justice Report
	PLATO lab report to administration.
	Preliminary Failure Rates

	Evidence of effectiveness or ineffectiveness (State in terms of  quantifiable improvement)
	Attendance percentage has remained at 94%.  Failures have decreased from 676 (32.4%) in 2006-2007 to 589 (27%) in 2007-2008.

SWPBS has not been fully implemented.
	PLATO Lab helped 51 (68) Seniors graduate on time in 2007-2008.(2008-2009)  End of Course tests, ACT benchmarks were met. 722 students served in remediation.  309 students served with SPED accommodations.  Graduation Rate increased to 89.2% to exceed state improvement track.
	The capability of reporting “hits” has just been added this year and we have not yet received a report.

Survey’s show 62.3% of parents and 53% of students are satisfied with the information made available to them on school websites. This biannual survey will be repeated in 2010-2011 school year).
	62.3% or parents and 53% of students are satisfied with the information made available on websites created by CHS teachers and staff. 

54% or students and 76% of teachers have favorable opinions of the technology at Cookeville High School.  

ACT scores are above the state average at Cookeville High School.

(This biannual survey will be repeated in 2010-2011 school year).
	Youth ARTS Development Project, U.S. Department of Justice, 1996 says “there is a measurable impact on at-risk youth in deterring delinquent behavior and truancy problems while also increasing overall academic performance.”

For school year 2007-08 (2008-09)
ACT scores are above state average, Graduation rate is above the improvement track at 89.2%, Attendance is constant at 94%.  903 students requested a fine arts class to begin the 2008-09 school year. (This biannual survey will be repeated in 2010-2011 school year).
	In the school year 2007-08 eighty (12) students in grades 9-11 recovered ½ credit and 11 (6) students recovered one full credit. Sixty-one (68) Seniors recovered ½ credit and twelve (12) seniors recovered one full credit.  In summer school fifty-nine (23) students recovered ½ credit and 11 (6) students recovered one full credit. 51 of the 475 graduating seniors met their on-time graduation requirements due to credits recovered in this program.
	The Freshman Academy has been in place for 9 weeks.  At 4 ½ weeks there were 150 students in the Academy with one or more failing grades.  At the  end of the 9 weeks (1 year),  there were 110 students in the Academy with one or more failing grades.

At the end of the year of 550 freshmen, 515  or 93.6% were promoted to 10th grade. 

	Evidence of equitable school support for this practice
	School-wide Practice.
	School-wide Practice.
	The program is available and required for all teachers in all classes at Cookeville High School.
	All teachers have at least one computer in their classroom and all departments have access to computer labs or lab carts.  All teachers are required to post lessons online.
	Fine Arts classes are available to all students at all grade levels.  
	Credit recovery is available to all students free of charge for most classes in which the student failed with a grade higher than 59. Due to the hands on nature of Career Technical classes, CR is not available for those classes.  We have also been unable to find programs suitable to recover Foreign Language classes.
	All first time Freshmen are enrolled in the Freshman Academy.

	Next Step (changes or continuations)
	Fully implement SWPBS and Continuation of other programs.
	Continuation.
	Continuation.
	Continuation
	Continuation.
	Continuation.

Expand to Foreign Language when possible.
	Continuation.


Template 3.2.b: Instructional Gap Analysis
	Instructional Gap Analysis - Narrative Response Required

	“What is” The Current Use of:  TIME, MONEY, PERSONNEL And OTHER RESOURCES  

(How are we currently allocating our time, money, personnel and other resources and building capacity around understanding and implementing high quality instructional practices?)

Time:  Remediation-Thirty-two teacher have extended contracts to do remediation, in addition to school-wide sessions, 30-minutes from lunch hour.  We are continuing Plato Lab to help students’ comprehension (before and during school hours) and as a means to earn credit on assignments and credit recovery for failing students.  Last year Plato Lab (term, before, and summer school) helped 61 seniors earn ½ credits, and 12 seniors earn 1 credit, helping 51 seniors earn credits toward graduation (2007-08).  During the 2007-08 year, 722 students participated in remediation.  The school also served 309 special education students.


Learning Lab is set up to help students with comprehension and makeup work, especially aimed for language/economically disadvantaged. 



Virtual High School is an alternative way to earn credits (can be done in school or at home).


IB Program (for advanced students) along with AP Courses and Honors target higher achieving students. 


Freshmen Academy (implemented Fall 2008, to help integration into a large school and four grade levels) along with vertical teaming and moved to 3rd floor so all students and team teachers can easily communicate,  Mentoring Program to train and advise new teachers; Intercession (makeup work and credit recovery) during the allotted 2-week breaks (covers one week); Summer School Program for failing students to make up credits; LEAPS (after school learning and enrichment opportunities primarily aimed at socio/economically disadvantaged students) was discontinued last year but we are looking to restart it (if funds and interest are available)
TIME

Teachers use thirty minutes of lunch hour for remediation and academic assistance for students that are “at-risk” or falling behind due to absence.  Plato lab is being continued to help student’s comprehension and for credit recovery for failing students.  Learning lab is set up to help students with comprehension and makeup work, especially those who are linguistically or economically disadvantaged.  Virtual high school is another alternative way for students to earn credits, which can be done at school or at home.  IB, AP and Honors courses target higher achieving students.

Freshman Academy is still being implemented in the Fall 2009 to help integrate students into a larger and greater age range school.  The Mentoring program is being continued to train new teachers.  Teachers are vertically aligned in teams so that they may easily communicate and participate in necessary conference meetings for School Wide Positive Behavior Support as well as student/parent meetings.  Summer school programs are offered for failing students to make up credits.  

Plato and Vital:

The mission of the Virtual Instruction to Accentuate Learning (VITAL)

Program is to provide students with a high quality, flexible, technology-based educational opportunity that allows them to maximize their potential to serve and participate productively in 21st century society.

Due to the graduation rate crisis, emphasis was placed on seniors’ completion.  VITAL Credit Recovery (CR) was used instead of Plato for many of our students.

Of the 68 seniors who were able to graduate 09, 68 seniors received 1/2 credits, 12 seniors received full credits.  Of the 9th through 11th grade students, 12 students received 1/2 credit, and 6 students received full credits.  
Total there were 134 students involved in the Vital program for the 2008-2009 school year.  64 students in Fall 2008, 10 students in Spring 2009, and 51 students during the summer of 2009.

Credit Recovery (CR) students will be assigned to either a morning or afternoon (8:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. or 12:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.) required lab session with a Lab Facilitator (LF). Lab attendance for Credit Recovery students is not optional, it is mandatory.  When on campus, students must be in compliance with regular school dress code and behavior requirements. Students are required to attend the full three hour lab session they are assigned each day until they finish their course in order to get credit for attending.  Nine students completed credit recovery during summer school 2009.

Credit Advancement (CA) students have the option of being assigned to a morning or afternoon session with a Lab Facilitator (LF) or of working independently to complete their course if they have the recommendation of their guidance counselor, school site Onsite Facilitator (OF), building principal, and attend a special orientation accompanied by a custodial parent or guardian.  Although physical attendance in the lab is not required for students who gain approval to work independently, daily virtual attendance is.  Students, who are working independently, must be up to date in their coursework and weekly progress reports must demonstrate adequate progress (an average of 60 or better) as well as 5 days work logged per week.
Students who do not demonstrate adequate progress or fail to log in as required, will be notified that they must begin attending a supervised lab. Students must then begin attending lab daily until their grade improves.  When on campus, students must be in compliance with regular school dress and behavior requirements. Students who fail to attend lab once notified or do not attend lab daily until grades improve will be dropped from their courses with no fee refunds at the discretion of the Onsite Facilitator and Virtual Learning Coordinator.  74 students total were enrolled in summer school 2009 for credit advancement.  62 students earned half credits; 28 students earned full credits

Money:  Budget cuts by the County Commission has caused cuts in some programs.  The County was able to appropriate funds for new laptops for teachers. BEP/CIF funds are adequate for supplies and some new resources.
MONEY

Laptops are still provided for teachers and new teachers were issued laptops when hired.  BEP funds will be received and will adequately cover other necessary supplies and some new resources.  IB classes are currently being supported by stimulus money.  New Promethean boards have been ordered to accommodate 8 additional classrooms, funding is from district technology funds.
Personnel:  Personnel has been reduced by 6.

        All teachers are engaged in Academic Assistance


        One full-time teacher is engaged in Plato Lab, plus additional teachers are 



hired for Intersession, 


        Summer School (depending on numbers); last year they served 70 students.


        Two teachers participate in Virtual High School Program


        LEAPS (number dependent upon number of students enrolled) is not yet in 


force.

PERSONNEL
Due to budget cuts, CHS has lost 5 positions and an administrator.  All teachers are engaged in Academic Assistance during lunchtime, and often before and after school.  One full-time teacher is engaged in Plato Lab, plus additional teachers are hired for summer school programs.  Two teachers participate in the Virtual High School program.  One full-time staff member facilitates In-School Suspension.

Other Resources:  Workbooks (provided with textbooks)
and 300 computers for use.



         New Laptops are ordered for teachers with old computers



         Reading Program-the school purchased SOPRIS



         A new Freshmen Academy has started (Fall, 2008)



        SWPBS is in the works but not yet implemented:



        School-wide positive behavior support- CHS Freshman Academy is implementing this program this school year.

A major advance in school-wide discipline is the emphasis on school-wide systems of support that include proactive strategies for defining, teaching, and supporting appropriate student behaviors to create positive school environments. Instead of using a patchwork of individual behavioral management plans, a continuum of positive behavior support for all students within a school is implemented in areas including the classroom and non-classroom settings (such as hallways, restrooms). Positive behavior support is an application of a behaviorally-based systems approach to enhance the capacity of schools, families, and communities to design effective environments that improve the link between research-validated practices and the environments in which teaching and learning occurs. Attention is focused on creating and sustaining primary (school-wide), secondary (classroom), and tertiary (individual) systems of support that improve lifestyle results (personal, health, social, family, work, recreation) for all children and youth by making problem behavior less effective, efficient, and relevant, and desired behavior more functional.
OTHER RESOURCES

Workbooks are provided with textbooks and often include online programs that supplement the books.  There are 300 computers for student use located in both classrooms and computer labs throughout the school.  The school is still implementing the reading program SOPRIS.  SWPBS is now being implemented in Freshman Academy.  This includes posted matrices throughout the Academy halls, classrooms and other areas of expected positive behavior.
“What Ought to Be” – How Should we be Using Our:  TIME, MONEY, PERSONNEL And OTHER RESOURCES

(How should we be allocating our time, money, personnel and other resources and building capacity around understanding and implementing high quality instructional practices?)

Time – CHS is working hard to protect instructional time by having announcements made only at the beginning of first period, just before lunch and at the end of the school day.  The secretary in the main office now sends all announcements in an email to all classroom teachers.  The teacher is encouraged to share these announcements with the students.

The one-hour lunch period is also used to protect instructional time by providing a time during the school day for individual or small group tutoring and time to make up missed quizzes and tests.  Students no longer have to wait several days for the weekly academic assistance after school.  The longer lunch also provides a time for pep rallies, club meetings and class meetings.

The state mandated exercise program is taking time away from instructional time.  Parents should be responsible for seeing that their children exercise, not the school system.  

Putnam County should continue to provide in-service opportunities for vertical team meetings.  This allows subject areas to plan together so that every student is taught the same material regardless of the school he attends and also allows some leeway for individual teacher choices of material taught.  When students move to the next level of the course, they all have a similar level of knowledge

Plan time for teachers should be protected so that it can truly be a planning time.  By the time parents are called or emailed about their student’s progress and this information logged on the parent communication sheet; parents are called because their child has been tardy or misbehaved in class and is now assigned to lunch detention; assignments are prepared for parents to pick up because their child is absent from school, plan time is over for the day.  

TIME

CHS is saving instructional time by restricting announcements to only the beginning of first period, just before lunch hour and at the end of the school day.  The secretary in the main office now sends all announcements in an email to all classroom teachers, which the teachers are encouraged to share with the students.  

The one-hour lunch period is also used to protect instructional time by providing a time during the school day for individual or small group tutoring and time to make up missed quizzes and tests.  Students no longer have to wait several days for the weekly academic assistance after school.  The longer lunch also provides a time for pep rallies, club meetings and class meetings.  

Putnam County should continue to provide more in-service opportunities for vertical team meetings.  This allows subject areas to plan together so that every student is taught the same material regardless of the school he attends and also allows some leeway for individual teacher choices of the material taught.  When students move to the next level of the course, they all have a similar level of knowledge.

Plan time is a vital part of a complete and organized teaching environment.  With this in mind, actions that may include parent contact, student behavior issues, or other activities that may conflict with planning for class time should be limited or have specific time allotted to the teacher for completion.  

Money – In spite of teacher pleas to the Putnam County Commissioners, the school budget continues to be cut every year.  Budget cuts by the Commission prior to the start of school this year eliminated 20 teaching positions across the county – some of those affecting CHS. The French teacher laments the cutting of the French III class to make room for an additional section of French I. Funding was also cut for the technology department and for library acquisitions.  A dream year would be a fully funded budget.  

Funding should be provided for smaller classes of “at risk students” to give a class setting that allows the teacher to give each student more individual attention and to carefully monitor those students so they do not fall behind.  

There is BEP and CIF money for teachers to use to purchase classroom supplies.  Especially for new teachers, it would be very helpful to have some funding in place for classroom supplies at the beginning of the school year. 

Funding to support the costs of AP and IB exams should be restored.  In the past the system paid half of the exam fee and the student paid half.  Even with the option of monthly payment, some students cannot afford the price of the exams.  

MONEY

The school budget has continued to drop every year, resulting in cuts across the county, many of which are in CHS, in teaching positions and library and technology funding.  This year the school has lost most of its CIF funding, which most teachers used to purchase basic classroom supplies.  Having some funding in place for these items would be helpful to have at the beginning of the school year.

Funding should be provided for smaller classes of “at-risk students” for a class setting that allows the teacher to give more individual attention and careful monitoring of those students in prevention of them falling behind.

Restoration of support of the costs of the AP and IB exams should be considered.   In the past, the cost was split equally between the system and the student.  Even with the option of a monthly payment plan, many students are unable to afford the full cost of exam fees.
Personnel - Teachers see a need for smaller classes, but it is difficult to find the money to support the additional faculty needed.    The CHS faculty is committed to quality education for each student.  Since we are close to Tennessee Technological University, we do receive a number of student teachers and practicum students who bring a variety of experiences to the classroom.  
PERSONNEL

Teachers see a need to smaller classes, but it is difficult to find the money for the additional faculty needed.  The CHS faculty is committed to a quality education for each student in the school.  Since we are close to Tennessee Technology University, we are fortunate to receive a number of student teachers and practicum students who bring a variety of experiences to the classroom.

Other Resources – When our building first opened, all the labs were state of the art.  After twelve years of use by hundreds of students, lab equipment is wearing out.  There are not funds for replacement, but we wish there were.  Several rooms designed for computer labs have been turned into regular classrooms.  Many of our textbooks have internet sites that provide additional practice for students over the topic being studied.  Students often will work diligently trying to come up with an answer on the computer while just staring meaninglessly at a textbook exercise.

OTHER RESOURCES

Funds for replacement of science and computer labs are much desired by the school.  The labs were cutting edge twelve years ago, but have seen the wear and tear of the use of thousands of students over time.  Many rooms designed to be used specifically as computer rooms are now regular classrooms.  This creates an issue for classes that use textbook designated internet sites that provide additional practice for students over the current topic being studied.  

	Equity and Adequacy:

Equity and Adequacy:

Are we providing equity and adequacy to all of our teachers?  No, we are not providing equity because of class size.  There are teachers who are teaching six periods and have very large classes because there is only one teacher in that subject area.

Are we targeting funds and resources effectively to meet the needs of all of our teachers in being effective with all their students?  Most teachers receive funds from BEP and CIF to be used to purchase school supplies.  The amount of CIF funds is determined by class enrollment. Teachers continue to spend their own funds to purchase classroom supplies.  As the number of students receiving free and reduced price lunches rises, we see more students in class without adequate supplies.

Based on the data, are we accurately meeting the needs of all students in our school?  This is a continuous work in progress.  Our graduation rate increased for the 2007-2008 school year with 475 students receiving diplomas from CHS.  Adding the Freshman Academy should help freshmen to more readily acclimate to the high school setting and reduce the number of freshmen failures   Teachers are working together to keep freshmen on track for graduation in four years.  CHS is also working to challenge students in the upper grades through its offering of Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate courses.  
Are we providing equity and adequacy to all of our teachers?  With five, and sometimes six, completely full classes many teachers do not feel that they are being provided appropriate equity.  

Are we targeting funds and resources effectively to meet the needs of all of out teachers in being effective with all of their students?  Most teachers receive funds from BEP and CIF to be used to purchase school supplies.  Because this money is not given at the beginning of the year, many teachers have to spend their own funds on classroom supplies so that their classroom can function.  Many teachers ask the students for a classroom donation to help purchase those supplies, but as the number of students receiving free and reduced price lunch plans, we see more rooms without adequate supplies.  

Based on data, are we accurately meeting the needs of all students in our school?  This is a continuous work in progress.  Our graduation rate increased for the 2008-2009 school year with 476 students receiving diplomas from CHS.  Adding the Freshman Academy should help freshmen acclimate to the high school setting and reduce the number of freshmen failures.  Teachers are working together to keep freshmen on track for graduation in four years.  CHS is also working to challenge students in the grades through offering Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate coursees.




TEMPLATE 3.2.c:  Instructional Summary Questions
The following summary questions are related to instruction.  They are designed as a culminating activity for your self-analysis, focus questions discussions, and findings, regarding this area.  

Template 3.2.c: Instructional Summary Questions
 (Rubric Indicator 3.4)

	Instructional Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	What are our major strengths and how do we know?
We have a safe school according to Teacher and Student survey’s.  We have above state and national average ACT scores according to ACT statistics.  This indicates a rigorous course of study.  We have an extensive extended learning program which assisted 722 individual students throughout last year according to end of year statistics kept by CHS and the Putnam County.  

We have a safe school according to Teacher and Student surveys and administrative documentation.  We have above state and national average ACT scores; according to last year’s ACT statistics, our students scored a composite 22.5 as compared with a state average of 21.3.

 CHS implements a rigorous course of study which includes such classes as Honors, IB, AP, and dual credit in association with Tennessee Technological University and other surrounding post-secondary institutions.  We have multiple extended learning programs which assist individual students throughout the year.  These programs include Plato Lab, Learning Lab, intercession, credit recovery, before and after-school academic assistance.  Furthermore, individual teachers offer additional instruction during lunch each day.   Additionally, CHS employs a majority of highly qualified educators among its faculty and staff.  

We have in place curriculum that is standards-based and is reported weekly to the administration through the online Oncourse System program.  Current instructional practices include, but are not limited to, the following:  technology-based learning, cooperative learning, curriculum alignment, cross-curricular collaboration, differentiated instruction, etc. 

Evidence of implementation of these current practices include, but are not limited to, the following: documented administrative observations (both formal and informal); online courses through the VITAL program, the Learning Lab, and the PLATO Lab are used daily to enhance the learning environment; additional technology such as the Promethean Boards, mobile technology labs, etc.  Furthermore, cross-curricular collaboration is noted within the evaluation documentation.  Throughout the year, teachers of all subjects participate in Writing Across the Curriculum to further foster writing skills and higher order thinking.  Teachers meet regularly school-wide and system-wide to evaluate and align curriculum.  Further evidence of current instructional practices includes the implementation of differentiated instruction, starting at the department level and carrying to the individual classroom.

Our practices are in alignment with other high-performing schools based on International Baccalaureate and accreditation requirements of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools.  Members of CHS faculty regularly visit other high-performing schools in search of outstanding programs worthy of implementation.  CHS faculty complete yearly surveys to gauge the effectiveness of instructional strategies. 

                                        


	Instructional Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	What are our major challenges and how do we know. (These should be stated as instructional practice challenges identified in the templates above, that could be a cause of the prioritized needs identified in component 1.)

Continued improvement of the Graduation Rate to get off Target List
Our current challenges include but are not limited to the following.  There exists a needed improvement for college readiness as evidenced in the ACT benchmark scores.  Every faculty and staff member would like to see a reduction in the student teacher ratio.  With the help of analyzing the data, CHS will continue to identify at-risk students.  Teachers have been trained in creating score reports on TVAAS.  Faculty members would like to continue to see minimal classroom disruptions for disciplinary, behavioral, and organizational procedures.  The most important thing however, is to a continual improvment 


	Instructional Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	How will we address our challenges? 
To increase and improve the graduation rate at CHS, Putnam County schools have studied and implemented the use of PLATO software to help recover credit in classes that students have failed.  Plato is software that is used for intervention and remediation in math, English, reading, social studies, and science.  Students may use the lab for enrichment or may be referred to the lab for help or to recover a credit.


Students that did not pass a Gateway exam use the lab.  Many of these students have moved from another state that did not require state mandated tests.  They use the Plato lab to help prepare for the required testing in Tennessee.

Teachers may refer students for remediation in Foundations II, English 9 – 12, Algebra I and II, Geometry, Chemistry, Biology, U.S. History, World History, Economics, and Government.  Students complete modules constructed by their teacher and are required to obtain a mastery score of 80%.  Progress reports are printed for teacher use and for monitoring purposes.


The use of credit recovery has been used successfully in Smith, Bradley, Overton, and Maury Counties.  The students are required to apply to the program and must complete state approved curriculum to receive credit.  The goal is to encourage students to stay in school and finish the credits they need to graduate.  Cookeville is in the third year of credit recovery.  In 2008, 51 seniors graduated using the Plato lab to recover missing credit.  


In addition to the Plato Lab, CHS introduced the Freshman Academy during the 2008-2009 school year.  Research indicates that the 9th grade year is pivotal in preventing future dropouts.  The academy is geared toward helping freshmen integrate successfully into the high   

school curriculum and lifestyle.  In the 2009-2010 school year, the Freshman Academy continues to acclimate students to the rigors of the high school environment. Students are placed on teams and work in small group settings.  The work is hands-on and the student-teacher ratio is much lower.



To reduce overcrowding, leveling has taken place in many classes to decrease student numbers.  This leveling occurred during the first few weeks of school to adjust teacher rosters to appropriate student numbers.  No teacher at CHS has over 35 students in one class.  The school makes every effort to make the leveling efficient and easy for both the students and the teachers.  The counselors, teachers, and administrators carefully consider the needs of the students when making class changes.

In order to minimize student/teacher ratio, the Putnam County School Board will need to allocate funding for additional faculty.  

In order to identify at-risk students, administration will review scores from state-mandated assessments, such as EOC (End of Course) and PLAN and will develop individualized educational plans (IEP) as needed.

CHS has implemented an ISS (In-School Suspension) program in order to minimize instructional disruptions.  This program identifies behavioral/disciplinary needs, provides a modified environment in which students may continue their work with limited distractions.  These students also receive much-needed individualized instruction within the ISS environment.To limit organizational disruptions, such as school-wide announcements and club organizations, additional minutes are added to third and sixth periods to accommodate these announcements.
Furthermore, club business will be limited to lunch-time meetings and/or after-school gatherings.

The System Wide Supervisor in charge of attendance and truancy will continue work with administrators to monitor attendance and address attendance issues as they arise.
TEMPLATE 3.3.a:  Assessment Practices

Template 3.3.a: Assessment Practices
 (Rubric Indicators 3.5 and 3.6)

	Current Assessment Practices
	ACT
(identify practice)
	Benchmark Exams
(identify practice)
	End of Course/Gateway
(identify practice)
	ACT PLAN
(identify practice)
	ASVAB
(identify practice)
	Classroom Specific Exams
(identify practice)
	

	Evidence of Practice (State in definitive/tangible terms)
	Approximately 67% of CHS Seniors now take the ACT.  Beginning this year, 100% of CHS Juniors will take the ACT.
100% of CHS Seniors were given the opportunity to take the ACT during their junior year.  
	2 Benchmark formative exams are given in English 10 and Algebra I.  Gateway English & Math.

Two benchmark exams are given completely online in Algebra 1, English 10, and Biology.
	State Mandated End of Course and Gateway Exams are given in classes where required by the state.
	All 10th grade students are required to take the ACT PLAN.
	Administered during the first semester to Juniors and (Seniors who have not already taken it).  Used as a career inventory. This assessment is voluntary.
	Teachers are required to give 9 week exams.  Teachers also use various other formal and informal assessments.

Teachers use formative diagnostic assessments to determine the current performance of their students.  The data collected is then used to determine appropriate instruction
	

	Is the current practice research-based?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Is it a principle & practice of high-performing schools?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Has the current practice been effective or ineffective?
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	

	What data source(s) do you have that support your answer? (identify all applicable sources)
	ACT School Profile

TVAAS
	Failure Rate.
	TVAAS
	TVAAS
	Student Surveys
	Student Surveys
	

	Evidence of effectiveness or ineffectiveness (State in terms of  quantifiable improvement)
	CHS Exceeds both state and national percentages of students who attaining the benchmark score or higher in every subject area tested.
	We have used formative benchmark exams for 2 years.  In that time, the failure rate has decreased from 676 students (32.4%) with at least one failing grade to 589 (27%) students with at least one failing grade.


	End of Course results for all students show CHS is above state average in Biology and English 10 and not detectably different from state average in Algebra I.

Gateway results for all students show CHS is above state average in Physical Science and U.S. History and not detectably different from state average in Foundations II and English 9.
	CHS students exceeded the state average for an “Above” rating in all subject areas of the ACT PLAN.
	40.4% of students were satisfied or very satisfied with career counseling services at CHS.  40.7% were neutral on the subject.
	56.6% of students feel CHS teachers have high yet reasonable expectations of them.  33.9% are neutral of the subject.
	

	Evidence of equitable school support for this practice
	Program is available to all students with all students receiving one free exam.  
	All students in tested classes are required to take these assessments.
	All students in tested classes are required to take these assessments.
	All 10th grade students are required to take the ACT PLAN.
	Assessment is available free of charge to all students.  Students transferring to CHS after the exam is given or students who miss the exam for any reason as Juniors are eligible to take the exam free of charge as Seniors.
	All classes and all teachers are required to administer 9 week assessments.  Administrators review lesson plans weekly and observe classes formally and informally.  Assessments are one of the things checked during these observations and reviews.
	

	Next Step (changes or continuations)
	Continue to incorporate practice ACT questions into general everyday curriculum.  Consider ACT practice software for PLATO lab.
	Hire testing proctors; present results in a timely manner.
	Hire testing proctors; present results in a timely manner.
	Present the PLAN test results in a timely manner; provide to teachers in addition to students.
	Give individual student his/her career planning results in a timely manner;  tracking students after high school.
	More in-depth teacher inservices, workshops, and training; provide more funding for classroom materials & technology.
	


TEMPLATE 3.3.b:  Assessment Gap Analysis

Setting priorities is one way to narrow a school’s improvement focus.  As we know, we have more needs than we have resources.  Priority needs can be identified through a Gap Analysis.  The process will identify the discrepancy, or the gap, between the current state – “What Is” –Which is identified in your practices and – and the desired future state – “What Ought To Be” – which is found in the rubric.  Completing Template 3.3.b (the gap analysis) should help school team members discover “What Ought To Be.”  

Completion of the gap analysis should enable the School Leadership Team to answer the equity and adequacy questions relative to assessment practices, also to be recorded in Template 3.3.b.

Template 3.3.b: Assessment Gap Analysis
	Assessment Gap Analysis – Narrative Response Required

	“What is” The Current Use of:  TIME, MONEY, PERSONNEL And OTHER RESOURCES  

(How are we currently allocating our time, money, personnel and other resources and building capacity around understanding and implementing high quality assessment practices?)

Cookeville High School currently uses student assessments that are aligned with the Tennessee Department of Education standards based curriculum. Examples of these tests are the Gateway Exams given in Algebra I, English 10 and Biology, and End of Course Exams for Pre-Algebra and English 9.  The Benchmark formative assessments are given in Algebra I and English 10 at two points during the year before Gateway Exams at the end of the year.  The Benchmark tests along with individual classroom daily assessments, quizzes, tests, and semester tests allow teachers to readjust curriculum to meet the needs of each student/class. All English 11 students take a Writing Assessment yearly. Results of the PLAN, ACT, Advanced Placement exams, International Baccalaureate exams show areas of strengths/weaknesses in the curriculum.

Bi-weekly progress reports provide assessment information to students, parents, and other appropriate stakeholders. The increased number of reports informs everyone of progress earlier, so that adjustments can be made to increase learning and achievement. CHS holds two parent teacher conferences yearly. These are scheduled from 3-6 PM to allow more parents to attend. If students are failing, teachers are required to contact parents via e=mail or phone and logs of these parent contacts are kept on file.

The online professional development program offered through the STAR Center makes teachers aware of in-service opportunities. Our online lesson plans, available through OnCourse, correlate lesson objectives with state standards.

A PLATO Lab is available for remediation and credit recovery. Established in 1999, it was partially funded by private donations and renewal license fees apply as necessary. A full time director is on site. A Virtual High School was established in 2008. The system director and two facilitators are CHS faculty. In 2007, an in-service on ACT College Readiness Standards and methods for teaching students good test taking strategies was held at the beginning of the school year.

TIME

Cookeville High School teachers, students, and counselors devote extensive time to formative and summative student assessments aligned with Tennessee’s curriculum standards to direct teaching and learning  efforts. Among these, including retakes, are summative Gateway Exams for students enrolled prior to the 2008-2009 SY for Algebra I, English 10, and Biology, and End-of-Course Exams for Pre-Algebra and English 9.  Some special education students’ progress is assessed using alternative portfolios for Gateways and the Writing Assessment.  Formative Discovery Education Benchmark Assessments in 9th and 10th grade reading and math are given prior to Algebra I and English 10 End-of-Year exams. Timely standards-  and learner-specific data from Benchmark exams will be made available to teachers for prioritization and reteaching  purposes prior to English and math Gateways using Think Link software.  Formative, state-approved curricula assessments, quizzes, tests, and summative grading period assessments along with formal and informal classroom assessments allow teachers to readjust curricula to meet the needs of specific classes and learners. Results of the PLAN, ACT, Advanced Placement, and International Baccalaureate exams and eleventh grade Writing Assessments are provided to teachers to show areas of strengths/weaknesses in the curricula.

Putnam County students who were in reading essentials class in eighth grade were given the Sopris West Comprehensive Literacy Curriculum assessment to determine their reading level.  Students who scored below grade level were placed in one of three reading intervention class

sections, including one special education section, that uses the Sopris West Comprehensive Literacy Curriculum. 

English language learners (ELLs) entitled to classroom modification and testing accommodations are identified upon initial enrollment in state schools using the TELPA.  Every ELL takes the ELDA yearly to assess progress in listening, speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension and to determine continued eligibility for services.  All eleventh grade students take the state Writing Assessment yearly.  Two weeks of writing workshops with incentives for student attendance are offered to ELLs not enrolled in ESL class or eleventh-grade English.

Students and parents have continuous on-line access to classroom grades and information about upcoming quizzes and tests via PowerSchool. This constant feedback informs everyone of progress earlier, so that adjustments can be made to increase learning and achievement. CHS holds two parent teacher conferences yearly. These are scheduled from 3-6 p.m. to allow more parents to attend. PowerSchool training for parents to access their children’s information is offered through the Parent Involvement Committee at one of these conferences.  If students are failing, teachers are required to contact parents via e-mail or phone and logs of these parent contacts are kept on file.  Freshmen failing any subject are given one-on-one assistance in a pull-out intervention class.

MONEY   

Funding for most assessment-related initiatives above are funded through the school district or sources other than Cookeville High School.  Funding for the extended contract of the freshman intervention class teacher comes from the school budget. 
PERSONNEL

School personnel’s time and efforts are required for all assessment-related initiatives referred to in this section.  Professional development opportunities are posted and tracked online through MyLearningPlan.com.  Teacher lesson plans, posted online via OnCourseSystems.com, correlate lesson objectives with state standards. All content area teachers received a half-day training in aligning curricula with new state standards and assessment criteria in August 2009, and content-area vertical teaming and standards alignment meetings continue throughout the school year.  All teachers involved in standardized testing receive instruction in test administration from a counselor, and each teacher is responsible for correct completion of students’ personal information on each answer sheet.    One counselor is designated as responsible for ACT test administration, and another is responsible for all Gateway and End-of-Course exams.

A PLATO Lab is available for remediation and credit recovery, and a full time director is on site. A Virtual High School, established in 2008, includes the system director and two CHS faculty facilitators. In 2007, an in-service on ACT College Readiness Standards and methods for teaching students good test taking strategies was held at the beginning of the school year.

OTHER RESOURCES.  School facilities are used for all assessment-related initiatives referred to in this section.
“What Ought to Be” – How Should we be Using Our:  TIME, MONEY, PERSONNEL And OTHER RESOURCES

(How should we be allocating our time, money, personnel and other resources and building capacity around understanding and implementing high quality assessment practices?)

Professional development days should be allotted for teachers to study collective data from ACT and develop departmental strategies for improvement. Teachers need ready access to ACT and PLAN scores of their individual students at the beginning of each school year. Teachers need access from administrators to websites that contain all criterion-referenced test scores, student growth and progress. Scores need to be available to teachers in a timely manner. A system should be established that allows teachers to access a student’s individual comprehensive test history at the click of a button.  More access to websites with ACT and TVAAS data should be made available to teachers.  Access to such websites would allow teachers to view scores of students that have a learning gap.

A school wide testing coordinator should be hired to facilitate all state mandated testing.  Testing proctors should be present during the state standardized test days for Gateway and End of Course

TIME

Professional development days should be allotted for teachers to study collective data from ACT and develop departmental strategies for improvement. Teachers need ready access to ACT and PLAN scores of their individual students at the beginning of each school year. Teachers need access from administrators to websites that contain all criterion-referenced test scores, student growth and progress. Scores need to be available to teachers in a timely manner. 
MONEY

Funding should be made available for assessment analysis.  Whether it is a person, a department, or computer program.  With all the emphasis on data, we need a more efficient way of using our data effectively.

PERSONNEL

A school wide testing coordinator should be hired to facilitate all state mandated testing.  Testing proctors should be present during the state standardized test days for Gateway and End of Course.
OTHER RESOURCES

Since CHS is a data driven school, once the data is desegregated, greater resources need to be available on implementing programs in areas that need to be strengthened.  

	Equity and Adequacy:

Are we providing equity and adequacy to all of our teachers?

BEP/CIF monies are allocated for all teachers in all classes. Interventions are offered school-wide to all teachers and students.
Are we targeting funds and resources effectively to meet the needs of all of our teachers in being effective with all their students? 

All Interventions are designed for areas in which we need to improve.
Based on the data, are we accurately meeting the needs of all students in our school?

While our standardized scores are good in most areas, we do show some weaknesses.  Hispanics have negative gains in some quintiles in all End of Course areas.  We have created a transition class to assist these students as they are moved out of the ESL program.  

While our standardized scores are good in most areas, we do show some weaknesses.  ESL students and students transitioning out of the ESL program have negative gains in some quintiles in all End-of-Course areas. A sheltered Algebra II class is available to ESL students this year.  Additionally, eleventh-grade ESL students not enrolled in an ESL or English class are being offered an incentive for attending a 2-week writing workshop to better prepare them for the Writing Assessment.

Almost all extra resources such as after school remediation, intersession program, lunch remediation, and summer school are targeted toward at-risk learners.  The lone exception would be a portion of the money spent on Virtual High School for advanced classes.




TEMPLATE 3.3.c:  Assessment Summary Questions

The following summary questions are related to assessment.  They are designed as a culminating activity for your self-analysis, focus questions discussions, and findings, regarding this area.

Template 3.3.c: Assessment Summary Questions
 (Rubric Indicator 3.6)

	Assessment Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	What are our major strengths and how do we know?

At Cookeville High School our major strengths in assessment are proven by our statistics.  Reports cards show that CHS has preformed higher on CRTs than state averages on a yearly basis.  On CRTs in reading CHS has had 6.5% below proficient; the state had an 11.5%.  At the proficient level, 21.0% for CHS and 47.1% for the state.  Above proficient or advance at CHS is at 73.0%, the state average is 41.0%.  The total proficient to advanced at CHS is 94% compared to the state’s average of 87.3%.  Clearly, CHS stands out as a very strong achiever in CRTs, proven by the high percentage of advanced students at the school.  

A second strength at CHS is using Freshman Academy, a new program for our incoming ninth graders, to help the students become acquainted with the school.  This is not only improving the behavior of the students, they are also gaining ground on their studies, which will, in turn, improve their assessment scores.

Currently, teachers send out bi-weekly progress reports.  These notify students and parents of the students’ grades to allow for future preparation for assessment where the student may be falling behind in certain subject areas.  This will have the end result of help our students raise their scores in all areas of assessment and aids in quicker referral of at-risk students.

Currently, teachers are sending out mid 9 week progress reports.  We no longer have a need to send out such frequent progress reports due to the capabilities of Power School.  Power School is web based and teachers are using this to communicate in real time to parents.  Parents are able to log on and see their child’s current grade, attendance, school bulletin, and comments from teachers.

All teachers have taken in-service hours aimed at assessment.  The most recent was ACT Readiness in July of 2008.  This course focused on preparing students for the ACT in all classrooms through cross-curriculum lessons.  New teachers are given orientation meetings, the most recent of which was in September that inform how to read assessment scores and how to use them in the classroom.

Our teachers at CHS use a multitude of individual classroom assessments.  These range from free-response, essay and portfolio in classes such as History, English and Art, and the use of authentic hands-on, peer evaluation, verbal and informal in areas of Math and Science.  The use of so many forms of individual classroom assessments insures that our students have any testing styles that they may need.  Teachers also make curriculum and assessment accommodations and modifications where necessary to help a student succeed.  This may include oral testing, limited answer testing, and peer assisted testing.




	Assessment Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	What are our major challenges and how do we know. (These should be stated as assessment practice challenges identified in the templates above, that could be a cause of the prioritized needs identified in component 1.)

A major challenge teachers face is the ease of access to CRT and state testing scores.  In order to apply the data received to their class studies, they must receive the information early on in the school year and be given mandatory access to the information.  Currently, most teachers do not have access to the test results as the websites that contain the information withhold to those without a username and password.  These are only given to administrators.  For the assessments to reach full potential they need to be used to analyze gaps in teachers’ curriculum.  This can only be done when the teachers have access to the testing scores.  
All CHS teachers have access to state test scores.  In-Services have been directed to inform teachers on utilizing the TVAAS website.  Teachers are encouraged to create individual reports relating testing data to their current classes.  A major challenge is fully utilizing the information available to us from TVAAS.  



	Assessment Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	How will we address our challenges? 
In order to address our challenge, we must have easy access to state standardized and CRT test scores.  When granted the access the teachers can apply the data of individual students to their curriculum.  These scores can show the individual yearly growth of students and can predict the ACT scores of the students.  This will allow them to know where they may have learning gaps and to raise their knowledge of the areas needed.  Websites that would be useful to teachers include:  www.tnors.turnleaf.com, www.state.tn.us/education,  www.act.org.  

Effective professional development would help our faculty to feel confident using the TVAAS website.  Quality professional development would help bridge the gap between the availability of information and effective yet practical use of it. 


TEMPLATE 3.4.a:  Organizational Practices

Template 3.4.a: Organizational Practices
 (Rubric Indicators 3.7and 3.8)

	Current Organizational Practices
	Beliefs & Mission
(identify practice)
	Opportunities for Success
(identify practice)
	Time on Task for All
(identify practice)
	Professional Development
(identify practice)
	Diverse Learning
(identify practice)
	Extended Learning Opportunities
(identify practice)
	Addressing Educational Barriers
(identify practice)

	Evidence of Practice (State in definitive/tangible terms)
	Posted Mission Statement in Classrooms
	Virtual High School – Credit Recovery
	1 hour lunch for Academic Assistance
	County-Wide Inservice

CHS faculty and staff has access to PD360 an online resource for professional development.  The January 4th start up day is a classroom style teacher lead inservice.  This will help create meaningful professional development for teachers.
	English Language Learner Inclusion and English for New Learners
	After School Program, Intersession Program

After School academic assistance is available to all students, however, intercession will not be utilized due to a school calendar change.
	Parent Communication, Freshman Academy

	Is the current practice research-based?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Is it a principle & practice of high-performing schools?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Has the current practice been effective or ineffective?
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective
	Effective

	What data source(s) do you have that support your answer? (identify all applicable sources)
	Parent, Student, and Teacher Surveys.
	Credits earned through each program.
	Failure Rate.
	Teacher and student surveys.
	Grade Reports

End of Course Scores
	End of Year Extended Contract Report

Graduation Rate
	Parent Surveys and Grade Reports

	Evidence of effectiveness or ineffectiveness (State in terms of quantifiable improvement)
	In response to various parts of the Mission and Vision statements:

100% of CHS teachers are highly qualified.  59.6% of students are satisfied with extra-curricular activities while 12.7% are dissatisfied.  50.7% of students say CHS is a safe school while 13.8% say it is not.  91.9% of teachers say CHS is safe while 3% say it is not.  82.8% of teachers say we are preparing kids for the future.  56.6% of students say teachers have high but reasonable expectations while 9.1% say they do not.  45.7% of students say teachers provide a variety of learning activities while 16.7% say they do not.  53.1% of parents say they are involved in ways that are important to them while 15.8% say they are not involved.  31.1% had no opinion.
	In the school year 2007-08 2008 -2009 eighty (12) students in grades 9-11 recovered ½ credit and 11(6) students recovered one full credit. Sixty-one (68)Seniors recovered ½ credit and twelve(12) seniors recovered one full credit.  In summer school fifty-nine (23)students recovered ½ credit and 11(6) students recovered one full credit. 51  of the 475 graduating seniors  met their on-time graduation requirements due to credits recovered in this program.

During school year 2007-2008 10 seniors graduated on time who would not have graduated without their VITAL credit.

4 (6) students graduated early during the summer of 2008 due to VITAL credits.  At least one of the 4 was considered at-risk of dropping out.

1 student completed her  entire high school career in 2 years.
	Since 1 hour lunch was implemented in the middle of last year our failure rate has dropped from 32.4% at the end of the 2006-07 school year to 27% at the end of the 2007-08 school year.

 
	63.6% of students say teachers are knowledgeable about the subject they teach while 9.9% say they are not.  45.7% say teachers provide a variety of learning activities while 16.7% say they do not.  56.6% say teachers have high expectations while 9.1% say they do not.

95.3% of teachers feel that a variety of teaching strategies are employed at CHS.  97.7% of teachers feel they use instructional strategies that will help students be successful.
	Group scores for Hispanic students are positive in all subjects with the exception of English 9. Foundations II Mean = 6.9  English 9 Mean = -7.2  Physical Science Mean = 22.6

U.S. History Mean = 14.7.  This year we instituted a sheltered English 9 class which only ELL students are enrolled but it is taught by a regular ed. teacher with the ELL teacher cooperating in the class.  The only data currently available is 1st 9 weeks report cards.  No student in the class has a failing grade and the average grade is 80. 
	722 students were served in the after school and intersession remediation programs. 

Graduation Rate increased to 89.2% to exceed the state improvement track.


	At the end of the 07-08 school year, 38% of parents surveyed desired more frequent information from teachers.  We have implemented mandatory 2 week progress reports from teachers and we mail home mid 9 week progress reports and 9 week Report Cards.  Teachers are required to make parent contact for students making D’s or F’s .   The Freshman Academy was implemented at the beginning of this school year.  At the end of the first 9 weeks 41.2% of our Freshmen had a D or F on there report card.  For the same period in the 2007-2008 school year 46% had a D or F.



	Evidence of equitable school support for this practice
	All teachers have copies of the mission and vision statements.
	Credit recovery is available to all students free of charge for most classes in which the student failed with a grade higher than 59. Due to the hands on nature of Career Technical classes, CR is not available for those classes.  We have also been unable to find programs suitable to recover Foreign Language classes.

VITAL is provided free of charge to most students on fee waivers.  Other students may have to pay according to the class and number of credits they require.
	One hour lunch is set-up for the entire school outside the Freshman Academy.  Every teacher is required to use their extra time for tutoring students and to post their tutoring times outside their classrooms.  One administrator each day monitors the academic wings to check progress of tutoring programs.
	All teachers are required to attend county-wide professional development and to accrue at least 6 hours of professional development on their own each year.  Programs are offered to all faculty members free of charge throughout the year.
	ELL services are available to all students who are not native English speakers.
	These programs are available to all students free of charge.
	All first time 9th graders are enrolled in the Freshman Academy regardless of track or ability.  If an advanced class is needed that is not offered in the Academy, the student leaves the Academy for the specific class and returns to the Academy for the remainder of the day.

	Next Step (changes or continuations)
	Continuation.  New teachers need to receive copies of statements and more statements should be posted around the school.
	Continuation.

Expand PLATO to include Foreign Language when feasible.
	Reassess as more data is available.
	Continuation.

Expand offerings based on teacher surveys.
	Continuation.

Expand professional development to aid teachers of ELL students in regular classes.
	Continuation.  Expand to all subject areas.
	Continuation.


Template 3.4.b: Organizational Gap Analysis
	Organizational Gap Analysis – Narrative Response Required

	“What is” The Current Use of:  TIME, MONEY, PERSONNEL And OTHER RESOURCES  

(How are we currently allocating our time, money, personnel and other resources and building capacity around understanding and implementing high quality organizational practices?)

We are currently offering many opportunities for professional development in all areas of our curriculum.  Several days have been provided for a variety of curriculum based workshops for the entire faculty and staff.  

BEP/CIF funds are provided to all classroom teachers to purchase materials and supplies for their classrooms.

We have extra personnel for students that are at risk of dropping out. We are giving students the opportunity for extra help through learning labs, credit recovery, extra tutoring, and intercession labs during our school breaks.

TIME. We are currently offering many opportunities for professional development in all areas of our curriculum.  Several days have been provided for a variety of curriculum-based workshops for the entire faculty and staff.  

MONEY. BEP/CIF funds are provided to all classroom teachers to purchase materials and supplies for their classrooms.
PERSONNEL. We have personnel for students that are at risk of dropping out. We are giving students the opportunity for extra help through learning labs, credit recovery, extra tutoring, and intercession labs during our school breaks. We are also offering credit advancement opportunities through VITAL and Credit Recovery.  This year we are offering a sheltered Algebra II class for ESL students.  Eleventh-grade ESL students not enrolled in an ESL or English class are being offered an incentive for attending a 2-week writing workshop to better prepare them for the Writing Assessment.
OTHER RESOURCES

Technology is a key area for continual improvement.  We currently have eight Promethean boards, teachers are implementing those daily in their teaching practices.  Students benefit highly from their use.
“What Ought to Be” – How Should we be Using Our:  TIME, MONEY, PERSONNEL And OTHER RESOURCES

(How should we be allocating our time, money, personnel and other resources and building capacity around understanding and implementing high quality organizational practices?)

More content based professional development opportunities need to be available for all departments.  More money should be allocated for classroom instruction and resources. 

Regular Education teachers are struggling to give assistance to non-English speaking students that do not understand the language.  More professional development and assistance is needed for these teachers and students.

MONEY 

More money should be allocated for classroom instruction and resources such as teacher’s editions, ancillary materials, and classroom sets of graphing calculators.

TIME
Many faculty members have expressed the need for more instructional time that our current schedule allows.  When dealing with at-risk students, many teachers would like to have the same group of students for an extended amount of time.  Administration will look into this need for possible implementation next semester.

PERSONNEL 

Regular Education teachers are struggling to give assistance to non-English speaking students who do not understand the language.  More professional development and assistance is needed for these teachers to help these students.  Budget constraints hinder the hiring of more help, however an aid needs to be in the classrooms of students that are labeled at risk.

OTHER RESOURCES

Losing an administrator has affected our school tremendously.  Funding needs to be allocated for the addition of an administrator.  CHS would greatly benefit with the added position, as well as several more math positions.


	Equity and Adequacy:

Equity and Adequacy:

Are we providing equity and adequacy to all of our teachers?

BEP/CIF monies are allocated for all teachers in all classes. Interventions are offered school-wide to all teachers and students.

Are we targeting funds and resources effectively to meet the needs of all of our teachers in being effective with all their students? 

All Interventions are designed for areas in which we need to improve.

Based on the data, are we accurately meeting the needs of all students in our school?

While our standardized scores are good in most areas, we do show some weaknesses.  ESL students and students transitioning out of the ESL program have negative gains in some quintiles in all End-of-Course areas. A sheltered Algebra II class is available to ESL students this year.  Additionally, eleventh-grade ESL students not enrolled in an ESL or English class are being offered an incentive for attending a 2-week writing workshop to better prepare them for the Writing Assessment.

Almost all extra resources such as after school remediation, intersession program, lunch remediation, and summer school are targeted toward at-risk learners.  The lone exception would be a portion of the money spent on Virtual High School for advanced classes.


Template 3.4.c: Organization Summary Questions
 (Rubric Indicator 3.8)

	Organization Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	What are our major strengths and how do we know?

We provide a safe learning environment according to teacher and student surveys and we hold high expectations for students.  

We have a diverse extended learning program during and after the regular school day and during intersession and the summer and we have online opportunities which can be accessed 24/7.  Over 1/3 of our student body participated in extended learning opportunities last year. 

Our Freshman Academy has been designed to address parent and teacher transition concerns.  Increase parent contact and provide even more support for at-risk learners.  This support includes teaming students so that all teachers of a particular student can meet, during common plan time, and discuss student centered issues or meet with parents as a group.  In addition, teams keep binders of parent contact logs accessible to all members so that when one teacher contacts a parent, all teachers on the team will be aware of that contact.



	Organization Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	What are our major challenges and how do we know. (These should be stated as organizational practice challenges identified in the templates above, that could be a cause of the prioritized needs identified in component According to Parent survey’s we need more frequent sharing of information from teachers to parents. 

According to Teacher survey’s we need more frequent sharing of information from administration to teachers.



	Organization Summary Questions- Narrative Response Required

	How will we address our challenges? 

We have implemented two week progress reports to be sent home with students.  We mail home progress reports/report cards every 4 ½ weeks.  Teachers are required to make contact with parents of students who have D’s or F’s on their progress reports.  Contact logs are filled out and turned in to the office.  We have also used extended contract money to hire a counselor to work evening hours to make contact with parents who can’t be reached during the day.
CHS has implemented Power School this school year.  Parents/ guardians can privately access student’s grades at all times by going online to our school’s website.  Teachers can add comments to their grades, which parents can see as well.  Attendance can be checked, so parents/ guardians can ensure their students are in class.  Make- up work is easily visible as well if a student is absent.  School Counselors can view their assigned students grades that are not passing and communicate with parents who may not have internet access.  


	GOAL 1 – Action Plan Development

	Template 4.1 – (Rubric Indicator 4.1)                                                                                                                                                                        Revised DATE: 10/31/2008 11/1/2009
              

	Section A –Describe your goal and identify which need(s) it addresses.  (Remember that your previous components identified the strengths and challenges/needs.)

	Goal
	To meet and exceed the Graduation Rate Target of 88.6 for 2008-09, 88.8% for 2009-10, and 89% for 2010-11.

	Which need(s) does this Goal address?
	1. To attain a 2009 graduation rate of at least 88.6% and to meet our performance track goals to reach 90% by 2014.

1.    To attain a 2010 graduation rate of at least 88.8% and to meet our performance track goals to reach 90% by  

       2014.

	How is this Goal linked to the system’s Five-Year Plan?
	System Goal 1: To raise student performance.

1.1 Each school will exceed all state performance measurements.

1.5  Each school will expand existing and develop new intervention and remediation programs for students-at risk of not graduating.

	ACTION STEPS – Template 4.2 – (Rubric Indicator 4.2)
	IMPLEMENTATION PLAN – Template 4.3 – (Rubric Indicator 4.3)

	Section B – Descriptively list the action you plan to take to ensure you will be able to progress toward your goal.  Action steps are strategies and interventions which should be scientifically based where possible and include professional development, technology, communication, and parent and community involvement initiatives within the action steps of each goal.
	Section C – For each of the Action Steps you list, give timeline, person(s) responsible, projected cost(s)/required resources, funding sources, evaluation strategy and performance results/outcomes.  (For Evaluation Strategy, define how you will evaluate the action step.)

	
	Timeline
	Person(s) Responsible
	Required Resources
	Projected Cost(s) & Funding Sources
	Evaluation Strategy
	Performance Results / Outcomes

	Action Step
	Administrative communication with parents regarding truancy issues will take place by using the Automatic Caller telephone system.

Administrative communication with parents regarding truancy issues will take place via Power School parent access.  Further, parents may set up weekly emails to receive their son’s/daughter’s attendance information through Power School.
	Operational by 2nd Semester 2008-2009
	Marlen Weaver-Technology, Kathy Ligon- Assistant Principal Attendance, Debbie George-Attendance Clerk.
	CHS has a non-working auto-dialer.  We tried to implement an internet system last year but could not achieve integration.  Repair or replacement of the broken system will be required.
	$600 -$1000 if repair is possible. $3000 if replacement is necessary.
	Number of students absent will be monitored by attendance daily by the attendance office with formal percentages calculated and reported to the administrator in charge monthly.
	Increase number of parents satisfied with communications from school to at least 60% by 2010. 

Increase attendance rate 

Increase attendance rate to 95% by 2010.

	Action Step
	Administrative truancy action will be taken with student and parents when unexcused absences reach a total of five either overall or in a particular class.

Administrative truancy action will be taken with student and parents when unexcused absences reach a total of five unexcused absences in one class.
	Immediate and Ongoing
	Debbie George, Dr. Kathy Ligon, Billy Stepp, Ginal Hale, Lane Ward.

Jeff Comer.
	Daily Attendance Records
	0$
	Bi-annual review of truancy meetings between Cookeville High School assistant principals, Putnam County Schools Attendance Officer, parents, and students.

Review of monthly attendance rates.
	Increase attendance rate to 95% by 2010.

	Action Step
	Faculty are encouraged to communicate with parents via phone or e-mail when students are absent.  Faculty are required to post assignments on their websites. Upon the 5th absence, teachers will turn in a truancy referral form to Dr. Kathy Ligon or another designated assistant principal.

Faculty is encouraged to communicate with parents via phone or e-mail when students are absent. Faculty is required to post assignments on websites and to check Power School for missing assignments and up-to-date grades.
	Immediate and Ongoing
	All Faculty and All Administrators
	Phone access in workrooms for teacher use.  Computer access to all teachers for e-mail and website access.
	0$
	Teacher telephones logs and e=mail logs, truancy referral forms, and administrative logs f students attending meetings with school officials will be maintained in the office and shared with the principals for review.
	Increase number of parents satisfied with communications from school to at least 60% by 2010. 



	Action Step
	The PLATO lab will be utilized by students who are at risk for not graduating to complete assignments missed due to absence from school and/or to complete credit recovery assignments designed to fulfill the requirements for graduation.

The PLATO lab and VITAL will be utilized by students who are at risk for not graduating to complete assignments missed due to absence from school and/or to complete credit recovery assignments designed to fulfill the requirements for graduation.
	Immediate and Ongoing
	Darlene Hatcher,

Brenda Huffine, PLATO coordinators. All Faculty
	PLATO computer lab.  Continued access to PLATO software.
	$20,000 per year estimated.  Software + Computer upgrades and maintenance.
	Record of student hours engaged in PLATO Lab activities.

Record of completion rate of assignments and credits recovered by students.
	Meet graduation benchmark of 88.6% in 2009 and increase to 90% by 2014.

	Action Step
	Freshman Academy has been initiated to monitor individual student progress and to decrease the individual core course failure rate of the freshman class.

Freshman Academy is being continued to monitor individual student progress and to decrease the individual core course failure rate of the freshman class.
	2008-2009 school year.
	Lane Ward, Julie Smith, Karen Trentham, Academy Faculty
	Estimated 2 additional faculty positions to create academy.
	$100,000
	Assessment of Retention and promotion rates each semester. 
	Number of failures reduced by at least 10%.

	Action Step
	Virtual High School (VITAL) for credit recovery and grade advancement.
	January 2008
	Sharon Anderson, All Counselors, Brenda Huffine, 
	Virtual High School Coordinator (county-wide), School Lab facilitator, 1 mobile computer lab.
	Estimated $40,000
	Assessment of number of students gaining credits to graduate who would not otherwise graduate on time.
	Meet graduation benchmark of 88.6% in 2009 and increase to 90% by 2014.

	Action Step
	Encourage local, state, and national student competition both curricular and extra-curricular.
	Immediate and Ongoing
	All Faculty
	Buses for some competitions.
	$2500 supplemental.  Most costs to be covered by participants
	Parent/Student Survey Assessments 
	Increase Parent/Student satisfaction in school spirit to at least 75%.

Meet graduation benchmark of 88.6% in 2009 and increase to 90% by 2014.


	GOAL 2 – Action Plan Development

	Template 4.1 – (Rubric Indicator 4.1)                                                                                                                                                                        Revised DATE: November 2, 2008                          

	Section A –Describe your goal and identify which need(s) it addresses.  (Remember that your previous components identified the strengths and challenges/needs.)

	Goal
	CHS shall improve overall writing assessment scores by .02% by 2009-2010.

	Which need(s) does this Goal address?
	To increase overall Writing Assessment scores.

	How is this Goal linked to the system’s Five-Year Plan?
	System Goal 1: Raise Academic Standards and Student Performance.

1.1 Each school will exceed all state performance measurements.

	ACTION STEPS – Template 4.2 – (Rubric Indicator 4.2)
	IMPLEMENTATION PLAN – Template 4.3 – (Rubric Indicator 4.3)

	Section B – Descriptively list the action you plan to take to ensure you will be able to progress toward your goal.  Action steps are strategies and interventions which should be scientifically based where possible and include professional development, technology, communication, and parent and community involvement initiatives within the action steps of each goal.
	Section C – For each of the Action Steps you list, give timeline, person(s) responsible, projected cost(s)/required resources, funding sources, evaluation strategy and performance results/outcomes.  (For Evaluation Strategy, define how you will evaluate the action step.)

	
	Timeline
	Person(s) Responsible
	Required Resources
	Projected Cost(s) & Funding Sources
	Evaluation Strategy
	Performance Results / Outcomes

	Action Step
	All students will complete a minimum of two

practice timed assessments in English 11 courses in preparation for the 2009 writing assesment.

All students will complete a minimum of two

practice timed assessments in English 11 courses in preparation for the 2010 writing assessment.
	Dec. 2008

and Jan.

2009
	All eleventh

grade English

and ELL

teachers.
	Teachers will

need past

examples of

TCAP writing

assessments

and rubrics.
	$0
	Eleventh grade English

teachers will test and score their own students using the state mandated writing assessment rubrics. Statewide writing

assessment scores, 2009.
	Students will crease their overall scores on the state writing test.

	Action Step
	Before December holiday dismissal, counselors will

identify students who are below proficiency and provide information to relevant teachers in Grade 11.

Eleventh grade and ELL teachers will develop

strategies to raise the percentile scores of the focus

groups by .02%for the school year 2008-2009 by

integrating more writing through ELL classes.

Eleventh grade and ELL teachers will develop

strategies to raise the percentile scores of the focus

groups by .02%for the school year 2009-2010 by

integrating more writing through ELL classes.
	Implement 2008-

2009; expand

2009-2010; reevaluate

annually.
	All Counselors.

All English and

ELL instructors.
	Testing

Coordinator

will provide

teachers with

data.
	$0
	Writing Assessment

Rubrics. Statewide writing

assessment scores, 2009.
	Percentile increase in student scores by .02%.

	Action Step
	Target individual student needs through

achievement-oriented and differentiated curriculum.
	Implement 2008-

2009; expand

2009-2010; reevaluate

annually.
	ELL and all

English

instructors.
	Provide

teachers

access to prior

assessments.
	$0
	Statewide writing

assessment scores, 2009.
	• Percentile increase in student scores.

• Identify students who need further remediation to increase scores.

	Action Step
	Implement writing across the curriculum a minimum of 1 writing per nine weeks in all disciplines / content areas.
	Implement 2008-

2009; expand

2009-2010; reevaluate

annually.
	All faculty.
	Teachers will

need past

examples of

TCAP writing

assessments

and rubrics.
	$0
	Evaluation of writing must

be included in 9 weeks

grading periods.
	To strengthen student writing in core and non-core content areas.


	GOAL 3 – Action Plan Development

	Template 4.1 – (Rubric Indicator 4.1)                                                                                                                                                                        Revised DATE: November 2, 2008               

	Section A –Describe your goal and identify which need(s) it addresses.  (Remember that your previous components identified the strengths and challenges/needs.)

	Goal
	To Increase observed minus predicted ACT scores in Mathematics and Science Reasoning for all students in quintiles 1, 2, and 3 by 0.25 points each year.

	Which need(s) does this Goal address?
	To meet the minimum benchmark ACT score in mathematics and science reasoning required  for graduation.

To meet the minimum ACT score in mathematics and science reasoning required for earning an Honors diploma. 

	How is this Goal linked to the system’s Five-Year Plan?
	System Goal    1:  Raise academic standards and students’ performance.

                      1.1:  Each school will exceed all state performance measurements.

	ACTION STEPS – Template 4.2 – (Rubric Indicator 4.2)
	IMPLEMENTATION PLAN – Template 4.3 – (Rubric Indicator 4.3)

	Section B – Descriptively list the action you plan to take to ensure you will be able to progress toward your goal.  Action steps are strategies and interventions which should be scientifically based where possible and include professional development, technology, communication, and parent and community involvement initiatives within the action steps of each goal.
	Section C – For each of the Action Steps you list, give timeline, person(s) responsible, projected cost(s)/required resources, funding sources, evaluation strategy and performance results/outcomes.  (For Evaluation Strategy, define how you will evaluate the action step.)

	
	Timeline
	Person(s) Responsible
	Required Resources
	Projected Cost(s) & Funding Sources
	Evaluation Strategy
	Performance Results / Outcomes

	Action Step
	All math and science teachers will devote a percentage of daily class time to higher order thinking skills and/or application problems.


	School years:                2008-09

2009-10
2010-2011
	All math and science teachers
	Current texts and supplemental material
	$0
	Teachers will document that class time has been spent as prescribed. 
	1.  Identification of students who need further remediation to meet the stated standard.  

2. Increase observed minus predicted ACT scores in Mathematics and Science Reasoning for all students in quintiles 1, 2, and 3 by 0.25 points each year.



	Action Step
	Encourage use of ACT tutorial computer modules for all students, but especially those who are identified as being in the target group. 


	School years:                2008-09

2009-10
	Darlene Hatcher

Tim Martin

Darlene Hatcher
	ACT Online Prep Course
	$1030
	ACT data and computer lab logs
	Increase observed minus predicted ACT scores in Mathematics and Science Reasoning for all students in quintiles 1, 2, and 3 by 0.25 points each year.

	Action Step
	Encourage identified target students to attend academic assistance sessions at least once per week.  Parents will be notified of all ACT-related offerings and will be given an explanation as to how these will improve their child’s performance.  A collaboration with outside community resources, including  Tennessee Tech education students, Cummins, The Edge, etc. will be developed to provide additional tutorial manpower.
	School years:                2008-09

2009-10
	Math and science teachers

Wayne Shanks

Sarah Bos

Guidance Counselors
Math and science teachers

Wayne Shanks

Guidance Counselors
	Coordinator for tutors (Tim Martin/Sarah Bos)
Coordinator for tutors (Michael Meihls/ Tammi Hill)
	$0
	ACT data and tutoring logs
	Increase observed minus predicted ACT scores in Mathematics and Science Reasoning for all students in quintiles 1, 2, and 3 by 0.25 points each year.

	Action Step
	CHS math and science teachers will attend in-service sessions to learn how to improve study skills and how to implement technology in order to improve ACT scores.


	School years:                2008-09

2009-10
	Math and science teachers


	Tim Martin

Teachers
Teachers
	$0


	In-service hours will be monitored through MyLearningPlan.

com
	1. In-service will empower teachers to become more effective facilitators for their students’ learning.

2. Increase observed minus predicted ACT scores in Mathematics and Science Reasoning for all students in quintiles 1, 2, and 3 by 0.25 points each year.


Component 5 – The School Improvement Plan and Process Evaluation

TEMPLATE 5.1: Process Evaluation

The following summary questions are related to Process.  They are designed as a culminating activity for you to analyze the process used to develop the school improvement plan.
TEMPLATE 5.1: Process Evaluation

(Rubric Indicator 5.1)

	Evidence of Collaborative Process – Narrative response required

	What evidence do we have that shows that a collaborative process was used throughout the entire planning process?

Evidence that a collaborative process has occurred is the fact that three (3) surveys were completed by three (3) separate groups. A Family Friendly Survey was completed by three hundred twenty (320) families representing all four (4) classes at Cookeville High School (CHS). A student survey was completed by one thousand seven hundred sixty (1,760) CHS students. A teacher survey was completed by eighty eight (88) faculty members. During the whole school improvement plan revision, each faculty member has worked on a component of the overall plan.
A survey was not necessary for the beginning of the 2009 -2010 school year, however each survey will be repeated in the spring of 2010.  Results will be compared and analyzed.  During the whole school improvement plan revision, each faculty member has worked on a component of the overall plan.


	Evidence of Alignment of Data and Goals – Narrative response required

	What evidence do we have that proves alignment between our data and our goals?

Cookeville High School’s (CHS) unofficial graduation rate for the year 2007-2008 was 89.2%. That was above the improvement track rate of 88.5%. It can be predicted that the graduation rate will continue to the goal of 90% by 2014 if it increases at the same rate in the future. Since graduation rates are tied to attendance, this is another reason to expect a continued increase in graduation as the attendance rate has increased by approximately 1% for the last three (3) years. 

     TCAP writing assessment findings are in the 2nd quintile, and there was a mean decline of .01 compared to the previous year’s cohorts, which had a gain of .15. In the 3rd quintile there was a mean decline of .01 compared to the previous year’s gain of .07. In the 4th quintile there was a mean decline of .01 compared to a previous year’s mean gain of 0.0. In other words there was no gain.

     In the 5th quintile there was a mean decline of .12 compared to the previous year’s mean decline of .09.

In the Biology Gateway’s #1 quintile, females had a decline of 4.2 compared to the previous year’s cohorts which had a mean gain of 12.7. Also in quintile #1, the economically disadvantaged had a mean decline of 7.9 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s mean gain of 17.4. Special education students had a mean decline of 5.7 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s mean gain of 17.3. The above data doesn’t align with the goal of 2.5 points a year. 

     In the Foundations II End of Course 1st quintile a mean loss of 5.8 from the previous year’s mean gain of 4.6 was reported. The 2nd quintile had a mean gain of .7 from the previous year’s cohort’s gain of 6.3. The 3rd quintile had a mean decline of 4.6 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s gain of 7.6. 

     The English 9 End of Course’s 1st quintile had a mean decline of 3.6 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s gain of .9. The 2nd quintile had a mean gain of .6 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s gain of 1.3. 

In the U.S. History End of Course, the 1st quintile had a mean loss of 4.4 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s mean gain of .2. The 2nd quintile had a mean gain of .6 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s mean gain of 6.4.

The 3rd quintile had a mean gain of 1.1.compared to the previous year’s cohorts mean gain of 6.2. The 4th quintile had a mean loss of 2.2 compared to the precious year’s cohort’s mean gain of 3.4. The 5th quintile had a mean loss of 1.2 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s mean gain of 3.3. 

     ACT Math’s 1st quintile showed a mean gain of .46 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s mean gain of .85. The 2nd quintile showed a mean gain of .26 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s mean gain of .28. The 3rd quintile showed a mean decline of .30 compared to the previous year’s gain of .10. 

     Science Reasoning’s 1st quintile had a mean decline of .23 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s mean gain of .43. The 2nd quintile had a mean increase of .59 compared to the previous year’s cohort’s mean decrease of .29. The 3rd quintile shows a mean decrease of .47 compared to the precious year’s cohort’s mean decrease of .03.

In 2009 the baseline was adjusted; therefore, all changes in TCAP, Gateway, and EOC scores are with respect to an average of previous year’s cohorts.

TCAP writing assessment findings are as follows:  no change in the 1st quintile, in the 2nd quintile a mean gain of 0.10 exists.  In the 3rd and 4th quintiles no change exists, while in the 5th quintile a decline of 0.02 exists.

In the Gateway Algebra I scores, the 1st quintile, a decline of 0.4 exists, in the 2nd quintile, a decline of 6.6 exists, in the 3rd quintile a decline of 8.7 exists, in the 4th quintile a decline of 1.9 exists, and in the 5th quintile a decline of 4.3 exists.

In the Gateway Biology scors, the 1st quintile showed a decline of 9.7, the 2nd quintile showed a decline of 6.6, the 3rd quintile showed a decline of 2.2, the 4th quintile showed a decline of 1.9, and the 5th quintile showed a decline of 14.4.

In terms of economically disadvantaged students, a decline of 13.6 in the 1st quintile was shown.  Additionally, in special education, a decline of 13.6 in the 1st quintile exists.

The Foundations EOC was not given in 2009.

For English 11 EOC, the 1st quintile showed a decline of 0.1 while the 2nd quintile showed a gain of 2.7.  The 3rd quintile gained 1.3, and the 4th quintile declined by 1.1.  In the 5th quintile, a decline of 3.8 was shown.

In the U.S. History EOC, the 1st quintile showed a gain of 4.3, the 2nd quintile showed a decline of 2.6, the 3rd quintile a decline of 2.0, the 4th quintile a gain of 0.3, and the 5th quintile a decline of 1.9.

ACT scores are not available at this time.

The percentage of CHS students meeting the state benchmark exceeds the state average in all four areas – English, Mathematics, Reading, and Science Reasoning, and additionally meets all four in terms of percentage.

In English, 82% met the benchmark, no change from 2008.

In Mathematics, 55% met benchmarks, an increase of 9% from 2008.

In Reading, 65% met benchmarks, an increase of 2% from 2008.

In Science Reasoning, 33% met benchmarks, no change from 2008.

In all four categories, 29% met benchmarks, an increase of 4% from 2008.


	Evidence of Communication with All Stakeholders – Narrative response required

	What evidence do we have of our communication of the TSIPP to all stakeholders?

All faculty and staff members are familiar with the TSIP due to their involvement the collaborative process required to complete the plan. The mission statement and beliefs stated in the plan are provided to all parents and students in the annual CHS Faculty and Student Handbook and are displayed on banners inside the school at the beginning of each academic year. Goals are regularly communicated to students and parents via the newsletter that accompanies report cards each nine-week grading period. Additionally, the entire SIP is available for viewing on our school website, cookevillecavaliers.com.


	Evidence of Alignment of Beliefs, Shared Vision, and Mission with Goals – Narrative response required

	What evidence do we have that shows our beliefs, shared vision and mission in Component 2 align with our goals in Component 4?

Our goals involve improving graduation rate, Writing Assessment scores, and ACT scores in mathematics and science reasoning. All of these areas will contribute to our mission: to create life-long learners and responsible citizens. Earning a high school diploma is step on in becoming a responsible citizen. As ACT scores improve, students will be given opportunities to attend better colleges and receive more opportunities for financial assistance and scholarships. Improvements in writing scores will increase students’ abilities to communicate with others, which is a valuable asset after high school. In college or the work force. Actions steps to accomplish these goals involve in-service for teachers to learn how to improve study skills and how to implement technology to accomplish these goals. This fosters our belief that students must have the most highly efficient teachers and that students can learn and achieve in a technologically advanced society. Action steps to meet the graduation rate goal include implementation of various programs to encourage student attendance and involvement at school. These steps foster the belief that student should develop in all area, not just academics.


	Evidence of Alignment of Action Steps with Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Organization – Narrative response required

	What evidence do we have that shows our action steps in Component 4 align with our analyses of the areas of curriculum, instruction, assessment and organization in Component 3?

What evidence do we have that shows our action steps in Component 4 align with our analyses of the areas of curriculum, instruction, assessment and organization in Component 3?

In Component 4, goal 1 deals with the graduation rate goal of increasing by steps from the 2008 graduation rate of 88.5% until 2014 when our graduation rate must be 90%.  Action steps 1,2 and 3 deal with attendance and truancy issues which are major factors with our students who are not graduating on time but are not directly addressed in Component 3. 

Template 3.2.c addresses the analysis for action steps 4, 5 and 6 pertaining to the graduation rate. Action step 4 addresses the use of the Plato lab programs for credit recovery and remediation for students that need help to recover credits, struggle in preparation for state mandated tests and need remediation in course work.  Action step 5 addresses the introduction of the Freshman Academy to integrate the freshmen into the high school curriculum and lifestyle.  Research indicates that a successful freshman year is pivotal in the future success of a student.  Action step 6 addresses the use of the Virtual High School program, VITAL, as an alternative for credit recovery and credit advancement for students who have fallen behind in credits for graduation.

Goal 2 is pertaining to raising scores on the Writing Assessment given to 11th graders.  In template 3.3.a, our assessments are broken down in broad categories, (such as EOC, PLAN, ACT, Benchmark) but in Template 1.6: Report Card Data Disaggregation, the writing assessment deficiencies are broken down.  The action steps set yearly goals for improvement targeting groups and the process to help students improve their scores in quintiles 2,3,4, and 5.

Goal 3 is to increase observed minus predicted ACT scores in mathematics and science reasoning required for graduation and for earning an Honors diploma.  In Template 3.3.a, the ACT and the PLAN tests are referenced but Template 1.6 breaks down the assessments into specific areas with minus predicted scores in math and science.  The action steps target these areas with a definite plan for math and science teachers specifically as well as the other faculty to help make the necessary progress in math and science due to the impending required ACT graduation requirement scores.




	Suggestions for the Process – Narrative response required

	What suggestions do we have for improving our planning process?

The plan time committees have proven to be a successful tool for this faculty in our planning process.  In the action steps for our goals, there are on going evaluations to be completed by our administration, faculty and support staff.  As these are completed, our plan time committees will be more informed with TSIPP and be able to make our planning process more effective. 




TEMPLATE 5.2: Implementation Evaluation 

The following summary questions are related to TSIPP Implementation.  They are designed as a culminating activity for you to plan the monitoring process that will ensure that the action steps from Component 4 are implemented.
TEMPLATE 5.2: Implementation Evaluation

(Rubric Indicator 5.2)

	Evidence of Implementation – Narrative response required 

	What is our plan to begin implementation of the action steps?
The plan to begin implementation at Cookeville High School (CHS) will begin by using the automatic caller telephone system for communicating with parents regarding truancy issues. Biannual review of truancy meeting will be held between CHS assistant principals, Putnam County School’s attendance officer, parents and students when unexcused absences reach a total of five (5) absences either overall or in a particular class. CHS will review individual student attendance reports to measure improvement in attendance. Teacher telephone logs and e-mail logs, truancy referral forms, and administrative logs of students attending meetings with school officials will be maintained in the office and shared with the principals for review. 

     At-risk students will utilize the PLATO Lab to complete assignments missed due to absences from school and/or to complete credit recovery assignments designed to fulfill the requirements for graduation. The PLATO lab specialists are responsible for this.

     The Freshman Academy teachers will monitor individual core course failure rate of the freshman class.

     The virtual high school program for credit recovery and grade advancement was integrated in CHS during the 2007-2008 school year and will continue to reduce the number of failures in core academic courses. Students will attain a diploma for graduation. 

     Cookeville High School has added in-school suspension (ISS) for the 2009-2010 school year. ISS will allow students to complete work when suspended with the assistance of a supervising adult. A component of successfully completing ISS for each student is writing an action plan. Each student is required to write an explanation of his/her inappropriate actions and what he/she should do in the future to prevent further indiscretions. 

   Cookeville High School implemented a new school attendance and grades program. The new Power School program allows teachers to access the attendance and grades of each of their classroom students. This access will allow teachers to make sure that students are passing their classes and have acceptable attendance. In addition to teacher access, parents can also log in with provided passwords and see attendance and grades for their children. 

     Cookeville High School will continue with Academic Assistance before and after school for students who need additional assistance with their class work. Academic Assistance is designed to help students with core academic classes. 

     Cookeville High School implemented an all-together one hour lunch during the 2007-2008 school year. This format was altered for the freshman class in 2008-2009 when the freshman academy was implemented. Freshmen are required to complete a twenty-five minute seminar each day before being dismissed to lunch. Seminars were designed to help students with study skills, tutoring, enrichment, and character education. The rest of the school has an hour for lunch. During the hour lunch students can attend various teacher sponsored activities and clubs. In addition, each teacher is responsible for posting office hours in which students can make up tests or other missing assignments and receive academic assistance if needed. 

     Benchmarks are used with English and Math students. These tests are used to assess student progress and alter programming when needed. 

   Core academic teachers also use pre/post test for their classes to assess learning over the school year.

     After completing a year the Freshman Academy has met its goals. The number of freshmen earning five credits increased by 50%. Freshman attendance increased to over 95% school-wide. The number of discipline referrals involving freshmen decreased to less than 13% of total CHS disciplinary referrals.

Four students completed summer school in order to be promoted on time with their class. The remaining thirty-five freshman students were not promoted after starting the 2008-2009 year with five hundred and fifty students. 
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The VITAL program has continued to expand at Cookeville High School over the last year. The VITAL program has helped thirty senior students complete credits needed for graduation, allowing on-time graduation and improving overall graduation rate. Across the county, 33% of the class of 2009 enrolled in at least one VITAL course during their high school careers. During fall semester of 2009, eighty-one VITAL credits were in progress at Cookeville High. 



	Evidence of the Use of Data – Narrative response required

	What is the plan for the use of data?
The Leadership Team will convene to evaluate and examine our semester exams, nine week exams and our scores from the December and February Algebra I and English 10 Benchmark exams. In addition, the Leadership Team will compare trends and patterns in our failure rates to determine the best course of action.


TEMPLATE 5.3: Monitoring and Adjusting Evaluation

The following summary questions are related to TSIPP Monitoring and Adjusting.  They are designed as a culminating activity for the school to plan the monitoring process that will ensure that the school improvement plan leads to effectively supporting and building capacity for improved student achievement for all students.
TEMPLATE 5.3: Monitoring and Adjusting Evaluation

 (Rubric Indicator 5.3)

	Evidence of Monitoring Dates – Narrative response required

	What are the calendar dates (Nov/Dec and May/June) when the School Leadership Team will meet to sustain the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process?  Identify the person(s) responsible for monitoring and the role they will play in the monitoring process.
The School Leadership Team will meet on November 3, 2008, to initiate the action steps for the School Improvement Plan (SIP). Tim Martin, Chair, will assume responsibility for monitoring this meeting of the School Leadership Team. His role will be administrative; he will be directing the meeting to ensure the implementation of the SIP action steps. This meeting will take place on location at the Cookeville High School lecture hall.

The School Leadership Team will meet on November 24, 2009, to initiate the action steps for the School Improvement Plan (SIP). Michael Meihls, Chair, will assume responsibility for monitoring this meeting of the School Leadership Team. His role will be administrative; he will be directing the meeting to ensure the implementation of the SIP action steps. This meeting will take place on location at the Cookeville High School lecture hall.


	Evidence of a Process for Monitoring Plan – Narrative response required 

	What will be the process that the School Leadership Team will use to review the analysis of the data from the assessments and determine if adjustments need to be made in our plan?
The School Leadership Team will meet February 20, 2009, to analyze the practice assessment scores and to determine if students will benefit from additional practice assessments during the 2009-2010 academic year prior to the state mandated assessment.

     The School Leadership Team will also meet on May 29, 2009, to analyze the overall improvement of our assessment scores and to determine if adequate gain has been accomplished. They will also determine if adjustments need to be made for the upcoming academic year. At this time such adjustments will be implemented into the 2009-2010 SIP.

The School Leadership Team will meet February 19, 2010, to analyze the practice assessment scores and to determine if students will benefit from additional practice assessments during the 2010-2011 academic year prior to the state mandated assessment.

     The School Leadership Team will also meet on May 28, 2010, to analyze the overall improvement of our assessment scores and to determine if adequate gain has been accomplished. They will also determine if adjustments need to be made for the upcoming academic year. At this time such adjustments will be implemented into the 2010-2011 SIP.


	Evidence of a Process for Adjusting Plan – Narrative response required

	What will be the process that the School Leadership Team will use for adjusting our plan (person(s) responsible, timeline, actions steps, resources, evaluation strategies) when needed?
If adjustments need to be made, the School Leadership Team will meet and determine what adjustments are mandated. Then the School Leadership Team will set up a meeting with the chairman of that particular committee and those persons responsible for making adjustments. The committee will meet and make adjustments and notify the necessary people of these adjustments.


	Evidence of a Plan for Communicating to All Stakeholders – Narrative response required

	How will the School Leadership Team communicate success/adjustments of the plan to stakeholders and solicit ongoing input from stakeholders?
The School Leadership Team will communicate success and adjustments through the school’s website, report cards and newsletters sent to parents, and through printed copies of the report distributed to the entire faculty and staff at Cookeville High School. All stakeholders will be encouraged to submit suggestions or observations to the School Leadership Team.
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