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                        St. Dominic’s College

Cabra

Dublin 7

Roll Number: 60731F

School Self Evaluation Report

1. Introduction

1.1 The focus of the evaluation

The focus of this self-evaluation is Literacy.
A school self-evaluation of teaching and learning with a focus on Literacy was undertaken in  St. Dominic’s College, Cabra, Dublin 7 during the period January to June 2014
1.2 The School Context

St. Dominic’s College is an all girls’, voluntary secondary school in the Dominican tradition under the trusteeship of Le Cheile Schools Trust.  We have a current enrolment of 875 students and this has remained stable over the last number of years.  Our students are drawn from the local Cabra and Navan Road areas and also from the Greater Blanchardstown area. We were designated ‘Disadvantaged’ but we are not a Deis school.

We currently offer the following programmes: - Junior Certificate, Transition Year, Leaving Cert Established, Leaving Certificate Applied and LCVP.


2. Previous evaluation undertaken 2011-2012:

A task group was set up as part of the “Forbairt” programme.  It was decided to focus on Literacy as an area for evaluation and improvement.

It was decided to focus on the First Year cohort and to test them to establish a baseline.

CAT scores were available to us from the Entrance Assessment.
The team used the NFER Nelson to test reading and comprehension age of all first year students.

All First Years were tested at one sitting in the library.

Test Results:
Of the 170 First Year students, 131 completed all elements of the Nfer Nelson 




Test creating our sample group.

Reading Ages were assessed in December.

The results of this test showed the following:-

Reading age for Sentence Completion ranged from 9 to 15 years.

Reading age for Context Comprehension ranged from 9 years to 15 years and 3 months.
(Results in full are attached in Appendix 1) 

Initial Action for Improvement:
The team focused staff on addressing the three levels of comprehension:

· Literal

· Inferential

· Evaluative

· Subject Departments identified question key words particular to their subject and appropriate to each level of comprehension.

· Key words were laminated and displayed in each classroom.

· Teachers were involved as reader role models.

· The school librarian was invited to the team meeting following which she drew up a list of popular books and provided lollipop prizes to library users. 

· The English Department promoted the annual “ Bookfest”.

· We reviewed progress after one month and decided to time-table specific reading classes.  We asked English teachers to focus on the writing framework element of the “Book Buddy”.

· Parents were advised of the project by letter and a recommended reading list for first year students was issued to parents. 

·  “Book in the Bag” was launched for all First Year students. 

· Three reading periods per week.

· A reflective journal (Book Buddy) and writing template was provided to all students.

· Weekly prizes based on reading involvement.
3. Progress made on previously-identified improvement targets
Outcomes:
The whole staff engaged well with this project.




Library use by first Year Students increased.




The First Year students engaged enthusiastically with the “Book in the Bag” 




Programme.




A sample survey from parents showed the following:

· 67% were aware of the “Book in the Bag” Project

· 28% were aware of the comprehension element of the project.

· 56% said that their daughter had been reading more since Christmas.

· Parents offered suggestions for improving reading levels of students and  promoting reading at home.

· 82%said that their daughters were members of the Public Library.

Summary Findings after second testing of cohort

	Reading Age - Sentence Completion

	Increase
	77
	59%

	No Change
	21
	16%

	Decrease
	33
	25%


	Reading Age -  Context Comprehension

	Increase
	75
	57%

	No Change
	29
	22%

	Decrease
	27
	21%


4   School Self Evaluation 2014
As a follow on to the work already started on SSE a Literacy Team was set up and a Literacy Coordinator was appointed.  It was decided to continue testing students but to do it in Second Year as well as First Year.  (CAT4 scores in verbal, spatial, quantative and non- verbal areas are available for all students from the entrance assessment which the students complete before entering First Year).
The first group of Second Years was tested on 10th and 11th April 2014 using the Hodder Access Reading Test.  The electronic version was used which made correction more accurate and efficient.  
Teachers and students were surveyed about the previous actions and their value.

The Literacy Team met on a number of occasions and discussed the effectiveness of previous actions.

5.
Summary of School Self Evaluation Findings

· Mean CAT4 scores for the First Year group ranged from 62 – 137

· Hodder Access Reading Test showed mean scores from 70- to 130+

· A pilot group of students was given a spelling test to ascertain the most commonly misspelled words in our school. Five words identified were – probably, a lot, necessary, separate and believe.
· The Teacher Survey   (46 Teachers responded)
44 teachers found “Book in the Bag” to be a very effective strategy.  Their comments were mostly very positive.
They did not rate the Key Words as highly. 15 teachers felt it was an effective strategy, 20 felt it was not effective and 11 were unsure.

Of the 46 respondents, 6 had taken their class to the library and 40 had not.

Most teachers (29) felt that parents were unaware of our Literacy Plan.
12 teachers were unsure whether parents knew about it and 5 felt that parents were aware of it.
The majority of teachers, 43, found it easy to include some element of literacy in their classes.

· The Student Survey (63 students were surveyed – questionnaire attached)
All students had read at least one book and nine students had read ten or more books.
A large majority (48 students) enjoyed the Book in the Bag Programme.
Most students (41) said that the “Key words” was not a good way to learn.

Approximately half of the students (32) said that they used the library.

The parents of 29 students were aware of the Literacy Plan.

49 students said that they learned literacy in other subjects apart from English.

Most students expressed a wish to continue with “Book in the Bag” (41), Reading Classes (58) and Class visits to the library (55). They did not want to continue with Key Words (36)

5.1 Strengths
· Attainment levels in literacy are broadly in line with national norms
· Students display a positive attitude towards reading

· Teachers are willing to embrace Literacy as a whole school activity

· The library is well stocked and a valuable resource.

· We have a part-time librarian


5.2 Areas for Improvement

· More use could be made of the library to encourage reading for pleasure, learning and research. Teachers do not take classes to the library.
· Discussion about books needs to be promoted and encouraged
· Spelling of common words is still poor in a section of the cohort.
· Reading comprehension skills need to improve across the cohort.
· Parents need to be more involved in the literacy plan.
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