
Rationale: In its most basic form, continuous improvement is about understanding the current state and formulating a 
plan to move to the desired state. The comprehensive needs assessment is a culmination of an extensive review of 
multiple sources of data collected over a period of time (2-3 years). It is to be conducted annually as an essential part of 
the continuous improvement process and precedes the development of strategic goals (desired state).  
 
The needs assessment requires synthesis and analysis of multiple sources of data and should reach conclusions about 
the current state of the school/district, as well as the processes, practices and conditions that contributed to that state.  
 
The needs assessment provides the framework for all schools to clearly and honestly identify their most critical areas for 
improvement that will be addressed later in the planning process through the development of goals, objectives, strategies 
and activities. As required by Section 1008 of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), Title I schools must base their 
program upon a thorough needs assessment. 
 
Protocol: 
Clearly detail the process used for reviewing, analyzing and applying data results. Include names of school/district 
councils, leadership teams and stakeholder groups involved. How frequently does this planning team meet and how 
are these meetings documented? 
 

Data is reviewed, analyzed, and applied by multiple stakeholder groups.  The School Based Decision Making (SBDM) 
council is made up of the principal, four teachers, and three parents and is selected through an election process by 
teachers and parents.  Our SBDM council meets once per month,  and meetings are scheduled in the early evening so 
parent and community stakeholders can attend.  The PAC consist of the Leadership Team (principal, guidance 
counselor, curriculum coordinator, special education building coach), a district representative, and teacher 
representatives each grade level and content area.  The PAC meets once per month after school to ensure all 
stakeholders can meet without interrupting instructional time.  PLCs consist of grade area teachers and meet weekly. 
The Leadership Team meets weekly as well.  Meeting agendas are provided in advance for each of the meetings to 
ensure that all stakeholders have the opportunity for input on continuous school improvement, data driven needs, and 
student achievement.   District leadership team members are invited regularly to attend SBDM, PAC, Leadership Team, 
and  PLCs to provide feedback on school improvement and using data to drive change in teaching and learning.   In 
each of these stakeholder groups, student achievement data is a priority for discussion to focus resources and staff 
intervention to meet achievement needs.  Achievement data is utilized by homeroom teachers and supporting staff, 
such as Title I teacher, curriculum coordinator, special education teachers, and special education cia, to plan high 
quality instruction and intervene in skill deficits.  Family resource staff meets family and basic needs and supports 
student attendance so that students are here and prepared to learn. 

 
Current State:  
● Plainly state the current condition using precise numbers and percentages as revealed by past, current and 

multiple sources of data. These should be based solely on data outcomes. Cite the source of data used.  
● Example of Current Academic State:  

○ 32% of gap students scored proficient on KPREP Reading. 
○ We saw a 10% increase among gap students in Reading from 2017 to 2018. 
○ 34% of our students scored proficient in math compared to the state average of 47%. 

● Example of Non-Academic Current State: 
○ Teacher Attendance: Teacher attendance rate was 87% for the 2017 school year – a decrease from 

92% in 2016. 
○ The number of behavior referrals has decreased to 198 in 2018 from 276 in 2017.  

 

Current Academic State: 
● The proficiency indicator for reading and math was 75.4. 

○ Overall reading scores increased from 54.4 in 16-17 to 59.9 in 17-18. 



■ Free and Reduced lunch subgroup scores increased from 50.7 in 16-17 to 56.9 in 17-18. 
■ Special education subgroup scores decreased from 41.2 in 16-17 to 39.4 in 17-18. 

○ Overall math scores increased from 52.7 in 16-17 to 55.5 in 17-18. 
■ Free and Reduced lunch subgroup scores increased from 48.7 in 16-17 to 52.1 in 17-18. 
■ Special education subgroup scores increased from 35.3 in 16-17 to 42.4 in 17-18. 

● The academic indicator for science, social studies, and writing is 67.9. 
○ Social studies scores increased from 44.1 in 16-17 to 56.1 17.8. 

■ Free and Reduced lunch subgroup scores increased from 38.8 in 16-17 to 52.2 in 17-18. 
■ Special education subgroup scores stayed the same from 16-17 to 17-18 at 40. 

○ Writing scores decreased from 50.8 in 16-17 to 45.6 in 17-18. 
■ Free and Reduced lunch subgroup scores decreased from 49 in 16-17 to 43.5 in 17-18. 
■ Special education subgroup scores decreased from 40 in 16-17 to 20 in 17-18. 

● The growth indicator was 18.2, second among elementary schools in Hopkins County. 
Current Non Academic State: 

● Behavior data improved from 16-17 to 17-18. 
○ The number of students with zero or one referral increased from 92.11% in 16-17 to 93.81% in 

17-18. 
○ The number of students with two to five referrals decreased from 5.07% in 16-17 to 4.42% in 

17-18. 
○ The number of students with six or more referrals decreased from 2.82% in 16-17 to 1.77% in 

17-18. 
● Teacher Attendance increased from 94.46% in 16-17 to 95.5% in 17-18. 
● Student Attendance decreased slightly from 94.04% in 16-17 to 94.02% in 17-18. 
● Employee Engagement data from Studer increased during 17-18 from a mean of 4.41 in the Fall to 4.52 in 

the Spring. 

 
Priorities/Concerns: 
● Clearly and concisely identify areas of weakness using precise numbers and percentages as revealed by the 

analysis of academic and non-academic data points.  
● Example: 68% of gap students scored below proficient on KPREP test in reading as opposed to just 12% of 

non-gap learners. 
 

● Special education subgroup students performed lower than the general population in the proficiency 
indicator, separate academic indicator, and growth. 

○ The general population scored 75.4 in reading and math.  Special education students scored 
54.4, indicating a 20 point gap in performance. 

■ Special education reading subgroup scores decreased from 41.2 in 16-17 to 39.4 in 17-18. 
■ Special education math subgroup scores increased from 35.3 in 16-17 to 42.4 in 17-18. 

However, this is a 13.1 point gap between the special education subgroup and the general 
population. 

○ The general population scored 67.9 in the separate academic indicator.  Special education 
students scored 46.2, a 21.7 point gap in performance. 

■ Special education science subgroup scores in 17-18 were 23.6 points below the general 
population. 

■ Special education social studies subgroup scores stayed the same from 16-17 to 17-18 at 
40.  However, the subgroup underperformed the general population by 16.1 points. 

■ Special education writing subgroup scores decreased from 40 in 16-17 to 20 in 17-18. 
○ The growth indicator for the general population was 18.2. Special education student had a 

growth indicator of 15.3, a 2.9 point gap. 

 
 
 



 
 
 
Trends: 
● Analyzing data trends from the previous two academic years, which academic, cultural and behavioral measures 

remain significant areas for improvement? 
 

Data indicates from 2015 to the present that achievement scores are continually rising  in reading, math, and 
social studies.  Growth continues to be on the rise as well.  However, special education subgroup data is not 
making incremental increases along with the achievement data of the general population.  

 
Potential Source of Problem 
● Which processes, practices or conditions will the school focus its resources and efforts upon in order to produce 

the desired changes? Note that all processes, practices and conditions can be linked to the six Key Core Work 
Processes outlined below:  

○ KCWP 1: Design and Deploy Standards 
○ KCWP 2: Design and Deliver Instruction 
○ KCWP 3: Design and Deliver Assessment Literacy 
○ KCWP 4: Review, Analyze and Apply Data 
○ KCWP 5: Design, Align and Deliver Support 
○ KCWP 6: Establishing Learning Culture and Environment 

 

The following processes and practices are focal points for EES general and special education students to drive 
instructional change and growth. 
KCWP 2: Design and Deliver Instruction 

● Teachers will make school visits to see high quality instruction and differentiation in action. 
● Teachers will increase small group instruction and station teaching to differentiate to meet the needs of 

each learner and increase student engagement.  
● Collaboration will increase in the classrooms through Title I staff, special education building coach, special 

education assistant, collaborative teachers, class size reduction teacher, and special teachers to increase 
the level of adult intervention available for struggling learners.  

● Testing procedures for ongoing assessments will be streamlined to increase instructional time. 
● Teachers will use formative and summative data to place, group/regroup, and instruct students to ensure 

streamlined instruction in differentiated small groups. 
● Teachers will track assessment data and discuss regularly in PLCs to make instructional adjustments.  
● Family resource center will support basic needs and attendance so students are here and ready to receive 

instruction. 

 
Strengths/Leverages 
● Plainly state, using precise numbers and percentages revealed by current data.  

● Example: Graduation rate has increased from 67% the last five years to its current rate of 98%. 
 

● Overall reading scores increased from 54.4 in 16-17 to 59.9 in 17-18. 
● Overall math scores increased from 52.7 in 16-17 to 55.5 in 17-18. 
● Social studies scores increased from 44.1 in 16-17 to 56.1 17.8. 
● Behavior data improved from 16-17 to 17-18. 

○ The number of students with zero or one referral increased from 92.11% in 16-17 to 93.81% in 
17-18. 

○ The number of students with two to five referrals decreased from 5.07% in 16-17 to 4.42% in 
17-18. 

○ The number of students with six or more referrals decreased from 2.82% in 16-17 to 1.77% in 

https://education.ky.gov/school/csip/Documents/KCWP%201%20Strategic%20Design%20and%20Deploy%20Standards.pdf
https://education.ky.gov/school/csip/Documents/KCWP%202%20Strategic%20Design%20and%20Deploy%20Instruction.pdf
https://education.ky.gov/school/csip/Documents/KCWP%203%20Strategic%20Design%20and%20Deploy%20Assessment%20Literacy.pdf
https://education.ky.gov/school/csip/Documents/KCWP%204%20Strategic%20Review%20Analyze%20and%20Apply%20Data.pdf
https://education.ky.gov/school/csip/Documents/KCWP%205%20Strategic%20Design%20Align%20Deliver%20Support%20Processes.pdf
https://education.ky.gov/school/csip/Documents/KCWP%206%20Strategic%20Establish%20Learning%20Culture%20and%20Environment.pdf


17-18. 
● Teacher Attendance increased from 94.46% in 16-17 to 95.5% in 17-18. 
● Employee Engagement data from Studer increased during 17-18 from a mean of 4.41 in the Fall to 4.52 in 

the Spring. 
 

 


