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I .  Overv iew of  School:  
 
Scenic farmland surrounds our community, which is situated between Battle 
Creek and Coldwater.  The City was named “Union City” due to the geographical 
location where the “St. Joseph” and “Coldwater” Rivers meet.  This was a popular 
riverboat town in the 1800’s and had several large hotels at that time.  Union City 
Elementary School was built in 1953.  In 2006-2007, Union City Elementary 
served just over 400 students.  Kindergarten through fourth grade students 
came from the village of Union City, and neighboring Sherwood and Burlington 
Townships, as well as those who selected to attend as a School of Choice student. 
Our staff includes 17 regular education staff, two special education teachers, 
two Reading Recovery teachers, one Reading First Literacy Coach, one music 
teacher, one physical education teacher, one half time art teacher, one library 
clerk, two hearing impaired QAII interpreters, eleven paraprofessionals, two 
literacy aids, two secretaries, one Counselor, a Responsibility Room Supervisor, 
two custodians, and one principal.             
 
Union City Elementary continues to embrace a school reform initiative, based on 
previous work (and affirmation) with the Michigan Coalition of Essential Schools.  
Part of our mission continues to maintain a positive learning environment for all 
members.  Affirmation means we’ve sustained positive growth based on 
researched strategies to increase student achievement. 
 
At the District Advisory level, there was collaboration to establish the district’s 
mission statement and identify some value statements as well.  “Striving For 
Excellence in Everything We Do,” is the mission; we value: 
¥Relationships and Mutual Respect 
¥Collaboration and Teamwork 
¥Integrity and Ethics 
¥Creativity and Innovation 
 



School Retention rates during this school year:  The previous year’s retention 
rate was less than 1%.  The school retention percentage for 2006-2007 is still 
less than 1%.  
 
Elementary class sizes averaged 21 students.  We value class sizes at the lower 
grades, allowing students a better student to adult ratio with the intent that 
they receive more individual attention.  
 
I I .  School I mprovement  Plan Sect ion:  
 
The staff utilized available data to determine, drive, and implement instructional 
strategies and lessons that would increase the student’s academic success.  
Standardized assessments and grade level tests combined with grade level 
curriculum maps were key elements in the Cycle of Inquiry. School Improvement 
efforts at Union City Elementary have always been guided and positively 
influenced by the adoption of the Michigan Content Standards & Benchmarks.  
The continued application of the CES principles helped staff develop a single set 
of unified goals that connected our SIP and School wide Title I plans with a 
Reading First Action Plan, as well as sustain CES principles and practices.   
 
As a district we use the following general goals to drive decisions: 
¥ Students will demonstrate increased achievement in the area of Science. 
¥ Students will demonstrate increased achievement in the area of Social 

Studies. 
¥ Students will demonstrate increased achievement in the area of Math. 
¥ Students will demonstrate increased achievement in the area of 

English/Language Arts. 
¥ We will demonstrate improved communication and cooperation with all our 

stakeholders. 
 
In addition to the above goals, the school improvement process is a continual 
effort intended to increase student achievement.  Below are some highlights that 
were developed by the teaching staff and are based on student needs in the area 
of reading only.  

The following is a sample of an on-going implementation of assessment 
needs driving instructional plans, which can be viewed in its entirety upon request.  
 
 



Analysis of Student Achievement 2006 
Analysis of Student Achievement -- ITBS, Gates-MacGinitie, DIBELS 
The analysis of our testing data helped us in: 

¥ evaluating the implementation of the McGraw Hill core reading program, Reading First 
professional development, and interventions. 

¥ identifying the K-3 students that are established or significantly deficit in reading skills  
¥ determining the direction and emphasis of our professional development and grade   

 level areas of study to ensure student success 
¥ identify the areas of strength and weakness of each grade level through the analysis of 

the Gates- MacGintie, Iowa Test of Basic Skills subtest, and Dynamic Indicators of 
Basic Early Literacy Skills. 

 
 
The Michigan Coalition of Essential Schools Facilitator’s and coach teamed with 
our building’s leadership team to evaluate data and grow through continual cycle.  
They had the foresight to give our staff the tools to sustain our efforts to 
become an exceptional school.  Student data drives decisions related to 
instructional strategies.  
 

I I I .  St udent  Assessment  Dat a:   
 
 M. E. A. P.   Elementary MEAP assessments are administered in the fall of 
each school year.  Retests are not offered.  Scores are reported as 
percentages, for example, a score of 45.1 means that 45.1% of the students 
who were assessed performed at the given level of achievement.  

For more information about MEAP assessments, you can call a toll free 
number 877-560-8378. 

 
Union City Elementary M.E.A.P. Results for Third Grade students when 

compared to the State. 
 

Fall 
2006 Test Areas 

Level 1 
Exceeds 

Level 2 
Met 

Level 3 
Basic 

Level 4 
Apprentice 

Met/Exceeded 
Standards 

 (Levels 1 + 2) 

Number of 
Students 

tested 
Union 
City:        

 English 9.9% 70.4% 16.9% 2.4% 80.3% 71 

 Math 38% 45.1% 14.1% 2.8% 83.1% 71 

 Reading 33.8% 54.9% 7% 4.2% 88.7% 71 

 Writing 0% 40.8% 43.7% 15.5% 40.8% 71 

        
State of 
Michigan:        

 English 20% 59% 16% 4% 79% 116,204 

 Math 51% 37% 11% 1% 88% 117,088 

 Reading 42% 45% 9% 3% 87% 116,464 

 Writing 2% 50% 37% 11% 52% 116,249 



 
Union City Elementary M.E.A.P. Results for Fourth Grade students when 

compared to the State. 
 

Fall 
2006 Test Areas 

Level 1 
Exceeded 

Level 2 
Met 

Level 3 
Basic 

Level 4 
Apprentice 

Met/Exceeded 
Standards 

(levels 1 + 2) 

Number of 
Students 

Tested 
Union 
City:        

 English 9.1% 78.8% 12.1% 0% 87.9% 66 

 Math 50% 42.4% 4.5% 4% 92.4% 66 

 Reading 31.8% 62.1% 6.1% 0% 93.9% 66 

 Writing 0% 54.5% 43.9% 1.5% 54.5% 66 

        
State of 
Michigan:        

 English 13% 65% 20% 2% 78% 116,179 

 Math 34% 50% 13% 3% 85% 117,078 

 Reading 33% 52% 13% 2% 85% 116,371 

 Writing 1% 44% 51% 4% 45% 116,215 

 
 
 
 
 

I V.  Adequat e Yearl y Progre ss Dat a:   
 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is one of the cornerstones of the federal No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act.  In Michigan, it’s a measure of year-to-year 
student achievement on the Michigan Education Assessment Program (MEAP) 
test.  According to No Child Left Behind, Michigan and other states must develop 
target starting goals for AYP and the state must “raise the bar” in gradual 
increments so 100 percent of the students in the state are proficient on state 
assessments by the 2013-14 school year.  It is each district’s responsibility for 
making Adequate Yearly Progress.  The focus is on the core subjects of English 
language arts and mathematics.  However, schools and districts are encouraged to 
examine their progress in all subjects and use the information to help focus their 
school improvement planning and professional development activities. 
 
It has been determined that Union City Elementary has again made Adequate 
Yearly Progress.   This in an educational indicator/tool that is measured by 
“Education YES!”  with its Standards.  Take a moment visit the Michigan 
Department of Education web site to see our results; we received a “B.” 
 



V.  Pare nt  I nvolvement :  
 
Attendance at the elementary has been consistent over the past few years.  
We’ve worked together to promote consistent attendance.  Hence, the rate of 
attendance, during the 2006-2007 school year, was 94.6%.   Our School 
Counselor and teachers made interventions with students and families in regards 
to attendance as well as helped students create, monitor, and implemented plans 
to assist them in coming to school on a regular basis.    
 
Student conferences at the elementary again had a high percentage of student’s 
represented by a parent or guardian.  (Nine teachers reported 100% attendance 
at spring conferences.) That is the norm for elementary students’ 
parental/guardian participation.  In addition to conferences, we had successful 
attendance numbers at the open house and during student music performances.  
The annual spring “Celebration Showcase” brought in community members, 
educators from outside our district, students, parents, and relatives.  However, 
due to a severe thunderstorm warning issued during the event an announcement 
to take shelter or head home was made and the event ended early.  Classroom 
teachers, whom had adults interested in volunteering, were open to strengthening 
their parent partnerships. Some rooms also hosted foster Grandparents on a 
daily – weekly basis.  
 
Parents help with st udent  learn ing in various ways:  Friday Folders, spelling lists, 
and Reading Recovery, Take Me Homes, science and social studies projects, and 
many teacher initiated collaborations.  Opportunities exist for parents to access 
the examples of excellent work, to see or participate in the grade level family 
learning or “make it take it” evenings, and discussions of ways that families and 
staff members can better work together to improve learning.  A family resource 
center/room was planned. 
 
Parents and community members are visible as volunt eers  in both buildings.  Book 
Fairs, PTO activities, and parties, Santa’s Secret Shop, Community Unlimited’s 
after school program, field trips, holiday celebrations, and classroom volunteers. 
Rotary and Community Unlimited are implementing a mentoring/literacy program 
using Rotary and other volunteers to read with young children.  
 
Partners with Community Unlimited:  The elementary is a host building for a 
volunteer non-profit organization.  The BLAST program ran after school for two 
hours an night.  BLAST stands for Bringing Learning Achievement and Success 



Together.  This provided educational and enrichment activities in a healthy, safe 
environment which increase student achievement, and the developmental assets 
of each participant, while integrating community involvement. 
 
VI .  Saf e schools:  
 
Our local police department assisted in organizing, training, and rewarding 
students to “SHINE.”  It was/is a safety program that stands for “students 
helping instill a nonviolent environment.”  These SHINE Cadets apply for their 
positions, and need a teacher recommendation.  They performed the duty of 
Crossing Guard, school bus loading/unloading zone supervision, and modeling 
citizenship to the rest of the student body.  We have come to rely on this group. 
 
Drug and alcohol abuse by students, were not in suspected, nor in evidence.  
Incidences of school violence were limited.  Initial interventions occurred mostly 
in relation to playground social skills, and disrespectful behaviors.  Also 
mentioned was one incident of a student throwing a fit, one for stealing, and some  
for being disrespectful or insubordinate.  In School and Out of School 
suspensions were entered on the school’s PowerSchool site.  A majority of the log 
entries were for minor disruptions, where students could have made more 
responsible choices.  Examples of log entries range from “not following 
directions,” or “name calling…” to “pushing.”  Only 1% of the actual disciplinary 
entries resulted in some form of suspension (99% of the students were just 
needing redirection or basic conversational interventions).  The trend seems to 
be that our youth are learning acceptable behaviors, which is appropriate at this 
level.   Additional variables that are positive for student success is the low class 
sizes, the Responsible Thinking Room, and that students are held accountable 
primarily by the classroom teacher who work to build positive communications 
between school and home. 
 
Suspensions: During the 2006-2007 school year there were 3 suspensions out of 
403 student behaviors/choices that resulted in some form of a referral.  This is 
down slightly from 2005-2006’s 13 suspensions out of 420 log entries (even 
compared to the previous year which sited 60 out of 607 log entries with 
suspensions).  No recorded expulsions. 
 
Classroom Pra ct ices:   Teachers have increased their use of cooperative, 
collaborative activities, integrative instruction, reflective assessment, authentic 
experiences, higher-order thinking strategies, inquiry-based lessons, and student 



accountability.  There is a deeper understanding of the Michigan Curriculum 
Framework; teachers collaboratively plan instruction and assessment to align with 
the standards.  Student-led conferences, and student exhibitions are becoming 
more common. 
 
Leadership: Staff has substantial authority over their work and time to 
collaborate.  The conversations and work of teacher-leaders is around data about 
teaching and learning and interventions to improve student achievement.   

School Organizat ion:   Each school has organized teacher teams (Collaborating 
for Students’ Success) designed to examine student work and teacher practice, 
and to study current research and best practice.  The groups of collaborators 
have also developed a process for teachers to visit and observe each other’s 
classrooms. 

Reading Firs t :  Classroom teachers meet weekly with a focus agenda relating to 
reading at their grade level.  Three time a year the students were individually 
assessed on DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills), then 
interventions planned according to the results and reassessed at predetermined 
intervals.   

 
(VI I .  And VI I  are  bot h opt ional and High School re lat ed. ) 
 
I X.   Core  Curric ulum:  
 
Process for curriculum alignment/development: Our School Improvement goals 

have been revised based on available MEAP results, which are in turn based on 
the Michigan Curriculum Framework.  Through the Cycle of Inquiry process, 
grade level teams have focused on areas of need, implemented strategies, and 
documented student progress toward achievement goals (Yea!).  Our staff has 
spent a significant amount of time trying to personalize what best practice 
research says about student learning and using our minds well. 

 
Union City Elementary did not have any known variances from the Michigan 
Curriculum Framework. 
 
X.  Teacher Qualif icat ion:  
 
The elementary staff was highly qualified within the parameters set forth by No 
Child Left Behind.   


