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REPORT OF TWO-YEAR FOLLOW-UP REVIEW 

Massachusetts Department of Education

  Roosevelt Middle School

                                              New Bedford Public Schools

Introduction

The Two-year Follow-up Review is the fourth and final stage in the process used to assess school performance under the Massachusetts School and District Accountability System. The first stage identifies schools in the lowest MCAS performance categories that are in need of improvement. Stage two, the Panel Review, involves the visitation of a Review Team to assist the Commissioner of Education in determining whether a school that has been identified as in need of improvement is under-performing and in need of state guidance to improve student performance. Schools declared to be under-performing are required to undergo the next stage of the process, the Fact-Finding Review, to assist both the school and the Commissioner in 
identifying the reasons for low student performance and in developing a factual basis from which to develop a plan to improve student performance. The Roosevelt Middle School developed such a plan, and the Commissioner and Board of Education accepted the plan on May 22, 2001. The District is required to direct the implementation of this plan, and within two years, the school must demonstrate significant improvement. 

The Two-year Follow-up Review reports on progress at the end of this two-year period of implementation.  The Commissioner and Board of Education will use the Follow-up Review report to issue a judgment on the question of chronic under-performance at the Roosevelt Middle School. The Follow-up Review was conducted May 27 – May 29, 2003.  

The panel's charge was to analyze data and written information on the school's performance and improvement efforts, visit the school, and meet with school and district officials in order to advise the Commissioner on the answers to the following five key questions:

1. Has the school shown improvement in student performance?

2. To what extent did the school implement the improvement plan, which was approved by the State Board of Education?

3. Are there other factors (changes in conditions or circumstances, i.e., policies, practices) in the school or district, which have contributed to or impeded the school’s ability to implement their plan?

4. Is there currently a sound plan in place to guide continued improvement in student performance?

5. Are the conditions in place to sustain the gains achieved and support continued improvement in student performance?

The Panel's responses to the above key questions that defined the scope of the review are included in this report.  These findings and conclusions are the product of the Panel's analysis, discussion, and observation, based on the evidence available to it.  A list of Panel members who participated in the review is provided in Appendix A.  A detailed schedule of the Panel's activities is provided in Appendix B.

The Panel's findings and conclusions on the five key questions will be forwarded to the Commissioner of Education for consideration, together with the school’s status reports and student performance data, in determining whether Roosevelt Middle School is deemed to be chronically under-performing.  The Panel was not asked to formulate a sound plan for school improvement where such a plan does not presently exist or to recommend a course of action to create the conditions for successful implementation of sound improvement strategies where such conditions at present do not appear to exist. 
Executive Summary

With the acceptance of its School Improvement Plan in May 2001, the Roosevelt Middle School was granted a crucial opportunity to implement its articulated improvement initiatives and improve student performance.  The Two-year Follow-up Review Team concluded that Roosevelt Middle School successfully implemented priority initiatives and made a solid transition from a junior high school to the new Roosevelt Middle School.  

Several major improvements supported this transition: the reconfiguration of an organizational structure to support a middle school philosophy; strong leadership in middle school and curriculum expertise; establishment of seven leadership teams; and an effective process to monitor implementation of the School Improvement Plan.  

It was the consensus of the Review Team, however, that students at Roosevelt Middle School will neither improve performance on the MCAS, nor raise overall levels of academic achievement unless priority initiatives are developed to improve classroom-based assessment and instruction in the areas of literacy and math. Extensive professional development will be required to support implementation of such initiatives.  

The Review Team has confidence in the leadership at Roosevelt Middle School and in the teachers’ commitment to change, and thus believes that Roosevelt Middle School has the potential to meet this critical challenge.

Key Findings

1.  
While student performance is still critically low at the school, student performance has shown some improvement in some areas since 2001.  A comparison of 2001-2002 results on the grade 7 English language arts shows substantial improvement in performance overall for regular education students and good improvement by Special Education students. The Roosevelt School’s Cycle II results in English language arts determined Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) was achieved, registering solid gains. Although the school made AYP in math, improvement was limited in this area. 

2. The Review Team found the priority initiatives to support the new building and reconfiguration of a middle school structure outlined in the School Improvement Plan approved by the Board of Education have been implemented over the past Two-Years. Other initiatives are still developing, and several others directly related to improving teaching and learning are just beginning. 

3. The New Bedford Public School District has played a significant role in supporting and facilitating the implementation of Roosevelt Middle School's Improvement Plan. The Two-year School and District Status Report (2003) clearly articulated several initiatives to improve student performance which were verified during the on-site review.  The District has made major contributions in the completion of a state-of-the-art facility, which opened in 2001, and in its successful negotiation of a three-year teacher contract.  District support for improved student performance was also evidenced in the hiring of numerous key personnel, in the evaluation and revision of curriculum, the implementation of an effective supervision process, continued professional development, the establishment of local assessment benchmarks, and through its participation in the PIM process

However, the combination of moving into the new building and making a series of fundamental structural changes to reorganize a traditional junior high school into the new middle school model have presented significant challenges to the timely implementation of some of the academic initiatives in the School Improvement Plan. 

4. The School Improvement Plan developed and approved by the Board in 2001 to guide improvement initiatives which address the recommendations in the January, 2001 Fact Finding Report has been revised and refined into the current Plan. The Team found evidence of an active process for monitoring this on-going development of the Plan in the work of the School Improvement Plan Monitoring Leadership Team and the Roosevelt Middle School Steering Committee.

5. Conditions appear to be in place for sustaining gains in student performance and continuing to improve. The Principal has demonstrated considerable talent and expertise in middle school transition, in mobilizing change initiatives, and in providing quality professional development opportunities.  Continued improvement will also be supported by the participation of school leadership and District administrators in the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process. Now that priority initiatives are in place, time and attention must be given to the serious improvement of assessment and instructional practices which are vital to promoting student achievement.

              Roosevelt Middle School Profile

Enrollment

Roosevelt Middle School is one of 28 schools in New Bedford and three middle schools in the district.  In 2001, the school served grades 7 and 8 and enrolled 625 students, with an average of 65 percent of the student body being White. Black and Hispanic students accounted for 18 percent each.  In 2002, as a middle school, the Roosevelt  included grades 6, 7, and 8, and enrollment rose significantly to 997 students. 

While the percentage of Limited English Proficient students at the Roosevelt School fluctuated, averaging 16 percent between 1999 and 2002, the proportion of non-native English speakers remained constant.  One-third of the students at the Roosevelt School were non-native English language speakers during this period. Seventy percent of students attending the school between 1999 and 2002 were eligible for free and reduced lunch. As a result, there is a School-wide Title I program in place at the school.

Between 1998 and 2001, attendance at the Roosevelt Middle School averaged 91 percent, with students absent 16 days on average. The percentage of students retained during this period fluctuated between 2.6 and 8.9 percent, averaging just below 6 percent for those four years. In-school suspensions at the Roosevelt School averaged 23 percent, while out-of-school suspensions averaged 30 percent.  No students were excluded during this period.

MCAS Overview

Students at the Roosevelt Middle School are tested in the MCAS in grade 6 in mathematics, in grade 7 in English language arts (ELA), and in grade 8 in mathematics.  (Please note that the grade 6 test was first administered in 2002, when the school began admitting students in that grade).  In Cycle II (2001-2002) the school made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in both ELA and mathematics.

Student Performance in English Language Arts

In Cycle II, the Roosevelt School received a performance rating of Moderate for its 73.2-point proficiency index in ELA.  The school’s 8.6 point improvement over Cycle I (1998-2000) performance was found to be Above Target.  Student participation for Cycle II in this content area rose slightly from 80 percent in 2001 to 84 percent in 2002.

Regular Education 

In 2001, one percent of Regular Education students scored at the Advanced performance level, 22 percent at Proficient, 58 percent at Needs Improvement and 19 percent at Warning.  In 2002, two percent of students scored Advanced, 40 percent Proficient, 48 percent in Needs Improvement and 10 percent in Warning.  The performance of Regular Education students at the Roosevelt Middle School in ELA was congruent with the performance of students in this category at the district level. When compared to Regular Education student performance statewide, the performance gaps are wide.

Special Education 

In the first year of Cycle II, 20 percent of Special Education students performed in the Needs Improvement category, while 80 percent scored in Warning.  In 2002, seven percent of students in this subgroup scored Proficient, 40 percent scored in Needs Improvement and 53 percent in the Warning category.  The performance of Special Education students at the Roosevelt School mirrored the performance of this subgroup in the district. However, the school’s performance is well below the state as a whole.

Student Performance in Mathematics

The Roosevelt Middle School received a performance rating of Critically Low in mathematics in Cycle II, based on its proficiency index of 37.3.   Improvement was rated On Target.  Student participation rates in Cycle II were 84 percent in 2001 and 95 percent in 2002.

Regular Education

In Cycle II, improvement in mathematics centered around moving Regular Education students out of the Warning category and into Needs Improvement.  In 1999, one percent of Regular Education students tested were Proficient in mathematics, 13 percent scored in Needs Improvement, while 86 percent scored in the Warning level. In the second year of Cycle I, four percent of students scored Proficient, 25 percent in Needs Improvement, and 70 percent performed at the Warning level.  In 2001, six percent of students performed at the Proficient level, 38 percent were at the Needs Improvement level, and 56 percent in Warning.  In the second year of Cycle II, one percent of all Regular Education students performed at the Advanced level, seven percent scored Proficient, 37 percent in Needs Improvement, and 55 percent scored at the Warning level. 

While the performance of Regular Education students at the Roosevelt School was far behind the district in Cycle I, in Cycle II they were on par.  Student performance in mathematics is still far below the state average.  See Table 1 below.

Table 1. Comparing Regular Education Students’ Performance in Mathematics in grade 8 (1999-2002)

	Regular Ed.
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	
	School
	District
	State
	School
	District
	State
	School
	District
	State
	School
	District
	State

	Advanced
	0
	1
	7
	0
	2
	12
	0
	1
	13
	1
	1
	13

	Proficient
	1
	9
	26
	4
	9
	27
	6
	9
	27
	7
	12
	26

	Needs Improvement
	13
	24
	34
	25
	24
	29
	38
	36
	37
	37
	34
	36

	Warning
	86
	66
	33
	70
	65
	32
	56
	53
	23
	55
	53
	25


Special Education

Although Special Education students made some gains in terms of their performance on the mathematics test in Cycle II, no discernible patterns emerge out of the four years of student data.  Moreover, no Special Education students have scored at the Proficient level in the last four years.  In 1999, all Special Education students tested scored at the Warning level.  In 2000, the scores (all but three percent who scored at the Needs Improvement level), fell in the Warning category.  In 2001, 19 percent of students in this subgroup tested in the Needs Improvement category, and 81 percent in Warning.  In 2002, the proportion of students scoring in Needs Improvement fell to seven percent, while those in Warning rose to 93 percent.

The performance of Special Education at the Roosevelt School in mathematics mirrored that of the district in both cycles.  The school’s performance is well below the state average.  See Table 2 below.

Table 2. Comparing Special Education Students’ Performance in Mathematics in grade 8  (1999-2002)

	Special Ed.
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	
	School
	District
	State
	School
	District
	State
	School
	District
	State
	School
	District
	State

	Advanced
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Proficient
	0
	0
	5
	0
	0
	6
	0
	0
	6
	0
	0
	5

	Needs Improvement
	0
	3
	18
	3
	5
	16
	19
	6
	23
	7
	10
	22

	Warning
	100
	97
	77
	97
	95
	77
	81
	94
	70
	93
	90
	72


Limited English Proficient

In 1999, all of the Limited English Proficient (LEP) students tested performed at the Warning level. In the first year of Cycle II (2001), 76 percent of LEP students scored in the Warning level.  In 2002, 97 percent of the LEP students scored at the Warning level. The performance of LEP students at the Roosevelt School in Cycle II was parallel to the performance of other schools in the district.  The school’s Warning levels are 25 percent above the statewide performance.  See Table 3 below.

Table 3. Comparing Limited English Proficient Students’ Performance in Mathematics in grade 8 (1999-2002)

	LEP
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	
	School
	District
	State
	School
	District
	State
	School
	District
	State
	School
	District
	State

	Advanced
	0
	0
	1
	
	
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2

	Proficient
	0
	0
	3
	
	
	7
	0
	0
	5
	0
	0
	6

	Needs Improvement
	0
	0
	8
	
	
	14
	24
	24
	22
	3
	6
	20

	Warning
	100
	100
	87
	
	
	77
	76
	76
	71
	97
	94
	72


PANEL REPONSES TO THE KEY QUESTIONS

KEY QUESTION 1: Has the school shown improvement in student performance?

A comparison of 2001-2002 MCAS data demonstrated that substantial improvement was made overall on English language arts in grade 7. Roosevelt Middle School students in Regular Education outperformed the District overall on Open Response questions.  In the area of mathematics, improvement was made only in grade 8 on Open Response questions and very slight gains were made by Regular Education students.  In addition, declines in scores were reported in the areas of Multiple and Short Answer questions.  The Stanford 9 data indicated that students are arriving at Roosevelt Middle School in grade 6 with Grade Equivalent scores that are below grade level in both ELA and math, demonstrating an obvious lack of basic skills.  This trend of below grade level scores continues in grades 7 and 8 in both academic areas.

Despite reported MCAS gains, the limited number of students scoring in the Proficient and Advanced categories is profound.  Many effective initiatives are underway to address performance gaps in both English language arts and mathematics, and participation in the PIM process will play a vital role in enabling Roosevelt Middle School to move forward with the development and implementation of its School Improvement Plan to improve student performance. 

A comparison of 2001-2002 results on the grade 7 English language arts test demonstrates that:

· substantial improvement was made overall, where in 2002 Roosevelt School outperformed the district

· substantial improvement was made on Open Response questions overall, but performance was below the state results

· substantial improvement was made in Regular Education, where in 2001, Roosevelt School outperformed the district

· good improvement was made in Special Education, where in 2001 the results were similar to the district

· slight improvement was made on Multiple Choice questions, but performance was below the state results

· slight improvement was made on Writing Prompt items, and performance was similar to the state results

· In all categories, Aggregate, Regular Education, and Special Education, the results remain well below state results

Although students are making progress in the English language arts sufficient to make AYP, the results indicate that overall in 2002 only 36% of the Roosevelt students scored in the Proficient and Advanced categories, compared with 64% of students across the state. Roosevelt students outperformed the district overall, however, where only 33% of the students scored in these categories.

Analysis of the 2001 Stanford 9 Achievement Test data provides additional insights into low performance in the English language arts. The median Grade Equivalent data indicates that many students in grade 7 are reading below grade level overall (grade 5.7), and specifically in Reading Vocabulary (5.9) and Reading Comprehension (5.4).  A look at other critical literacy skills on the Stanford 9 revealed that many students are also performing below grade level in the areas of Language (grade 5.4), Spelling (2.9), and Study Skills (5.6).  Investigation of Grade Equivalents for students in Grades 6 and 8 revealed similar data, where students are performing below grade level.  For example, the total reading grade equivalent for grade 6 was 4.8, and the total reading grade equivalent for grade 8 was 6.2.

Several initiatives are underway at Roosevelt Middle School to address low performance in ELA that might have contributed to the improvements in MCAS results for 2002.  In 2001 a full period of literacy was added to the schedule of all students; Accelerated Reader was implemented in all bilingual classes, reading and writing across the curriculum is now embedded within the school’s curriculum, students engage in Sustained Silent Reading daily for fifteen minutes, monthly writing assignments are submitted to the Department Chair, students are working in writing journals on a routine basis, and teachers are maintaining student portfolios. In addition, the library-media center has worked with literacy teachers to promote literacy development by offering Book Fairs and school-wide literacy contests. According to a three-year comparison of library circulation statistics provided by the library-media specialist a total of 1, 554 books were signed out in 2000/2001 compared with a total of 8,253 books signed out during the 2001/2002 school year. Even with the substantial increase in student enrollment during this same period and the purchase of additional books, this seems to suggest that Roosevelt students are reading more.

Other literacy initiatives in the planning stage were discussed with the Assistant Principal, who has some background in literacy, and a literacy coach.  These include increasing classroom libraries with multiple copies of text, incorporation of a literature-based curriculum to increase the required number of novels read, a greater focus on literacy strategies supported by a new text, the Reading Tool Kit for grades 6 – 8, the use of instructional strategies such as Literature Circles and discussion groups, and the acquisition of increased expository text.

The Review Team concluded that Roosevelt students will have difficulty making progress in the English language arts without intensive attention to students’ development of language skills including: oral language development, development of meaning of vocabulary, and written language skills; the development of more detailed literacy guides, the continued purchase of literature books and resources, the development of a home reading program to increase student access to literacy materials in the home, and parent education.  As one of seven new teams formed to focus on specific areas, the Time on Learning Leadership Team is a potential support for continued literacy development.  Increasing MCAS scores and improving student achievement will require an extensive assessment initiative that employs diagnostic tools early in the fall (for grade 6 in particular) to identify areas of individual weakness. Once weaknesses are determined, skilled application of differentiated instruction will be necessary to meet these needs.  Participation by leadership and staff in the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process will support such an assessment initiative.

The 2002 results of the Grade 6 Math demonstrated that:
· performance overall was somewhat below the district and significantly below the state results

· performance in Regular Education was somewhat below the district and significantly below the state results(91% compared with 59%)

· performance in Special Education was equal to the district and below the State results

· performance in LEP was slightly below the district and slightly below the State results

A comparison of 2001/2002 results on grade 8 math demonstrated that:

· substantial improvement was made on Open Response questions, but results are below the state results

· slight improvement was made in Regular Education, where results were somewhat below the district, and below the State results; improvement was insignificant for the state, the district, and for Roosevelt School

· no  improvement (a slight decline) was made overall, where results are slightly below the district and below state results; improvement was insignificant for the state, the district, and for Roosevelt School

· no improvement  was made in Special Education, where 100% of the students are in the W and NI categories, where these results are the same as the district (100% in W and NI) results, and where the State results are somewhat higher but no improvement was made

· no improvement was made in LEP, where 100% of the students are in the W and NI categories, where these results are the same as the district (100% in W and NI) results, and where the state results are somewhat higher but no improvement was made

· slight decline was reported on Multiple Choice questions, and results are well below the state results
· substantial decline was made on Short Answer questions, where results are well below the state results

The overall Grade 6 MCAS results showed only 16% of the Roosevelt students scored in the Proficient and Advanced categories compared with 41% at the State level. The overall Grade 8 results indicated that only 7% of the students scored in the Proficient or Advanced categories. Those results are similar to the district.  At the state level, 34% scored in these categories.  The school’s lack of improvement in math should be considered in the context of no gains at the district or state levels.  In addition, the overall numbers of Roosevelt students taking the math MCAS in grade 8 increased in 2002 along with increased participation rates that may have had a negative impact.  For example, overall participation increased from 84% in 2001 to 95%, and from 96% to 100% in 2002.  Participation rates of Special Education students almost doubled, from 24% to 45%. 

Analysis of the 2001 Stanford 9 Achievement Test data provides additional insights into the low performance in math.  The median Grade Equivalent data indicates that many students in grade 6 performed below grade level, where the total math grade equivalent was at grade 5.2; solving math problems was reported at 5.3, and math process was reported at 5.0.  In grade 8, the total math grade equivalent was at grade 6.4; the grade equivalent for problem solving was at 7.0 and for math process the grade equivalent was at 6.0.

Specific initiatives are underway to improve student performance in math.  These initiatives and strategies include: the continued implementation of revised curriculum guides, increased use of manipulatives and kits, training in T182 graphing calculators, math journals, the adoption of a new math textbook, the addition of math plus classes where 30% of students take an additional two classes of math per 6 day cycle, and the support of the academic coaches and Student Success Center.  

It will be difficult for Roosevelt Middle School students to improve performance in math without increasing the current time spent on math learning, which can be supported by the Time on Learning Leadership Team.  This would require continued professional development, which includes the use of consultants in every math classroom to coach and evaluate instruction, and a solid plan to address the lack of basic skills in math at all grade levels.  As suggested for ELA, increased MCAS scores and improved student achievement will require an assessment initiative that more deeply analyzes, interprets, and identifies individual student needs, and supports these needs with skilled application of differentiated instruction.

KEY QUESTION 2: To what extent did the school implement the improvement plan, which was approved by the State Board of Education?

It was the consensus of the Review Team that Roosevelt Middle School has successfully implemented several critical components of the School Improvement Plan approved by the Board. The plan presented a comprehensive blueprint of priorities and initiatives for improving student performance, and addressed the needs and recommendations outlined in the 2001 Fact-Finding Report for three major areas: Governance and Leadership, Curriculum, and Instruction.  

The recommendations for improving Governance and Leadership included the hiring of personnel with experience and expertise in Middle School transition, more effective communication between leadership and staff and between district personnel and school leaders, a new administrative structure, leadership for curriculum and instruction, supervisory personnel, improved discipline, decreased class size, increased support for ESL students, and continued professional development opportunities.

The needs and recommendations for making improvements to Curriculum included an improved curriculum development process with greater collaboration among departments, improved curriculum guides which reflected a common format and language, grade level skills, assessment, and consistency, increased coordination of planning between middle school transition and ongoing curriculum development, greater coordination across subject areas, development and implementation of interdisciplinary curriculum, and improved support for SPED and Bilingual inclusion programs.  

To strengthen instructional practice, the Fact Finding recommended improved lesson planning (a revised format of lesson plans, more detailed plan books, clear objectives, activities, and assessments), differentiation of instruction to meet the needs of diverse learners, a shift from teacher-centered to student-centered instruction, the need for teachers in all disciplines to assume responsibility for teaching reading and writing, more rigorous teacher expectations tied to standards, integration of technology, improved inclusion practices for mainstreaming SPED and ESL students, increased parent involvement and community partnerships, and improvement in the essential skills of reading comprehension, math, and writing.

It was the responsibility of the Two-year Follow-up Review Team to determine the extent to which the priorities in the School Improvement Plan were implemented and to investigate how effectively the initiatives became embedded into the teaching and learning process and school community. The judgments made by the Team are summarized according to three levels of implementation, Beginning, Developing, and Self-sustaining.  

To be judged Self-sustaining, an initiative would have completed sufficient professional development to ensure successful application, and/or was completed or regarded as embedded within the school. In addition, the Team had considerable confidence that with refinement these initiatives would remain self-sustaining. To be judged Developing, the initiative was found to be incomplete, where implementation reflected risk-taking and was moving toward skilled application, and where staff continued to investigate the initiative with additional training.  Initiatives which were judged to be in the Beginning stages of development appeared to reflect a lack of understanding of related concepts and theories, demonstrated a need for extensive training to support classroom application, or clearly reflected the need for increased participation and increased, organized activities.

              Summary of the Implementation Process for Roosevelt School

Self-sustaining

The process of determining the level of implementation of the SIP by the Review Team revealed two major areas of strength. First, the hiring of personnel in key positions contributed to the Roosevelt Middle School’s ability to maintain and continue ongoing momentum of the implementation process. These positions were critical for supporting the transition from a junior high to a middle school, for supporting curriculum development, assessment, and supervision of curriculum and instruction, and for monitoring discipline. Key personnel included a Principal with extensive experience in middle school transition, two Assistant Principals with curriculum expertise, three academic coaches, three guidance counselors, a SPED facilitator, a Bilingual inclusion teacher, two parent liaisons, a social worker, eight new teachers to decrease class size, and a School Resource Officer.  (It should be noted again here that the reorganization increased student enrollment by almost half from 625 in 2001 to 997 in 2002.)

The second major support for the implementation of the SIP, which has become embedded within the teaching and learning process, is a supervisory system for monitoring the effectiveness of curriculum and instruction.  This system includes regular supervision of teachers through weekly visits from the District Department Heads, the Principal, the Assistant Principals, and weekly observations by school Department Chairs. An academic coach has been assigned to each of the three houses, who attends team meetings, assists in planning and coordination of lessons, demonstrates best practices in the classroom, and provides teachers with resources. A Student Success Center has been established and the school has been using individual student success plans and the guidance of consultants who visited math classrooms and evaluated instruction. Evidence for all of these initiatives were provided in extensive meeting notes and logs, which served not only to document implementation, but also to improve communication processes between school leadership and staff and between district and school leaders.

Developing

The Team found Roosevelt School staff working on the development of two critical models, one for monitoring student performance and one for monitoring student discipline. Although there was evidence that tools were already in use for monitoring student performance in the use of traditional weekly tests, rubrics, student portfolios, journals and writing samples, the current monitoring process lacked appropriate and measurable learning benchmarks to identify levels of student mastery.  There was also a limited understanding among staff and little evidence of the application of differentiated instruction on the part of staff to meet the needs of individual students.  The fundamental shift from homogeneous to heterogeneous classrooms as part of the transition to the middle school model has created the need for more relevant diagnostic tools to help identify levels of learning and to support the effectiveness of flexible grouping strategies.

The development of an effective model for monitoring student discipline has proved to be a challenge to Roosevelt Middle School.  The current model, which employs a more traditional reward/punishment style, is evolving toward a multi-layered program in conjunction with the Student Success Center.  It is attempting to change the culture by moving away from a reactive form of discipline toward a more reflective, responsibility-based program.  There are three detailed stages in the process with different degrees of resolutions.  The process engages students, administrators, teachers, parents, and guidance counselors.  According to a three-year comparison of school data on discipline provided by the Principal, the current model is beginning to demonstrate improvement in student behavior.  For example, the reported number of conduct cards issued in 200l/2002 compared with 2002/2003 showed a decrease from –21.23% to –15.76%, and detentions were reportedly down from –40.23% to –28.24%.  It is important to note that improvement in student behavior in these areas occurred despite the 58% increase in student body with the opening of a new Roosevelt Middle School in 2001.

The Review Team concluded that Roosevelt Middle School was moving away from teacher-centered instruction toward more student-centered instruction. Teachers were clearly focused on the development of the whole child as they daily planned instruction in teams, and integrated instruction across disciplines.  Planning for instruction was supported by flexible scheduling which enables teachers to extend the regular 45-minute period of instruction to accommodate more involved learning activities. Writing across the curriculum was evidenced in the use of journals in most classes including math, science, social studies and physical education as well as in literacy classes.  Other examples of student-centered instruction reported by the Team included hands-on activities using manipulatives, cooperative grouping, project-based learning, and the opportunity for students to self-evaluate and monitor their learning with the use of rubrics and checklists.

As the chart above summarizing the implementation process indicates, most of the instructional initiatives outlined in the School Improvement Plan are in the Developing and Beginning phases.  As Roosevelt Middle School maintains and continues to refine the Self-sustaining initiatives, attention must now be focused on the improvement of classroom instruction.  Initiatives in the School Improvement Plan to improve instruction include the development and implementation of interdisciplinary units, increased integration of technology into classroom lessons, more effective use of authentic assessments, more detailed curriculum guides for literacy which include specific skills, and the use of lesson plans which place emphasis on students’ prior knowledge and flexible grouping, and differentiated instruction.

Beginning

The Review Team found the lack of differentiated instruction a critical area of need still to be adequately addressed. When asked about differentiated instruction in the teacher focus groups and individual teacher interviews, teachers provided vague descriptions and were unable to articulate classroom applications.  Classroom observations by the Review Team supported this finding. Because differentiating instruction and flexible grouping are vital instructional components for meeting the needs of individual students on all levels, and for supporting SPED and Bilingual students in the inclusion model, staff will need extensive training to clarify existing misconceptions, to develop knowledge and strategies for delivering instruction at this level. Teachers will also require ongoing support as they begin to practice these strategies in the classroom, including scaffolding and feedback from skilled consultants. The continued development and implementation of a formalized mentoring program as outlined in the 2003 DOE Induction Program is needed to support this initiative.

There is currently no School Council in place at the Roosevelt School.  The need to create one was discussed in the Principal and teacher focus group interviews. Although the Principal reported that he has reached out to the faculty for support in the development of a council, there has been limited response.  The Principal plans to support the development of a School Council with an election for a parent and student representative, and hopes to eventually include the participation of three teachers and three parents on the council.  He also explained that it is “really important to identify people who represent the school.”  The establishment of an effective, working council is paramount to the ongoing process of improvement planning and implementation of the School Improvement Plan.

KEY QUESTION 3: Are there other factors (changes in conditions or circumstances, i.e., policies, practices) in the school or district which have contributed to or impeded the school’s ability to implement their plan?

The successful implementation of the School Improvement Plan developed by Roosevelt Middle School has been a significant challenge.  There are several important circumstances to be considered, however, which have contributed to this challenge, and which have influenced the pace at which the change process evolved.  These circumstances include:

· the movement of a junior high community to a new building

· the transition from a junior high structure to a middle school model

· the incorporation of a new grade level, grade 6, as part of the transition 

to the new middle school, adding approximately 300 new students to the 

student body, arriving with demonstrated lack of basic skills which

required time to “catch up,” and creating the need for increased staff, materials and resources

· the need to create a cohesive student body which included students

who came from three different schools, with two-thirds of the

parents new to the school

· the dramatic shift from homogeneous to heterogeneous grouping, and

from teacher-centered to student-centered instruction

· the need to create a new administrative structure to accommodate the supervision, discipline and academic needs of the new student body

· the need to accommodate district initiatives which included the adoption of a new math textbook, and the development of curriculum guides
Because future plans of the District include the transformation of two additional junior high schools to middle schools in the near future, the process of implementing the Roosevelt School Improvement Plan has important implications.  Since Roosevelt Middle School is to serve as a model for the transition of these other two schools, the pace and sequence of implementation to date appears to have been appropriate and necessary.

Conditions, which may impact ongoing revision, development, and implementation of the School Improvement Plan, include budget constraints and the procurement of grant awards.  In the interview with the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent, the Superintendent indicated that New Bedford would be able to maintain its budget for next year, that there were no plans to cut positions, and an increase in Title I funds was cited.  The Principal indicated in his interview that the school is now implementing a critical three year ($69,000.00 per year) grant, a Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) Grant for utilizing the Turning Points middle school reform model with over 90% staff support (2001-2004).  This level of resources and fiscal support must be maintained if Roosevelt Middle School is to continue its momentum of implementation.

KEY QUESTION 4: Is there currently a sound plan in place to guide continued improvement in student performance?

The current School Improvement Plan, facilitated and written by the Principal, represents a collaborative effort for improving student performance at Roosevelt Middle School.  The Principal, whose tenure began with the opening of the new building in the fall of 2001, reported that the current plan was truly “a grassroots” effort.  The School Improvement Plan initially approved by the Board in 2001was revised in May of 2002, and a process was instituted to assure continuous revision and refinement of a plan to meet the needs of the students at Roosevelt School. 

The process of continued, ongoing revision and development of an effective improvement plan is supported by a School Improvement Plan Monitoring Leadership Team and the Roosevelt Middle School Steering Committee.  Evidence for this active process was provided in meeting minutes and agendas for each of the three house teams, the Turning Points and CPRD grant document log, and the School Improvement Plan monitoring log.  In addition, both the June 2002 Progress Report and the 2003 Two-year School Status and District Status Report provided further evidence of ongoing changes and improvements to the plan.  

Throughout the Principal Interviews and the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent interview, it was revealed that the Roosevelt Middle School had begun to participate in the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process with the school’s Leadership Team.  This process will provide leadership and staff with the opportunity to delve deeper into analysis of multiple sources of data to identify gaps in student performance, to identify causes for poor performance, and to develop and implement improvement plans. 

The current School Improvement Plan includes initiatives, strategies, goals and objectives, and action plans which address the needs and recommendations reported in the January 2001 Fact-Finding Report.  The Fact Finding report presented several needs and recommendations for Governance and Leadership, Curriculum, and Classroom Instruction which are focused on initiatives to successfully enable the Roosevelt School to make the transition from a Junior High School to a school which reflects the concepts of a Middle School community.  Some of these initiatives include a new administrative structure, a solid plan for classroom supervision of instruction, an improved process of discipline, professional development, improved curriculum guides, increased coordination across subject area disciplines, improved lesson planning to meet the needs of diverse learners, and increased parent involvement and community partnerships.

In order to assure the successful implementation of a logical, organized progression of the initiatives and goals in the School Improvement Plan, seven leadership teams for the 2002/2003 school year were established:  

· Parent, School, Community Involvement Leadership Team, 

· Positive, Safe and Healthy School Climate Leadership Team, 

· Principal’s Management Leadership Team, 

· Professional Development Leadership Team, 

· School Improvement Plan Monitoring Leadership Team, 

· Student and Staff Recognition Leadership Team, 

· Time on Learning Leadership Team.  

Each of these teams consists of several members with a chair, and meets on a monthly basis.  In addition to these teams, a School Improvement/Turning Points Monitoring Leadership Team was instituted to monitor and document school improvement efforts.

KEY QUESTION 5: Are the conditions in place to sustain the gains achieved and support continued improvement in student performance?

The foremost condition for improving and sustaining gains in student performance at Roosevelt Middle School is the effective leadership of the current principal, who upon his arrival in 2001 has proven himself to be a catalyst of change.  Based on classroom observations and interviews with leadership teams and teachers, the Review Team has recognized the Principal as an outstanding leader who successfully organized change efforts, and mobilized and energized administrators and staff.  Teachers characterized the Principal as highly supportive, one whose door is always open, and have “marveled at his talent and expertise.”  Evidence for solid, effective leadership was demonstrated on both the Instructional Staff Survey, where close to 90% of the teachers reported that the Principal provides effective leadership, and on the CPRD (Center for Prevention, Research, and Development) Self-Study, where teacher responses demonstrated an increase from 40% to 60% on a similar item.

The Principal is highly resourceful and productive as evidenced in the recruiting and hiring of new, exceptionally qualified teachers (30% of staff), in his ability to delegate responsibility to seven leadership teams, to guide staff in implementing critical first step initiatives such as supervision, discipline, inclusion, teaming, extended scheduling, and the delivery of quality professional development opportunities such as Choice Theory/Quality Schools training, components of The Skillful Teacher, and Turning Points initiatives.  On the CPRD Self-Assessment, significant increases on teacher responses were found in the areas of support for teaming (66% - 83%), more flexible scheduling (47% - 65%), increased time for professional development (37% - 58%), increased time for planning (38% - 68%), and acquisition of classroom materials and resources (30% - 68%).

Evidence for continued commitment to Roosevelt Middle School on the part of the Principal was demonstrated in his willingness to sign a three-year contract, and in his ability to articulate and share his goals and his vision for future improvement.  For example, he would like to develop cadres of staff to promote the school’s ability to sustain implementation of initiatives, to provide more time for math instruction, implement block scheduling, develop assessment measures and institute appropriate learning benchmarks, increase teacher development of interdisciplinary units, establish a School Council, increase parent involvement, and bridge performance gaps.  When asked to provide a sense of where the school was in relation to where it started and where it needs to be, the Principal responded:  “In two years the structure of the middle school model is embedded.  The momentum is there  . . . . . . .it will be another year before the program is self-sustaining.”

To date, there have been some gains in student performance, but the scores remain significantly low. It was the conclusion of the Review Team that students at Roosevelt Middle School will neither improve performance on the MCAS in English language arts and Math, nor raise overall levels of academic achievement unless critical conditions for promoting and sustaining improved instructional methodologies are met.  These conditions include:

· an extensive assessment initiative to train teachers in the use of classroom-based assessments to identify students’ individual areas of need and to track ongoing progress,

· skilled application of differentiated instruction based on the results of classroom-based assessment, to meet individual needs and assure automaticity of basic skills,

· intensive, increased attention to students’ development of language skills, including oral language development, development of meaning vocabulary, and written language skills, 

· increased time on learning in both English language arts and Math, inside and outside of school,

· ongoing development of the literacy curriculum guides to include specific grade level skills and associated learning benchmarks,

· and the continued development of a formalized mentoring program for beginning and developing teachers, as outlined in the 2003 DOE Induction Program

Other conditions which will promote gains and sustain improved student performance were found in the Leadership Team’s recent participation in the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process, (where they will conduct a more in-depth analysis of performance data, take a deeper look at the causes for poor performance, and initiate new strategies for implementation), and in the continued support from the District. There is every reason to believe that since critical components are now in place, considerable time and attention can be given to the improvement of assessment and instructional practices which are vital to promoting student achievement.

CONCLUSION
It is the consensus of the Two-year Follow-up Review Team that priority initiatives in the School Improvement Plan have been successfully implemented, and that as a result of effective leadership on the part of the Principal and leadership teams, a solid transition has been made from the Roosevelt Junior High to the new building and the new Roosevelt Middle School.  

Key areas of strength, which were identified by the Review Team as Self-sustaining, were evidenced in the establishment of organizational structures, hiring of key personnel, improved communication, and a working plan for supervision of instruction.  Now that organizational structures and key personnel are in place, it is paramount that undivided attention be given to classroom-based assessment and instruction that is explicitly focused on improving student achievement.  The MCAS test results indicated that some improvement in student performance was made in the area of language arts, and that gains in the area of math were limited.  Analysis of both the MCAS and Stanford 9 data indicated that Roosevelt Middle School students are performing below appropriate achievement levels. Initiatives judged by the Review Team to be in the Developing and Beginning phases of development are primarily focused on instruction, and include differentiated instruction, assessment and establishment of benchmarks, more student-centered classrooms, increased materials and resources, and continued professional development. All of these initiatives are critical areas of need that must be addressed to ensure that Roosevelt Middle School is not regarded as a chronically under-performing school. 
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APPENDIX B

TWO-YEAR FOLLOW-UP REVIEW SCHEDULE

Detailed Schedule for School Site Visit

Roosevelt Middle School

  Tuesday, May 27, 2003

All activities take place at the Day’s Inn, New Bedford

10:00 – 10:30

Debriefing and review folders

10:30 – 12:00

Key Question #1




Summarize MCAS/Stanford 9 Data

12:00 – 12:30

Break/Working Lunch

12:30 – 1:00

Key Question #2




Summarize and draft key statements on the School Improvement Plan

1:00 – 2:30

Key Question #3:  Implementation




Work on summary maps




Develop interview questions for all focus groups/prioritize questions

2:30 – 3:00

Prepare for interviewing with the Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent




Refine interview questions

3:00 – 4:00

Interview with Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent

4:00 – 6:00

Debriefing




Develop interview questions for Day 1


     May 28, 2003


           Day 1 on site schedule


All activities take place in the school

8:00—9:00

Panelists meet with the principal..

9:00—10:00. 
Panelists meet with Group I:  The school’s Leadership Team

10:00—11:00.
Panelists meet with Group 2:  The school’s curriculum and instruction leadership team and members of the school site council. 

11:00—1:00.
Panelists meet to discuss findings so far and to plan the remainder of the day (working lunch). Panelists use time as needed to analyze findings and to gather more information; panelists may conduct an informal walk through with a focus on school culture and climate for learning. 

1:00—3:00.
Panelists meet with teachers in focus groups. 

	
	PANELIST A and PANELIST   B
	PANELIST C and PANELIST D

	1:00-1:30
	TEACHER FOCUS GROUP #1
	TEACHER FOCUS GROUP #2

	1:30-2:00
	TEACHER FOCUS GROUP #3
	TEACHER FOCUS GROUP #4

	2:00-2:30


	TEACHER FOCUS GROUP #5
	TEACHER FOCUS GROUP #6


2:30-3:00
Panelists meet with parents and students in focus groups.

	
	PANELIST A
	PANELIST   B
	PANELIST C
	PANELIST D

	2:30

-

3:00


	PARENT FOCUS GROUP #1
	PARENT FOCUS GROUP #2
	STUDENT FOCUS GROUP #1
	STUDNET FOCUS GROUP #2


3:00—5:00 
Panelists synthesize information, further define findings, prepare questions, and develop a team strategy for second day of the on-site visit.



             May 29, 2003


              Day 2 on-site schedule


   All activities take place in the school

7:30—8:00 a.m.
Panelists meet with the principal for follow-up questions

8:00—8:30 a.m.
Panelists visit classrooms and interview teachers.*

	
	PANELIST A
	PANELIST   B
	PANELIST C
	PANELIST D

	8:00-

8:30


	Observe teacher 1
	Observe teacher 2
	Observe teacher 3
	Observe teacher 4

	8:30-

9:00


	Interview teacher 1
	Interview teacher 2
	Interview teacher 3
	Interview teacher 4

	9:00-

9:30


	Observe teacher 5
	Observe teacher 6
	Observe teacher 7
	Observe teacher 8

	9:30-

10:00


	Interview teacher 5
	Interview teacher 6
	Interview teacher 7
	Interview teacher 8

	10:00-

10:30


	Observe teacher 9
	Observe teacher 10
	Observe teacher 11
	Observe teacher 12

	10:30

-

11:00


	Interview teacher 9
	Interview teacher 10
	Interview teacher 11
	Interview teacher 12


11:00—1:00.
Panelists meet to discuss findings so far and to plan the remainder of the day (working lunch). Panelists use time as needed to analyze findings and to gather more information.

1:00—2:00.
Team structured time. Panelists will identify any gaps in the evidence collected and may request additional information from the principal in the form of documents, meetings with classroom teachers, curriculum facilitators, content-area specialists, grade-level instructors, or other specific individuals or groups who can respond to questions relevant to the panel review protocol. 

	
	PANELIST A
	PANELIST   B
	PANELIST C
	PANELIST D

	1:00

-

2:00


	
	
	
	


2:00—2:30 p.m.
Closing meeting with the principal to discuss next steps (all panelists are present)

2:30—5:00 p.m.

Panelists deliberate and form conclusions.

*Instructions for classroom observations, teacher interviews, and focus groups

Please inform all school faculty and students that Review Panel members will be visiting a cross-section of classrooms during the site visit.  The selection of classrooms will be determined mutually by the Panel Review Coordinator and the Principal using the staff directory information provided by the school. All faculty members are asked to be prepared to accommodate a visitor on the morning of the site visit.  Panel members will make every effort to minimize the disruption of planned classroom activities.

1. Observations Each panelist will observe three class lessons (for a total of 12 classes observed overall) in order to obtain a representative sample of the school’s individual classrooms.  The purpose of the classroom observation is to judge the quality of the learning environment, which is a critical aspect of the school’s overall conditions, and a determinant in whether or not the school will be able to successfully implement its improvement plan.  The learning environment includes:

· The physical setting—space, lighting, size, classroom temperature, etc., 

· The classroom organization—desk arrangement, resources available to students, orderliness, etc., 

· The level of the teacher’s preparation for instruction; the students’ readiness for learning

· The level of the teacher’s expectation for student learning and performance

· The interaction between teacher and students—the students’ level of engagement or withdrawal. 

· The level and quality of instructional practice in the school (Panelists are not evaluating individual teachers).

2. Individual Teacher Interviews  The purpose of the teacher interview that follows the observation is to:

· Clarify the evaluator’s impressions of the classroom dynamic and learning environment

· Determine what the teacher considers to be the chief learning needs of students across the school and within his or her classroom

· Determine the teacher’s understanding of the school’s plan to address those needs and to improve student performance

· Determine the teacher’s role in the overall mission and improvement plan of the school 

3. Teacher Focus Groups   The purpose of the teacher focus groups is to: 

· Determine what each teacher considers to be the chief learning needs of students across the school and within his or her classroom

· Determine each teacher’s understanding of the school’s plan to address those needs and to improve student performance

Determine each teacher’s role in the overall mission and improvement plan of the school
               Self-sustaining


__________________________


Personnel with Middle School


Expertise


Personnel with Curriculum


Expertise


Effective Communication


Plan for supervision of


Instruction


Decrease class size


Professional Development for


Administrators


Professional Development for


Middle School transition


Math Curriculum Guides


Vision that is Standards driven








                 Developing


___________________________


Discipline Process & Policies


Literacy Curriculum Guides


Interdisciplinary Curriculum


Coordination across disciplines


Improved Lesson Planning


Student-Centered Classrooms


Rigorous teacher expectations


Integration of Technology


Materials and Resources


Use of authentic assessments


Establishment of Benchmarks


Teacher Professional Development





               Beginning


__________________________


Differentiated Instruction


Parent Involvement 


Community Relationships


Creation of a School Council
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