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School Panel Review Report
John F. Kennedy Elementary School
Boston Public Schools

I ntroduction

The purpose of the School Panel Review Processisto assst the Commissioner of Education in
determining whether State intervention is needed to guide improvement efforts in schools where
sudents MCAS performance is critically low and no trend toward improved student
performance is evident from MCAS data. John F. Kennedy Elementary met this criterion at the
4™ grade and was one of 14 schools selected for pane review in spring, 2003. The Panel review
was conducted on March 34, 2003.

The Review Pand's charge was to anayze data and written information on the school's
performance and improvement efforts, vist the school, and meet with school and digtrict
officidsin order to advise the Commissioner on the answersto the following two key questions:

1. Does the school have a sound plan for improving sudent performance?
2. Arethe conditionsin place for the successful implementation of the schoal's
improvement plan(s)?

The Pand's responses to the two key questions that defined the scope of its review are included
in thisreport. These findings and conclusions are the product of the Pand's analysis, discussion,
and observation, based on the evidence availableto it. A list of panel members who participated
inthe review is provided in Appendix A. A detailed schedule of the Pand's activitiesis provided

in Appendix B.

The Pand's findings and conclusions on the two key questions, aswdl as school performance
data, will be forwarded to the Commissioner of Education for consideration in determining
whether John F. Kennedy Elementary School is deemed under-performing. The Pand 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 creste the conditions for successful implementation
of asound plan where such conditions at present do not appear to exist. Diagnogtic and/or
prescriptive intervention, where needed to assist an under-performing school, occurs & the next
stage of the school review process.

John F. Kennedy Elementary School Profile
Enrollment

The Kennedy School is one of 70 K-5 dementary schools in the Boston Public Schools and
serves gpproximately 460 students. The most recent enrollment data shows that demographic
indicators have remained reatively stable over the last four years. In 2002, the school reported
71 percent of students as Hispanic, 26 percent Black, 2 percent White and 1 percent Asian. The
percentage of students whose first language is not English has fallen from 59 percent in 1999 to
53 percent in 2002; the limited English proficient population has remained stable a or near 42
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percent over the last four years. The John F. Kennedy School is a school-wide Title | school with
93 percent of students designated as low income and qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch.
The attendance rate at the Kennedy has been 95 percent or higher over the last four years. In
2001, retention rates at the school rose sharply over the previous two years reported, increasing
from 2.5in 1998 and 1999 to 6.2 and 6.3 in 2000 and 2001.

The programs and services report indicates that 61 students, or 13 percent, receive specia
education services. Of this number, 47 receive indruction in the genera education program
while others recaive services in either SAR or L4 classes. Almost one-third of students (144) are
enrolled in Trangtiond Bilingua Education (TBE) sarvicesin grades K-5. A smdler number of
sudents (26) are recelving ESL support, including in-class and pull out. Fifty-nine sudents, or
13 percent, take advantage of an after school tutoria program (DOE school day and extended
time grant) while 40 students participate in the Hyde Square Task force, acommunity
partnership that provides tutoring, homework assistance and MCAS preparation. The Title |
program provides smdl group in-class support in guided reading for gpproximately 40 students
ingrades 1, 2 and 4.

Staffing

The John F. Kennedy Elementary School staff congists of the Principd, nurse, 32 teechers, one
teacher leader/ingtructiona facilitator, and nine teacher aides. Almost one-third (10) of the
teachers are elither on waiver or not certified in the area in which they teach. More than hdf of
the teachers (18) have been teaching in the building for five years or less, while dightly lessthan
haf have been in the teaching professon for ten years or more. The student-to-teacher ratio is
gpproximately 14 to 1 counting paraprofessonas and specidists who work in classrooms during
gpecified times. In generd, student-teacher ratios follow Boston guiddines: 22 to 1 for grades
K-2, and an average of 23 to 1 for grades 3-5. Bilingua classrooms have 25 sudents with a
teacher and paraprofessiond.

MCAS Overview

Students a the John F. Kennedy Schoal are tested in grade 3 in English Language Arts (ELA)
andin grade 4 in ELA and mathematics. The John F. Kennedy Elementary School failed to
make Adequate Y early Progress (AYP) in Cycles| (1999-2000) and 11 (2001-2002).

Student Performance in English Language Arts

In Cycle I, which cover the years 2001- 2002, the school received a performance rating of “Very
Low” in English language arts based on its proficiency index of 50.7. For improvement, the
school received arating of “No Change,” having shown no progress from Cycle | (1999-2000).
Participation ratesin Cycle Il in the ELA test were 94 percent in 2001 and 97 percent in 2002.

The performance of Regular Education studerts at the Kennedy School over the last four years
has shown no sgnificant improvement. In 1999, 23 percent of Regular Education students were
proficient in ELA, 58 percent were in need of improvement, while 20 percent were in Warning.
In 2000, 20 percent of students scored in the Proficient category 57 percent in Needs
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Improvement, and 24 percent in Warning. 1n 2001, the percentage of proficient students rose to
27 percent, 53 percent were in need of improvement, and 20 percent of Regular Education
sudents scored at the Warning level. In 2002, the proportion of those proficient fell by nearly
half to 14 percent, while those in the Needs Improvement and Warning categories rose to 60 and

26 percent respectively.

The performance of Specia education studentsin ELA in Cyclell at the Kennedy School

declined as compared to Cycle . 1999, 14 percent of students scored at the needs Improvement
level and 86 percent at Warning. In 2000, only seven percent of Special Education students were
proficient, 20 percent were at the Needs Improvement level, and 73 percent at Warning. 1n 2001,
there were no proficient sudents in this subgroup, eight percent scored in the needs

Improvement category while 92 percent were in Warning. In 2002, 31 percent of scoresfel in
the Needs Improvement category, and 69 percent in Warning.

The performance of Limited English Proficient (LEP) students at the Kennedy School in ELA
over the last four years has been characterized by low proportions of students performing at the
needs Improvement level. In 1999, nine percent of LEP students were proficient, 74 percent in
need of improvement, and 17 percent in Warning. 1n 2000, only three percent of students scored
at the Proficient level, 73 percent at Needs Improvement, and 24 percent & Warning. In thefirst
year of Cyclell, 14 percent of students in this subgroup were proficient, 50 percent were in need
of improvement, and 36 percent in Warning. In 2002, the proportion of proficient LEP students
fell to five percent, 45 percent were at the Needs Improvement level, and those in warning rose
to 50 percent.

Student Performance in Mathematics

In Cyclell, the Kennedy Elementary School received a performance rating of “Criticaly Low”
in mathematics based on its proficiency index of 34.9. Having regressed from its performancein
Cycdlel, the school received an improvement rating of “Declined.” Participation ratesin cyclell
were 99 percent in 2001 and 97 percent in 2002.

The performance of Regular Education students at the Kennedy School in mathematics over the
last four years has been characterized by very low proportions of proficient students, and
increasing proportions of students scoring at the Warning level. In 1999, one percent of Regular
Education students at the Kennedy scored a the Advanced level of performance in mathematics,
while 10 percent were proficient, 51 percent in need of improvement, and 38 percent were &t the
Warning level. In 2000, there were no proficient or advanced students, 52 percent of students
scored a the Needs Improvement level and 48 percent in Warning. In 2001, only four percent of
students were proficient, 47 percent of Regular Education students scoresfdl in the Needs
Improvement category, and 49 percent in Warning. In 2002, only seven percent of sudents were
at the Proficient level, while the percent of studentsin the Needs Improvement category fell to

26 percent and those in warning rose to 67 percent.

Over the last three years, the digtribution of the scores attained by Specid Education sudentsin
grade 4 math a he Kennedy School has centered in the Warning level. High proportions of
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students (ranging from 88-92 percent) have scored at the Warning level. In addition, there have
been no Specid Education students proficient in mathematics.

The performance of Limited English Proficient (LEP) students at this school over the last three
years has varied greatly. In 2000, 43 percent of students were at the Needs Improvement level
and 57 percent at Warning. In 2001, 53 percent of LEP students tested were at the needs
Improvement level, while the percentage of those at Warning fell to 48 percent. 1n 2002, only
five percent of LEP students were proficient, the percentage of those scoring at the needs
Improvement level fell to 15 percent, and those a warning significantly rose to 80 percent.

NOTE ON CONTEXT:

The school principa began her post at Kennedy in late August, 2002. She inherited an
improvement plan from her predecessor that had been regjected by the schoal digtrict. Along with
the Ingtructiona Leadership Team (ILT), she revisad this document to the satisfaction of the
district and began her efforts to improve the school. The Pand’s andysisis thus a combination

of evauating both the written (inherited) plan, aswell asthe plan that is currently being
developed and implemented at the school (the “living” plan).

PANEL REPONSESTO THE KEY QUESTIONS

KEY QUESTION 1: DOESTHE SCHOOL HAVE A SOUND PLAN FOR IMPROVING
STUDENT PERFORMANCE?

Yes. Although the school does not currently have broadly understood goals for student learning,
and has yet to develop awritten document that reflects the school’ s understanding of the reasons
for poor sudent performance and their link to its improvement srategies, thereisa*“living” plan
that iswiddy understood and supported by the Kennedy staff. The school has focused heavily on
andyzing student performance data and has developed a clear understanding of what it needs to
addressin order to raise student achievement. Further, the school has developed a coherent set of
drategies that are widdly understood and accepted by the faculty. The work of school
improvement is being conducted in such away that makes successful implementation of its
improvement and planning efforts likdly.

A. Hasthe school analyzed appropriate data and program information to accur ately
identify the gapsin student performance and deter mined why those gaps exist?

Yes. Although the school’ s analysis of data for the 2002-03 Whole School Improvement Plan
(WSIP) did not result in a clearly articulated understanding of the reasons for low student
performance, the school has developed a systematic approach to andyzing internd and externa
assessments of student performance. These efforts have resulted in a shared understanding of
sudents sirengths and weaknessesin terms of skills and content knowledge, as well as other
critical issuesthat their current improvement planning efforts address.
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In the 2002-03 WSIP, the school does not clearly articulate its understanding of the reasons for
low student performance. In this document, the school reports conducting an item analys's of the
results of the Massachusetts Comprehensve Assessment System (MCAYS), but only identifies the
types of questions with which students struggled (e.g., open response questions) and not the
particular concepts and skills required to answer the missed questions. They aso include grade
leve results from the digtrict’ s Benchmark assessments (in Reading, Writing and Math). This
andysis, however, did not result in a clear statement of the school’s most pressing problems, its
key strengths to build upon or an indication that the school had devel oped a shared
understanding of the reasons why students struggled with certain concepts and skills.

This year the school established a Data Team, a subset of members of the school’ s Ingtructiona
Leadership Team (ILT), which spearheads a systematic approach to data andysis. The Data
Team has engaged the entire schoal in an item analysis of the 2002 MCAS reaults, and through
this effort grade level teams have identified student strengths, the four or five Learning Standards
that the mgority of students have yet to master, and the types of questions with which students
gruggle. For example, through its andlysis of MCAS resultsin math, the school identified that
students often do not understand the vocabulary included in word problems, or how to
effectivdy explain their reasoning. The school dso identified the pecific math srandsin which
students need additiond assstance (e.g., number sense). After teachers analyzed student
performance data in grade level teams, they met in cross-grade level groups to develop Strategies
to address identified wesknesses. The school examined the results of the district Benchmarks,
athough how these efforts inform improvement planning isless dlear.

The school’ s systematic gpproach to data andysis o led to a shared understanding of the
reasons for low student performance and of a set of practices designed to improve student
learning. Although not documented in the school’ s 2002-03 WSIP, the following themes
consgtently surfaced in interviews and focus groups where teachers were asked to identify the
reasons for poor student performance: (1) ambiguity regarding the curriculum (severd geff
reported that they were more on their own last year in terms of curriculum), (2) poor
communication between school |eadership and the schoal faculty, (3) unsystemétic data analys's,
including alack of knowledge and training in thisarea, and (4) language barriers. Although the
Staff Survey indicates that severd staff members believe that student background, parent
education and economic circumstances are the most significant causes of low student
performance, and some interviews and focus groups indicate that the ingtability and quantity of
digrict initigtivesis a factor (see question 2C below), the Panel found a broadly shared
commitment to focus on issues under the school’ s direct influence.

Conggtent themes dso surfaced in interviews and focus groups where participants reported the
drategies the school is using to address the most pressing issues. Specificdly, the Kennedy staff
referred to their on-going effortsto: (1) dign curriculum with state sandards and articulate it
across grade levels, (2) analyze student achievement data, and (3) develop clear lines of
communication within the schoal (these efforts will be described under question 1C below). One
gtaff member reported, “We are dl on the same page,” a sentiment expressed by several others.

March, 2003 Massachusetts Department of Education Page5of 5



Panel Review Report John F. Kennedy School

B. Doesthe plan set out clear improvement goals with specific objectivesthat are
grounded in the school’ s analysis of thereasonsfor poor student performance?

No. While the school’ s 2002-03 WSI P includes student performance goals that are specific and
measurable (“SMART” goals), they are not clearly linked to a statement of problem areas or an
understanding of the reasons for poor student performance. Further, athough the WSIP contains
gpecific objectives (caled “Priorities’ in the plan) that include action steps, the identified
objectives are not specific or measurable as written. Findly, outsde of “raisng student
achievement,” the school has not identified widdly understood student learning gods and, at the
time of the Pandl vidit, has not established goas for student performance on the MCAS.

The 2002-03 WS P includes the following god:

“Reading: By the end of the school year, June 2003, each grade leve will have
achieved an increase over 2001-02 in the percent of students who meet or exceed
the BPS [Boston Public Schools] benchmark in Reading...”

(2002-03WSP, p. 5)

The WSIPincludesidentical gods for Writing and Math. Within each areg, the plan includes a
chart that provides more specific BPS Benchmark targets for student performance in each cohort
group, including regular education and bilingual students. For example, 73 percent of the 2"
grade students passed the Reading Benchmark in June 2002 so the god for June 2003 is to have
83 percent of the 3" grade pass. These godls, established last spring under the leadership of a
different principal, do not appear to be widdly embraced or understood by the Kennedy staff.
Teachers did not refer to the end of the year Benchmark scores when asked about the school
gods.

Per BPS guiddines, the 2002-03 WS P includes specific improvement objectives (“ Priorities’),
framed within the following Sx Essentias of Whole School Improvement: (1) Effective
Ingtructional Practice and a Collaborative School Climate Lead to Improved Student Learning,
(2) Student Work and Data Drive Ingtruction and Professiona Development, (3) Investmentsin
Professona Development Improve Ingtruction, (4) Shared Leadership Sustains Ingtructiond
Improvement, (5) Resource Use Supports Ingtruction and Improved Student Learning, and (6)
School Partners With Families and Community to Support Student Learning. Within each
Essentid, the school identifies priority areas, arationde and specific action steps. For example,
under the first Essentia the WSIP ligs the following:

Literacy Priority
" Teacherswill extend their understanding and implementation of Sandards-
based literacy ingtruction and the workshop method.

Rationale
To improve achievement in Reading and Writing
To meet BPS expectations for implementing Readers and Writers Workshop
(2002-03WSP, p. 7)
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While both the priorities and the rationde could be consdered godss, they are not specific or
measurable as stated (no measurement indicators are included), and are not linked to the school’s
andysis of dataor aclearly articulated understanding of the reasons for low student performance
(see 1A above).

During interviews and focus groups the Kennedy staff would typically report that the school goa
was to “raise test scores’ or “improve student achievement.” Staff did not refer to specific goas
for student learning, either the SMART goals included in the WSIP or gods for the MCAS.
Beyond the broad goals of improving student achievement, Kennedy has not identified student
learning goals that are specific, measurable, and widely understood by the school staff.

C. In order to accomplish each improvement objective, does the plan specify strategies
which appear likely to lead to improved student results?

Y es. Although the 2002-03 WSIP identifies ingtructional strategies that are not clearly linked to
an articulated understanding of the reasons for low student performance, in its current planning
efforts the school has developed a shared understanding of sudents' strengths and weaknessesin
terms of the skills and content knowledge, a common belief in the reasons for poor student
performance and commitment to a set of Srategies that are likely to lead to improved student
achievement. The school has developed severd promising approaches to raise the qudity of
teaching and learning.

Kennedy’s 2002-03 WSIP includes action steps that are clearly linked to its improvement
objectives. Further, the WSIP lists Reader’ s and Writer’ s Workshop for literacy and TERC's
Investigations for math are identified as key programmeatic Strategies, the same Strategies that are
centra to the school’ s current improvement efforts. However, because the WSIP does not
include aclear articulation of the ether the specific knowledge and skills studerts lack or of the
reasons for low student performance (see 1A above), the Pand could not establish aclear link
between the selected strategies and the problems that need to be addressed, the instructiona
improvements desired, or the areas of student weakness targeted. \When asked what was
expected of them according to the improvement plan, Staff Survey respondents provided a broad
range of answers (including about 25 percent who indicated that they did not know what was
expected of them).

In interviews, focus groups and classroom observations the Pand found, despite the results from
the Staff Survey, that the school isimplementing the Workshops and I nvestigations with a clear
focus on specific areas of sudent weekness (identified through the school’ s data andys's, see
question 1A). Through its MCAS andlysis the school has identified both the types of questions
(open response, multi-step problems) and the specific content areas (e.g., math vocabulary) with
which students struggle. The Workshops and Investigations are being implemented with a clear
sense of purpose and focus.

Through its current improvement efforts the school has identified specific problem areas and

developed a clear understanding of the reasons for low student performance in literacy and math
(see quedtion 1A above). As aresult, the school has developed specific improvement objectives
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to target areas identified through its data anadlyss. The table below shows the reasons for low
performance and Kennedy’ s key improvement strategies, as reported in saff interviews and
focus groups.

Reason for Low Performance Strategy for | mprovement
Ambiguity regarding the curriculum Staff to meet in grade leve teamsto
discuss curricular objectives, cross
grade teams, including the ILT, focus
on developing a cohesive curriculum.,
Poor communication within the school Recongtituted ILT has representatives
from each grade level who serve as
liaisons between grade level teachers
and school leadership; principa
maintains an open-door policy; clear
documentation of ILT, Data Team and
grade level mestings.

Unsystematic data andysis Created Data Team as part of ILT;
engaged dl g&ff in andyzing MCAS
results.

Language barriers Focus on vocabulary; communications

sent home in English and Spanish;

more tutoring for bilingud students;
literacy coach provides guidance to
address and support ESL students.
(Source: teacher interviews and focus groups)

In addition to the improvement strategies listed above, the school has extended and increased the
services of two content coaches, one for literacy and one for math. The content coaches are
centrd to the school’ s professond devel opment efforts—they conduct workshops, model
lessons and provide feedback for classroom teachers. In the opinion of the Panel, these efforts
represent promising strategies for improving student achievement.

D. Arethe school’ swritten improvement planning document(s) clear and specific enough
to guide their implementation of planned improvement initiatives?

No. Although Kennedy’ s 2002-03 WSIP has improvement objectives that are supported by clear
action steps, it ismissing severa eements of a sound plan. The plan developed last year and
revised and approved this past fadl does not include a clear statement of the problem, an
understanding of the reasons for low student performance, or the critical issues facing the schoal;
implementation timelines (with the exception of their professiond development plan); or asound
plan for monitoring implementation and reviewing progress. However, the current planning
effortsinitiated with the new principd in the current school year include an increased focus on
using data andysis to guide improvement planning and classroom ingtruction, and amore
systemdtic effort to monitor and document the implementation and progress of schoal initiatives.

March, 2003 Massachusetts Department of Education Page 8 of 8



Panel Review Report John F. Kennedy School

In addition to listing priorities and arationae for each Essentid (as described in question 1B
above), Kennedy’ s 2002-03 WS P includes action steps that are clearly connected to the
identified priorities. For example, for the literacy priority listed under the first Essentiad—
“Teachers will extend their understanding and implementation of standards-based literacy
ingruction and the workshop method” (2002-03 WP, p. 7), the school identifies the following
action steps:

" Whole-gaff professond development and common planning time will be devoted to
Writer's Workshop including running the workshop, mini-lesson planning, mentor
texts and conferring

“ Our CCL [Collaborative Coaching and Learning] cycleswill focus on establishing the
Writer’s Workshop in each classroom.

" Our guided reading library will be expanded to include more nonfiction tittes. The
Take Two Program will be used to provide both fiction and nonfiction titles focusing
on the same theme.

(2002-03WSP, p. 7)

While each of these action steps are clearly related to the priority area, with the exception of the
Essentid related to professond development, the WSIP does not include timelines, the parties
responsble for implementation, or a strategy for monitoring the implementation of planned
improvement initiatives or evaluating their effectiveness. Further, because the WSIP does not
identify root causes or specific areas of student weakness, the WSIP does not establish a clear
link between the improvement objectives and the school’ s understanding of the reasons for low
student achievemen.

The WSIP does not specify a systematic process for monitoring implementation or evauating its
effectiveness. No where in the school’ s 2002-2003 WSIP is there mention of how the
effectiveness of the school’ s improvement strategies will be determined. Although the school
adminigters the BPS Benchmark assessments, the WSIP does not establish alink between this
effort and the monitoring or evauation of the school’ simprovement initiatives.

Inits current improvement planning efforts, the school has established a more systemdtic

approach to anayzing student achievement data, and has developed a shared understanding of
gpecific areas of weakness and the reasons for low student performance (see question 1A above).
Further, the ILT has engaged the Kennedy faculty in a careful review of the WSIP. Along with

its careful documentation of its improvement efforts, the school is well-poised to monitor
implementation and eva uate the effectives of itsinitiatives as it moves forward.

E. Wasthe School Improvement Plan developed through a processthat will support its
successful implementation?
Yes. While the Kennedy's district-approved WSIP was not developed by a representative

portion of the faculty, the school’ s current improvement planning efforts are more likely to leed
to successful implementation of the plan. The school has established a process for engaging staff
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in the planning process, and has created mechanisms for reviewing progress and making
adjustments. Further, dthough the school’ s improvement efforts are not detailed in one coherent
document, staff gppear to understand their role(s) in implementing schooal initiatives and are
activdy engaged in implementation.

The Principa inherited the school’ s 2002-03 WSIP in August and revised the document
according to district recommendations. Based on pand interviews, this plan was developed by a
amdl group of individuds with little opportunity for meaningful input from the gaff. In the
estimation of the Pand, this document is not widely embraced or understood by the Kennedy
gaff.

The school’s current planning efforts, which have not yet been fully documented in writing, are
more likely to lead to successful implementation. One of the Principd’ sfirgt actionswasto
recondtitute the ILT. Previoudy, ILT meetings provided an open forum for al staff members.
Currently, the ILT has representatives from each grade leve (the Principa asked each grade to
select ateacher to represent them), as well as teacher representatives for specia education and
English as a second language students and the school’ s literacy and lead coaches. This group
meets two times per month. When interviewed, ILT members described the two-way information
flow between the ILT and grade level teachers, akey srategy for soliciting input from staff and
disseminating information about school improvement initiatives. ILT members report thet they
consensualy establish agendas and share facilitation and other team roles (timekeeper, recorder,
etc.). Findly, the school established a Data Team, asubset of ILT members, who spearhead
efforts to use data to inform improvement planning and guide ingtruction throughout the schooal.

The ILT has recently guided the school through areview of the WSIP to determine what was
working and what was not. Ralying around deta analys's, the school has created a more
systematic approach to monitoring implementation and evauating the effectiveness of their
improvement efforts. Through grade level meetingsand IL T initiatives, the school has engaged

the Kennedy gaff in the improvement planning process, including areview of the WSIP (“Our
own report card” according to the Principa). The Principa aso reported that she monitors
implementation of the school’ s improvement strategies through her classroom observations and
through examining the unit assessments that accompany the I nvestigations program. When asked
how the school monitors implementation of the improvement plan, one ILT member sad, “We
are the plan.”

Through interviews, focus groups and classroom observetions, the Pand found evidence thet the
daff understands what is expected of them and is actuadly implementing the planned

improvement initiatives. Although the Staff Survey dicited a broad range of responses when
teachers were asked about their specific responsbilities for implementing the plan, the Panel

found amore focused and coherent gpproach to school improvement when on gte. It may be that
Staff Survey respondents were uncertain whether the question referred to the 2002-03 WSIP or
the schodl’ s current improvement efforts. In any event, the school hasa“living” plan that

appears to be understood and supported by the Kennedy staff (see question 2B below).
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KEY QUESTION 2. ARE THE CONDITIONSIN PLACE FOR THE SUCCESSFUL
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE IMPROVEMENT PLAN(S)?

Yes. Kennedy’s new principa has gained the respect and confidence of the school community.
She reorganized school leadership by creating new lines of communication and new means for
involving staff in school decisons. The school’ s improvement efforts are widdy understood and
supported by the staff. The district provides the school a host of resources to help support
Kennedy’ s improvement efforts. With sound leadership, staff support and district guidance, the
conditions are in place for successful implementation of the school’ s planned improvement
initigtives

A. Doesthe school have effective leader ship and sound management?

Yes. Inarddivey short anount of time, the school principa has gained the respect and
confidence of teachers and parents, and has helped foster ateam-based, collaborative school
climate. She effectively communicates to parents and her faculty, and appears to involve many
stakeholdersin school decisions. She has created an infrastructure for planning and
implementing improvement efforts, focusing on analyzing data, examining classroom practice
and maintaining high expectations for sudent learning.

Interviews and focus groups with teachers, parents and other school personnel reveded ahigh
level of support for Kennedy’s new principa. Severd teachers indicated that sheis highly
focused on classroom ingtruction. She reportedly hes led professona development workshops
and has a strong classroom presence, frequently using ‘rapid memorandums' to provide teachers
feedback on their practice. Her expertise about teaching and learning has helped her gain the
respect of the Kennedy staff.

The Principal communicates effectively and is leading the school in a postive way. Interviews
and focus groups with teachers and parents indicate that most saff see her as positive and very
accessible. For example, she helped the ILT see the Panel review as an opportunity to grow and
develop as aschool community. Severd teachers and parents shared the perception that the
schoal climate has improved, reporting less tension and more cohesion. Severd staff members
report that she models the behavior she expects from others, whether it be ingtructional practices
or collaboratively making decisons.

The Principd isasavvy organizationd leader. She has developed clear lines of communication
such that g&ff interviewed by the Pand, including those who do not serve on the ILT, are aware
of the school’ s decison making process and her focus on the qudity of instructiond practice.
One teacher commented, “We are working together on it [school improvement], not in abox,”
while another said, “We are dl on the same page.” Through establishing grade leve
representation on the ILT and charging ILT members to share information and solicit input from
their colleagues at grade levd mestings, the Principa has effectively involved many peoplein
school decisions. Through this effort, as well as her focus on relating data to performance
improvements and her ability to establish clear expectations, she has built confidence among the
Kennedy saff.
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B. Isthereevidencethat the school’ s faculty supportsthe planned improvement efforts?

Yes. Staff supports the school’ s focus on literacy and mathematics, and on using data to drive
indruction. Teachers understand the need to focus their ingtructiona practice on specific skills
and content that data indicate students have not yet mastered. Teachers appear to accept
responghility for student learning and are committed to the success of the Kennedy school and to
its improvement efforts.

Staff supports the school’ s focus on literacy and mathematics. Based on interviews and focus
groups, the staff appear to support the Workshops and I nvestigations as key programs for
improving student performance. In addition to whole staff professond development, severd
gaff members have sought further assstance in implementing the I nvestigations curriculum. In
addition, athough they are not scheduled to begin until next year, severd gaff voluntarily
participated in the didtrict’s “ Collaborative Coaching Learning” process, an effort designed to
build collaborative gpproaches to ingtructiona improvement and, in the words of the
Superintendent, “Take your practice public.”

Teacher interviews and classroom observationsindicate that the Kennedy gaff isimplementing
the school’ s improvement efforts. Teachers were observed using guided reading and
Investigations, and the Panel recorded specific instances where teachers posed open-response
questions and employed strategies to develop students' vocabulary, for example. In English
language arts, teachers understand the need to help students with vocabulary, writing and nor
fiction reading. In math their focus is on open-ended questions, multi-step problems and

technica vocabulary. In both subjects teachers are helping students devel op test-taking Strategies
to improve MCAS performance.

Staff isengaged in data andyssin the service of ingructiona improvement. The ILT' s Data
Team has conducted multiple analyses of summative assessment data thet are shared and
discussed at grade level team meetings. Teachers report using this data to identify sudentsin
need of additiond assstance, to determine the specific skill and content that sudents lack, and
generdly to guide ingruction. The staff gppears to be galvanized around the importance of using
performance data as a basis for modifying ingruction.

Staff interviews and focus groups revealed a high leve of saff support for Kennedy's
improvement efforts. Severd gaff indicated that there is more “ownership” and “investment” in
improvement initiatives than there was in the past, and that the school has developed a
collaborative environment with more trugt this yeer.

C. Isthe school recelving adequate guidance and support from the district leader ship?
Yes. Thedidtrict provides adequate resources to support the school’ s development and

implementation of the WSIP. The digtrict appears to be well-informed of school needs, providing
an aray of professond development that is congstent with needs identified by the school.
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Findly, the digtrict provides additiona guidance through providing atemplate for improvement
planning and feedback on schoal plans.

The digtrict provides a variety of coaching support. The district assgned alead coach to assst
the Principd in the improvement planning process—he works closely with the Principd and the
ILT in the on-going process of improvement planning. Teacher interviews and focus groups aso
reved ed the importance of the literacy and mathematics coaches. These part-time ingructiona
experts provide in-class supports for Kennedy teachers, modding and providing feedback on the
implementation of the Workshops and TERC Investigations.

The Superintendent appeared to be well-informed of the needs of the schoal. In addition to the
literacy and mathematics coaches, the digtrict provides on-going opportunities for professond
development for Reader’ s and Writer’s Workshops and TERC Investigations. The didrict
provides amentor for the Principa, and supports an inquiry group to address the needs of new
principas. To support the school’ s focus on using deta to guide ingruction, the district also
provides training and support for MyBPS, an on+line resource for collecting, organizing and
andyzing student assessment data.

Findly, the school didrict provides a template for improvement planning (the Essentids
framework), and typicaly establishes MCAS gods for each school (at the time of the Pand vist,
the Kennedy School had yet to receive its MCAS goals for the current year). In addition, the
district’ s Deputy Superintendent and Instructional Leader reviewed, provided feedback for and
ultimately approved Kennedy’s 2002-03 WSIP.

CONCLUSION

Although the school does not currently have broadly understood goals for student learning, and
has yet to develop a written document that reflects the school’ s understanding of the reasons for
poor student performance and itsimprovement drategies, Kennedy hasa“living” plan that is
widdy understood by the Kennedy staff. The school focuses heavily on analyzing student
performance data and has developed a clear understanding of what it needsto addressin order to
raise student achievement. Further, the school has developed a coherent set of Srategiesthat are
widely understood and accepted by faculty.

Inardatively short amount of time, Kennedy’s new principa has gained the respect and
confidence of the school community. She reorganized school leadership, creating new lines of
communication and new means for involving saff in school decisons. The schoadl’s
improvement efforts are supported by the school staff, and the school digtrict provides adequate
resources to help support Kennedy' s improvement efforts. With sound leadership, staff support
and digtrict guidance, the conditions appear to bein place for successful implementation of the
schoal’ s planned improvement initiatives.
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APPENDIX A
Team Members

Tom Buffett, Panel Chair, SchoolWorks, Beverly, MA
Scott Kéelly, Ph.D. Pandl Coordinator, Massachusetts Department of Education, Maden, MA
Edward Sacco, Ed.D. Assstant Superintendent, Nashoba Regiona School Digtrict

Denise Messina, Ed.D., Assstant Principa, Specid Education / 504 Coordinator, Springfield
Public Schools
Pamela Holmes, Title 1 Director, Somerville Public Schools
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APPENDIX B
UNDER-PERFORMING PANEL REVIEW SCHEDULE

Detailed Schedule for Review Panel School Site Visit
Thetimes specified on the following schedule may be adjusted dightly to align with the
daily schedule and practicesin each of the schools being reviewed.

Day 1

10:30—12:00 Panel chairperson and panel coordinator meet to discuss and clarify roles, prepare
for the first team meeting, and review genera logistics/schedule for the review.
[locetion: hotdl]

12:00—2:00 p.m. Team meeting # 1: team meets for the first time to discuss each panelist’s
individua anadysis, team forms preliminary judgements on key questions.
[locetion: hotdl]

2:00—3:00 p.m. Pandlists meet with the district Superintendent (and Assistant Superintendent, if
appropriate). [location: hotel]

3:30—4:30 p.m. Panelists meet with Principal (and one other school-based individud, if
gppropriate). [location: the school]

6:00—38:00 p.m. Team meeting # 2: panelists synthesize interview information, further define
findings, prepare questions, and develop ateam strategy for Day 2 of the review.
[location: hotel]

Day 2
7:30—-8:00 am. Pandlists meet with the Principa in Conference Room
8:00—8:30am. Pandligs meet with the ILT in the Library
8:30-9:00 a.m.

Panelist A Panelist B Panelist C Panelist D Panelist E

Parent Focus Group | Parent Focus Group | Student Focus Grp. Student Focus Grp. Student Focus Grp.

Library Teacher’sRoom Room 102 Room 203 Room 205

Panelists meet with Focus Grpups. The Panel R
each Focus Group. The groups will be organl z
to questions designed for parents, !

grade-level instructors, or other specmc mquwy groups.

E I'EI or and the Principal wif | identify participantsfor
EQEWCI ude groups of{individuals who can respond

ator's, content-area specialists,

9:00-11:00 am. Classroom observations and teacher interviews. (See attached)
11:00 — 12:30 p.m. Team meeting # 3: team meets to discuss findings so far and to
plan the remainder of the day (working lunch)
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12:30— 1:00 p.m. Paneligts use time as needed to anayze findings and to gether more
information; pandlists are encouraged to roam the entire school and
vigit classrooms not yet seen.

Panelis A | PandistB Pandlis C | PandistD | PandistE
1:00-1:30 Teacher Focus Group 1 Teacher Focus Group 3 Prepare
1:30—-2:00 Teacher Focus Group 2 Teacher Focus Group 4 Report

Panelists meet with teachersin groups, consultant co-chair isfree to work on report

2:00-2:30 p.m.

2:30—-5:00 p.m.

March, 2003

Closing meetll thvu?h Iﬂ!g Igﬁrr}/m pal

fo discuss next steps (all panelistsare

present) No preview of judgment is offered.

Team meeting # 4. Panelists deliberate and form conclusions
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