
School Improvement Plan 
 for Student Achievement 2017-18  

 

School: Sweet’s Corners E.S. Principal: Valerie Horsfall 

  Vice-Principal(s):  

Area of Focus:  Literacy 
Overall Goal:    Students will improve the quality of their written output by learning and utilizing strategies to aid with topic development (i.e. Generating, gathering, and organizing ideas).  
 
Needs Assessment / Where Are We Now?? 

 
 
 

PLAN ACT ASSESS REFLECT 
PLAN: Needs Assessment 

Where are we now? 
ACT: Evidenced-Based Strategies/Action 

What are we going to do? 
ASSESS: Monitor/Gather Data 

How are we doing? What evidence do you have? 
REFLECT: Analyze/Reflect 

How did we do? Where to next?  
1st  CYCLE OF INQUIRY 
Starting June 29, 2017 

 
Data: % of students who achieved level 3 or 4 in writing on 
EQAO:  Gr.3 – 50%, Gr.6 – 67%. 
  
If/Then Statement:  If we use co-constructed success 
criteria/modelling/notice and naming, then students will 
improve their topic development skills. 
 
 

Actions will be outlined in the first three learning team 
meetings through the “SIPSA Monitoring Template” 

and summarized here at the end of the cycle – 
November 17th. 

 
Students have been planning and writing persuasive 
paragraphs.  Our data and observations have shown us that 
planners are often left blank or utilized as a rough copy 
rather than a place to generate, gather, and organize ideas.  
We have explicitly taught the importance of planning by 
utilizing a sports analogy (athletes warm up for their events 
in order to perform well; and writers warm up by planning 
what they will write before beginning).   Furthermore, since 
the generation of ideas is sometimes a stumbling block for 
students, we also gave them a list (written and visual) of 
events and experiences to help them look beyond the “right-
there” possibilities. 
 
The students co-constructed success criteria with their 
teacher and accessed the list during modelled writing.  The 
students would notice and name the parts of the paragraph 

Data Gathering will be outlined  and collected in the 
first three learning team meetings through the “SIPSA 

Monitoring Template” and summarized here at the 
end of the cycle – November 17th  

 
The team looked at a persuasive writing piece from a 
released question on the EQAO and compared the 10, 20, 
30, 40 answers.  The commentary at the bottom of the 
exemplars also gave more ideas to improve the success 
criteria that was currently in place. 
 
The students co-generated lists of pros/cons to a variety of 
topics and then chose a side.  The chosen ideas to support 
their stance were put into a graphic organizer and labelled 
as strongest, weakest, etc.   
 
For our first dip, using the current success criteria: 
-0/3 students used a planner 
-1/3 had a clear point of view 
-2/3 had three supporting details 
-0/3 used linking words consistently 

Reflections of Learning Teams work for cycle one will be 
summarized here at the end of the cycle by November 

17thand posted on Insite 
 

 
Our next step is to exercise the gradual release of responsibility.  
The idea generation, gathering, and organizing, thus far, has been 
with the support of class brainstorming and teacher directed 
templates.  The students will be prompted to create a plan using 
the suggested frameworks (list, sketch, etc.), which will be 
individually chosen.  They will also be reminded to make 
connections to personal experiences or to things that they’ve 
read, seen, or heard.  This will help with the idea generation. 
 
Students will continue to write persuasive paragraphs.  We have 
created a template using the success criteria that the students 
generated so that the students could have an “assessment AS 
learning” opportunity (self and peer reflection).  We’ve now 
added “logical order” to the success criteria so that they are 
thinking about the placement of strongest vs. weakest argument 

% of students who achieved level 3 or 4 in writing on EQAO:  Gr.3 – 50%, Gr.6 – 67%. 

In looking at the writing questions from the EQAO, where 50% or more of the students did not achieve level 3 or 4, we can see that “topic development” may be an 
area that we can focus on to improve students’ writing performance. 

Our Gr.3 report card data for writing shows that 42% did not achieve level 3 or 4.   

Our Gr. 6 report card data for writing shows that 50% did not achieve level 3 or 4. 

The detailed results of EQAO data for Gr. 3 indicate that 67% of the students who were level 2 in writing were actually 2.5 or above. 

The detailed results of the EQAO for Gr.6 indicate that 100% of the students who were level 2 in writing were actually 2.7 or above. 

An area of interest is that 36% (4) met the standard in Grade 3 but did not meet it 
in Grade 6. 

EQAO attitudinal data for Gr.3 shows that 45% of students like to write “most of the time”, and another 45% like to write “sometimes”. 

EQAO attitudinal data for Gr.6 shows that 33% of the students like to write “most of the time”, and another 50% like to write “sometimes”. 



that they were including.  During the writing of their 
independent paragraph work, students were encouraged to 
visually look at the success criteria and to cross-check it 
before handing in the product (paragraph). 
 
 

 

-2/3 students had a concluding sentence (although one of 
those was not specific) 
 
For our latest data, using the current success criteria: 
-3/3 used a planner (teacher driven) 
-2/3 focus students had a clear topic sentence 
-3/3 students had reasons to support their positions 
-3/3 students used linking words to connect their ideas 
-3/3 students had a clear concluding statement 
 

and we will have students determine this during the planning 
stage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We will also create student profiles for our student of promise, 
level 3/4 student, and student with a possible LD (identifying the 
strengths, needs, and mitigating circumstances, and strategies 
that might be used by the student and the teacher to support 
student learning). 

 
In French - Students will utilize the following sentence starters 
with known or new vocabulary: 
a)  Dans mon opinion… 
b)  J’aime parce-que… 
-they will add one supporting reason 
 

2nd  CYCLE OF INQUIRY  
Starting November 20, 2017 

 
Data:  Most of our focus students are achieving the 
success criteria (with teacher prompting and 
scaffolding). 
 
If/Then Statement: Posted by December 1, 2017 
 
If we explicitly teach students how to create a plan and use 
co-constructed success criteria/modelling/notice and 
naming, then students will improve their topic 
development skills. 
 
 

Actions will be outlined in the three learning team 
meetings through the “SIPSA Monitoring Template” 

and summarized here at the end of the cycle on 
 March 9th, 2018 

 
During this cycle the teachers continued to co-construct 
success criteria for the writing genre focus (French – menu, 
English – report writing and research projects).  One of the 
methods that was suggested in the book, “Knowing What 
Counts:  Setting and Using Criteria”, was to brainstorm what 
success would look like for the assignment.  These details 
and specifics were then grouped by the students into 
common themes.  This became the criteria for the project.   
 
  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Data Gathering will be outlined and collected in the 
three learning team meetings through the “SIPSA 

Monitoring Template” and summarized here at the 
end of the cycle on March 9th, 2018 

 
The team used an EQAO question and its coding sheets to 
score the focus students’ work.  2/3 of the students scored 
a Code 20. 1/3 scored a B (Blank).  Using the annotations on 
the coding sheets, we formulated specific feedback and 
delivered it to the students.  We are going to have them 
revisit their existing work using these suggestions. 
 
In French, 1/3 met the criteria, 1/3 was inconsistent with 
the criteria, and 1/3 was not successful.    

Reflections of Learning Teams work for cycle two will be 
summarized here at the end of the cycle on 

 March 9th, 2018, and posted on Insite 
 
 

The students are able to generate the criteria and details for what 
a Level 3 or 4 assignment would include.  The transfer of this 
knowledge to the product is still an area to improve upon. 
 
We, the educators, recognize that simply marking an assignment 
and giving feedback on the task doesn’t always transfer to the 
next writing genre.  For this reason, we are experimenting with 
giving feedback, both in writing and orally, DURING the process 
to help the students recognize how to improve in the moment 
rather than the “next time”.  We are wondering if this assessment 
AS learning approach will have a longer-term impact on the 
quality of the written work. 
 
For the student who had a blank assignment, a one-on-one 
discussion happened to help the student talk about some ways to 
work through “writer’s block”.  An opportunity to try to get some 
ideas down on paper was suggested and accepted. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
We also began to discuss the importance of feedback during 
the process (Assessment as learning).  Using a template from 
the same book, we scored the focus students’ work into 
categories:  Met/Not 
Yet Met/I noticed… and 
noted specific areas of 
strength and areas to 
improve.  We spoke to 
the focus students one-
on-one to debrief about 
their work and to help 
them understand 
specific areas to 
improve upon.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We plan to compare the first writing assignment with the second 
during the next cycle of inquiry to see how/if the feedback is 
transferring to the written work. 
 
In French, the students are moving on to a new project based 
learning opportunity.  Once again, they are co-constructing 
success criteria utilizing the same brainstorming/categorizing 
technique as before. 



3rd CYCLE OF INQUIRY  
Starting March 19, 2018 

Complete this section with any new data from your 2nd 
Cycle of Inquiry  
 
 
If/Then Statement: Posted by March 30, 2018 

 
If we use co-constructed success criteria/modelling/notice 
& naming, and feedback then students will improve their 
topic development skills. 
 
 

Actions will be outlined in the three learning team 
meetings through the “SIPSA Monitoring Template” 

and summarized here at the end of the cycle by        
June 15th, 2018.  

 
Students learned about the format of a news article and 
practiced this style of writing during the in-between work.  
Using an EQAO question, the students started with a planner 
and wrote a news article.  Then they looked at the 
exemplars and chose, in groups, which student work they 
thought represented the 10, 20, 30, and 40.  On another 
day, they gave feedback to a peer and did a self-evaluation.  
Using the exemplars as a model and the feedback, they re-
wrote the original article and we scored it at a learning team 
meeting. 
 
In French, the teacher was noticing that the students 
weren’t using the feedback from the rubrics.  She decided to 
use a rainbow editing strategy where the students would 
highlight the criteria in a certain colour and highlight the 
evidence in the written work in the same colour. 
 
At our next meeting we focused on quantifying our data.  
We used a “Pause and Think” strategy from the book: 
 

Our first step, as a learning team, was to develop success 
criteria for answering multiple choice.  We used Edugains, a 
TVO website, and our experience to develop our lists.   
 
Next, we went to the Gr.4/5 classroom and co-constructed a 
list together, using our teacher generated list as a guide and 
reminder to what we may want to see in the list. 
 
Then, we administered 10 “Topic Development” multiple 
choice questions.  The students then went back and coded 
whether they found the question easy vs. difficult.   
 
Later, with the learning team, we scored the answers as 
correct/incorrect and noted how many found the answers 
easy/difficult and the rate of accuracy. 

Data Gathering will be outlined and collected in the 
three learning team meetings through the “SIPSA 
Monitoring Template” and summarized here at the 
end of the cycle by June 15, 2018. 

  
The results of the EQAO new article question: 
 
Focus Student #1: (LD Profile) – 20 (Independently used a 
planner, which is an improvement) 
Focus Student #2:  (Inconsistent) – 30 (Used a planner, 
confidence increased when the student saw the examples) 
Focus Student #3:  (3/4) – 40 (Organized, paragraph format, 
use a planner) 
 
 
The results of this strategy: 
 
All students stopped and went through their work in a more 
thorough way.  The accuracy and accountability for their 
work improved immensely. 
 
In the second activity, we gathered the following 
quantitative data on topic development questions: (Focus 
Student 1 = LD Profile, Focus Student #2 = Inconsistent, 
Focus Student #3: = Level ¾).  We tried to put a variety of 
questions in the mix (some that should be easier (Gr.3) and 
some that would be more challenging (Gr.6). 
 

Question # Accuracy Easy vs. 
Difficult 

1 (Gr.6) Overall: 48% 
Focus Student 1: x 
Focus Student 2: √ 
Focus Student 3: √ 

E – 85% 
D – 15% 

2 (Gr.6) Overall: 25% 
Focus Student 1: x 
Focus Student 2: √ 
Focus Student 3: x 

E – 40% 
D – 60% 

3 (Gr.3) Overall: 57% 
Focus Student 1: x 
Focus Student 2: x 
Focus Student 3: √ 

E – 90% 
D – 10% 

4 (Gr.3) Overall: 67% 
Focus Student 1: √ 
Focus Student 2: √ 
Focus Student 3: √ 

E – 95% 
D – 5% 

5 (Gr.6) Overall: 50% 
Focus Student 1: x 
Focus Student 2: √ 
Focus Student 3: √ 

E – 85% 
D – 15% 

6 (Gr.3) Overall: 76% 
Focus Student 1: x 

E – 75% 
D – 25% 

Reflections of Learning Teams work for cycle two will be 
summarized here at the end of the cycle by June 15th, 2018, 
and posted on Insite. 
 
The teachers are noticing that the students are asking for 
clarification, seeking/using feedback, and referencing success 
criteria.   
 
We thought a next step may be to set the success criteria and 
gather a baseline of how many of these criteria they are achieving 
prior to the lessons/activities.  Then do assessments for learning 
along the way, using the same methodology, to measure 
achievement.  Finally, do a summative task to see if the students 
can independently apply the success criteria. 
 
We reflected on the benefits of students doing self-assessments.  
The teachers stated that this looks like students looking at 
success criteria, talking about it, and students re-directing 
themselves to the checklist.  Using success criteria allows 
students more control of their learning.  When they haven’t 
achieved the criteria, they recognize that it isn’t personal and it 
isn’t failure.  It IS learning!  There is also a meta-cognitive piece 
where the students better understand what needs to be done to 
achieve success.  We notice that students are initiating 
conversations about what to do to improve (rather than relying 
on the teacher), asking better questions, becoming more self-
reliant, and are starting to understand why certain criteria are 
needed to achieve success by seeing the connection to the 
learning goal. 
 
When analyzing data from administered questions, a next step 
may be to do a “Wrong Answer Plausibility Reason” analysis to 
discover the common misconceptions.  Co-planning targeted 
interventions to address these concerns would give teachers 
something tangible and intentional to try during the in-between 
work.  The teachers are wondering if the length of the question 
influenced the accuracy and may explore this in the future. 
 
The mind map gave us a forum to revisit our journey and reflect 
upon the growth both in teaching practice and student 
achievement. 
 
Teacher reflection on co-constructing success criteria and using 
the “rainbow editing” instructional strategy: “I plan to keep 
working on this because there is tremendous value in these 
approaches.  Students are empowered in their learning and 
recognize it as a process and not only a product.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
At our last learning team meeting, we mapped out our 
journey so that we could reflect on where we started and 
how far we’d come with our own learning and our foci 
students’ success.  Using the monitoring plans and 
PowerPoints from each learning team meeting, the teachers 
worked together to create a large visual of the learning 
experiences. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Focus Student 2: √ 
Focus Student 3: √ 
 

7 (Gr.3) Overall: 33% 
Focus Student 1: x 
Focus Student 2: √ 
Focus Student 3: √ 

E – 55% 
D – 45% 

8 Overall: 50% 
Focus Student 1: x 
Focus Student 2: √ 
Focus Student 3: √ 

E – 40% 
D – 60% 

9 Overall: 45% 
Focus Student 1: x 
Focus Student 2: √ 
Focus Student 3: x 

E – 70% 
D – 30% 

10 Overall: 80% 
Focus Student 1: √ 
Focus Student 2: √ 
Focus Student 3: √ 

E – 85% 
D – 15% 

 
After analyzing the Easy/difficult “Pause and Think” 
exercise, we looked at the most challenging questions for 
the students overall (#2, #7) based on accuracy.  The 
teacher planned some follow-up lessons to build these 
lagging skills:  Choosing the most appropriate opening 
sentence, and placing sentences in a paragraph in the most 
appropriate order.  One of the strategies tried was the “Tea 
Party” strategy by Kylene Beers.  This is a co-operative 
strategy where the children work together to put a story 
back together and to predict its plot, setting, characters, 
problem, etc. 
 
Another avenue that we may want to explore in the future 
is the children’s perception of the question (easy/difficult) 
and their accuracy.  Probing and asking further questions 
may give more insight: “What made this question 
easy/difficult for you to answer?”  Using this data during 
small group interventions can help students learn how to 
break down a question and cross-check their answers. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

    


