
Edison Elementary 

CSC Meeting Minutes – October 6, 2011 

 

Welcome and sign-in 

CSC members: Sally Whitelock, Nadine Ritchotte, Mary Klute, Joan Wieser, Emily Pitman, Cindy 

Stroschein, Bret Hann, Dave Gesler, LeighAnn McSherry, Andy Schrant 

Additional: Ben Lusz, Kathy Senft, Lisa Meeks, Carrie Doyle 

4:30 Welcome by CSC chair 

 Meeting procedure-Work session will now be first on the agenda without anything off 

topic.  Floor will open up at end of meeting for other issues/discussions if necessary. 

 

4:35 Overview of superintendent’s forum from Carrie Doyle.   

 The 2 parent representatives are Carrie Doyle and Karen McGowin. They are to work as 

an information liaison between the school community and the superintendent.  At the 

last forum, the group looked at progress data for schools throughout the district with 

the SPF.  Take home point: DPS is showing real progress but still some schools are not 

where they need to be, there is still lots of work to be done.  Please give Carrie and 

Karen a call with issues that you would like to see raised. 

 

4:40  Community Forum update by Carrie Doyle 

 At Scheitler recreation center on September 24, we had a Community  Forum Summit, 

as developed by the Bill Fulton/Community Forum process.  The Community Forum 

group spent the summer creating buckets to address issues that have arisen at Edison 

and mission/vision was one of them.  This summit was the time to address this 

mission/vision bucket.  People supported vision that teachers had created last year with 

a few changes/tweaks.  A discussion of value statements showed three overlying values: 

Committed to being a collaborative learning community, committed to rigorous 

academics and character education, we meet the learning needs of all learners. There is 

a survey that has been sent out to all stakeholders to get voice from everyone.  Results 

of survey will be shared at the November CSC meeting and CSC will then vote to 

approve mission/vision.  Next PTA meeting will address the next steps-sharing student 

data (how do we move forward), sharing accepted HGT/GT strategies, models, best 

practices, so that everyone has all of the pertinent information. Then there will be 

another Community Forum conversation in November to discuss how we want to serve 

all students under one roof.   

 We should make sure that our language is correct for GT/non-HGT…how do people feel 

being a non-HGT?  How we address our groups makes a difference-should we define 

children with these names?  Language issue needs to be addressed. 

 



 

4:35  Answering of questions and discussion regarding school data 

 Achievement data- 

Growth rate separated out with GT information/traditional student info and special 

education info would eliminate some confusion. We have growth rate of GT as 

compared to everyone else, but not with special populations separated out. There is a 

difference in growth rate between GT/traditional students, white/minority student, free 

& reduced lunch/non-free & reduced lunch students. 

 School Performance Framework- 

Growth model explanation: test history starts in 3rd grade.  Growth model takes all 

students who performed at one level and compares them to all students across the 

state who performed at a similar level. Percentile ranked, so there are some statistical 

difficulties with the model.  Are kids making at least average growth compared to others 

who tested like them?  

While our performance ratings are fairly high, we are still in the red/yellow for growth in 

some places on the SPF.  Our UIP addresses what the teachers have discussed and what 

they think some issues could be, based on the data that we looked at. 

 

5:00 2011-12 Unified Improvement Plan 

 Questions and clarifications regarding the Unified Improvement Plan 

We walked through the data.  We met AYP in reading but did not meet AYP in math due 

to not enough students in special populations being PP/P/A (minority, free/reduced 

lunch). 

Median growth- writing improved a lot, reading is on track, math is below where we 

need to be. 

We met three of five goals on 2010-2011 UIP.  Math growth and gap goal were not met.  

Discussion of how we define who the kids are who fall in the gap.  Gap goal comes from 

outside of the school, although it is a reality, it is hard to measure. If we increase our 

growth throughout, the gap will decrease.  Teachers spoke to increasing all students’ 

background knowledge in every classroom through field trips, virtual field trips and 

classrooms discussion, with the goal that all growth will increase. 

 We walked through the data trends and root causes (see UIP) 

 Suggestions and recommendations into the 2011-12 UIP 

-p. 25-Discussion of the vision needs to discuss the things that have recently happened-

forums, etc. Do we need to add the parent piece?  Does this add to better achievement 

in the classroom or does it really go in the parent involvement, community section. It 

was decided that it goes in the parent involvement section.   

-Do we need to add ways to display authentic learning, not only testing based learning? 

 It’s on page 18 under implementation benchmarks.  We will add to the action step that 

discusses science/social studies and project-based learning, as well as keeping it as a 

bullet.  



 

-Building relationships between adults and children? Do we need to add?  We will add 

this to the PBIS part of the UIP. 

  

5:45 Questions and comments from non-CSC members 

 No comments 

 

Next meeting date: November 3, 2011 at 4:30 in the school library 


