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I ntroduction

The purpose of the School Pand Review Processisto assst the Commissioner of Education in
determining whether State intervention is needed to guide improvement effortsin schools where
sudents MCAS performance is critically low and no trend toward improved student
performanceis evident from MCAS data The Lucy Stone Elementary School met this criterion
at the fourth grade and was one of five dementary schools selected for pane review in spring,
2003. The panel review was conducted on February 10-11, 2003.

The Review Pand's charge was to anayze data and written information on the school's
performance and improvement efforts, visit the school, and meet with school and digtrict
officidsin order to advise the Commissioner on the answers to 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 school's
improvement plan(s)?

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

in Appendix B.

The Panel's findings and conclusions on the two key questions, as well as school performance data,
will be forwarded to the Commissioner of Education for consideration in determining whether
Lucy Stone Elementary is deemed under-performing. The pane was not asked to formulate a

sound plan for school improvement where such a plan does not presently exist or to recommend
acourse of action to cregte the conditions for successful implementation of a sound plan where

such conditions at present do not gppear to exist. Diagnostic and/or prescriptive intervention,

where needed to assist an under-performing school, occurs at the next stage of the school review
process.

Lucy Stone Elementary School Profile
Enrollment

The Lucy Stone School isone of 70 K-5 dementary schoolsin the Boston Public Schools and
serves approximately 200 students. The most recent enrollment data shows that demographic
indicators remained relatively stable over the last four years. In 2002, the school reported 82
percent of students as Black, 12 percent Hispanic, 3 percent White, 2 percent Adan and 1
percent Native American. The percentage of students whose first language is not English has
falen from 13 percent in 1999 to 9 percent in 2002; the limited English proficient population has
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remained stable at or near 1 percent over the last four years. The Lucy Stone School is a school-
wide Title | school with 87 percent of students qudifying for free or reduced- price lunch.

The last four years of dataindicate that attendance at the school has been 94 percent or higher,
with arate of 94.7 in 2001, the most recent year available. The Stone school has consstently
been above the Sate attendance rate and has closdly followed the district average for al reported
years. In 2001, retention rates at the school rose sharply over the previous two years reported,
increasing at the 4th grade from 2.9 in 2000 to 17.0 in 2001. Thisrateis well above the digtrict
rate of 3.2 at the 4th grade. Grade 3 retention is also high in 2001, and increased to 9.0 from O in
both 1999 and 2000. The didtrict retained 3rd grade students at a comparably high rate of 10.1in
2001.

The programs and services report indicates that 45 students receive specia education services.
The schoadl’s Title | services are dl literacy-based and include Reading Recovery for grade 1,
literacy support in grades 3-5, literacy skillsfor grade 4, and Readers and Writers Workshop
support in grade 5. Ninety-three students take advantage of Title | services. Seventeen students
participate in extended time/enrichment activities. The school does not offer gifted & talented,
trangtiond hilinguad education (TBE) or English as a second language (ESL) sarvices.

Staffing

The Lucy Stone Elementary School staff consists of the Principal, school psychologist, nurse,
librarian, 14 full-time teachers, eight part-time ingtructors, one long-term substitute and three
teacher aides. All teachers have obtained state certification, with gpproximeately 25 percent of the
gaff and the Principa certified in specia needs. Nine of the Saff are veteran teachers and have
20 or more years of classroom experience, while eight have been teaching at the Stone school
between 6-10 years.

MCAS Overview

Students at the Lucy Stone Elementary School are tested in grade 3 in English language arts

(ELA) and in grade 4 in ELA and mathematics. The Lucy Stone Elementary School failed to
make Adequate Y early Progress (AYP) in Cycle | (1999-2000) and Cycle Il (2001-2002) in both
ELA and mathematics.

Sudent Performance in English Language Arts

In Cyclell, the Stone Elementary School received a performance rating of “Very Low” for its
proficiency index of 50.9 in ELA. Dueto its amdl sample size, the school was not assigned an
improvement rating. Participation ratesin the ELA portion of the MCAS test in 2001 were 94
percent and 100 percent in 2002.

In 1999, 19 percent of Regular Education students at the Stone Elementary School scored at the
Proficient level of performance, 70 percent were at the Needs Improvement level and 11 percent
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at Warning in ELA. In 2000, the percentage of proficient sudentsfell to just five percent, 63
percent were in need of improvement and those at Warning rose to 32 percent. 1n 2001, 12
percent of Regular Education students scored proficient, 60 percent were in need of
improvement, and 28 percent scored at the Warning level. In the second year of Cyclelll, 26
percent of scores were at the Proficient level, 63 percent at Needs Improvement, and 11 percent
a Warmning in ELA.

Fewer than 10 Specid Education and Limited English Proficient sSudents tested at this school in
ELA both cycles.

Sudent Performance in Mathematics

In Cyclell, the Stone School received a proficiency index of 39.2, meriting a performance rating
of “Criticdly Low” in mathematics. Due to the school’s size, an improvement rating could not
be determined. Participation rates in the MCAS mathematics testing at this school in Cyclell
were 94 percent in 2001 and 98 percent in 2002.

In 1999, only three percent of Regular Education students at the Stone were proficient, while 52
percent were at the Needs Improvement level and 45 percent were a Warning. 1n 2000, there
were no proficient Regular Education students.  Forty-two percent of students that year tested at
the Needs Improvement level, and 58 percent & Warning. In thefirst year of Cyclell, only four
percent of sudents scored at the Proficient level, 60 percent were in need of improvement and 36
percent at Warning. In 2002, three percent of Regular Education students tested at the Stone
School were Advanced, 11 percent scored Proficient, the percentage of Regular Education
students at the Needs Improvement level fell to 29 percent while those at Warning roseto 57
percent.

Fewer than 10 Specid Education and Limited English Proficient students tested at this schoal in
mathematics both cycles.

PANEL REPONSESTO THE KEY QUESTIONS

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

The Panel found that the school does not have a sound plan for improving student performance.
While the school’s Whole School Improvement Plan includes action steps, timelines and responsible
staff, it is unlikely that its implementation will lead to improved student performance. Success for
the plan is undermined by its failure to develop a shared understanding of the reasons for poor
student performance and of the specific skills and knowledge that students lack, and the reliance on
assessment data that does not reflect the skills and knowledge contained in the curriculum
frameworks.

A. Hasthe school analyzed appropriate data and program infor mation to accur ately
identify the gapsin student performance and deter mined why those gaps exist?
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No. Although the school analyzes arange of student achievement data, and identifies broad
aress of student weakness, they have not yet analyzed such data to determine the specific skills
and knowledge students lack, identified root causes, clearly prioritized problems and concerns or
systematically andyzed other types of important data. Findly, the value of theinternd
assessments regularly administered and analyzed is limited as they are not digned with externd
assessments or the curriculum frameworks.

The school adminigters the Boston Public School (BPS) assessments in reading, writing, and
math—called “Benchmarks'—three times a year (typicaly, it administers the assessmentsin
September, January and June dthough this year they are using the June 2002 Benchmarks to
assess student progress in mathematics). The school reports using this data to identify areas of
student weakness, to group students in need of additiona support and to help teachers address
the learning needs of individua students. Based on the Benchmark deata, the school identified
that students struggle with open-response questions, short answer questions and questions
involving multiple steps or dimensions. The school corroborated these areas of weskness by
examining Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) data.

The school has not identified the specific content knowledge and skills that students need to
improve. For example, their analys's does not document the math strands in which students
perform well and those in which they struggle. The Ingtructiond Leadership Team (ILT), the
Principa and the district representative did not identify student strengths or weeknesses with any
greater specificity than the broad areas mentioned above. Although the Principa and some
teachers referred to conducting an item analysis of Ston€e' s results on the MCAS, the Panel found
no evidence that such andyses informed the development of the Whole School Improvement
Plan (WSIP).

Although school documents and Pand interviews indicate that the school has accessto multiple
forms of data, the Panel found little evidence that the school uses these resourcesin its
improvement planning efforts. For example, school documents include andyses of MCAS data
disaggregated by gender, ethnicity and socioeconomic status (free or reduced price lunch). Ina
bar chart that displays the percentage of boys and girls who achieved a proficiency rating on the
4™ grade MCAS, it is reported that 48 percent of boys and 27 percent of girls earned this rating
in math, asubgtantia difference. Nether in the school’ s planning documents nor in onSite
interviews was there any mention of this discrepancy. Another example of amissed data
andysis opportunity comes from the fact that only one of the two fourth grade teachersis trained
in the school’s (and didtrict’s) math curriculum, TERC Investigations. A central strategy of the
school to raise student performance in mathematicsisto train dl teachersin Investigations. The
school has not, however, compared the progress of students in the two classes to see whether or
how teacher training influences student performance.

Beyond identifying that students struggle with open response, short answer and multi- step
questions, the school has not clearly articulated its understanding of the reasons for poor student
performance, nor developed clear written statemernts of the priority problems. In her leedership
report, the Principa lists the following reasons for low student performance: 1) the school’ s past
ineffective and digointed ingructiond practices, 2) their “first seps’ in the trangtion to more
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student focused learning; 3) the school’s history of not having a balanced literacy program; 4)
previous professond development efforts that were not focused on implementing best practices
in literacy and math; 5) limited resources to help move forward more quickly; 6) an acceptance
of low performance; and 7) past practices of staff working in isolation. However, based on the
daff survey and on-gteinterviews, only the need for additional resources to support classroom
ingruction consstently surfaced as a reason for poor student performance. Many teachers and
the Principa report that the sheer number of digtrict directives negatively impacts student
peformance. The staff survey and the interviews adso reved that some teachers believe that
Stone students backgrounds are a barrier to improved student performance. Thus, while the
Principal cites a number of reasons for poor student performance in her leadership report, for the
most part these differ from results from the staff survey and data collected during the Pand vist.

The student performance data the school collects and anayzes—the Benchmarks—are not

aigned to external assessments. While the school uses student performance data to identify

areas of student weakness, to help teachers address individua students' learning needs and to
establish school-wide performance goals, the usefulness of these efforts is compromised because
the Benchmarks do not adequately assess the skills and knowledge contained in the curriculum
frameworks. The Principd, deputy Superintendent and severd teachers noted this discrepancy in
Pand interviews, and school documents revedl the same incons stlency—while ardatively smdll
percentage of students achieve proficiency on the MCAS, the mgority of students do so on the
Benchmarks, as indicated on the Formative Assessment Data Summary (WSIP).

The Principa, ILT and some of the teachersinterviewed by the team expressed optimism that
MyBPS, an ortline data organization system, will provide an important resource for analyzing
datafor improvement planning. At this point, however, the Pand found no evidence thet this

data informs improvement planning efforts.

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

No. The Stone's Whole School Improvement Plan (WSIP) identifies student improvement goas
(“SMART gods’) that are specific, measurable and achievable, as well as specific objectives
(“Essentids’) that have clear action steps, timelines, and responsible parties (see 1C below).
However, these god's and objectives are not linked to aclearly articulated understanding of the
reasons for poor student performance or the specific skills and knowledge that students lack.
The limited depth of the school’ s data andlysis compromises the soundness of the WSIP. In
addition, because the internd formative assessments are not digned with externd summétive
measures (see Question 1A above), the Panel questioned the appropriateness of stting the
SMART godsin terms of gains on the Benchmark assessments.

Inits WSIP, the schodl lists the following student performance gods for math, reading and
writing:
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Math
By June 2003, 75% of Lucy Stone students (except those on |EP 502.4 where noted) in
grades 1-3 will pass or exceed the required BPS math benchmark.
By June 2003, 65% of Lucy Stone students (except those on |EP 502.4 where noted) in
grades 4-5 will pass or exceed the required BPS math benchmark.
By June 2003, al of Lucy Stone students with an I1EP (502.4) will show progress and
movement as measured by an individuad math item analysis for each student.

Reading
By June 2003, 80% of Lucy Stone students (not on IEPs) in grades 1-5 will pass or exceed
the required BPS benchmark in reading.
By June 2003, 80% of Lucy Stone students in grades K2 tested (not on I|EPS) will passa
minimum competency benchmark in reading using the Record of Ora Language and
Observation Survey.
By June 2003, dl of Lucy Stone students with an IEP (502.4) will show progress and
movement as measured by the DRA or SRI assessments.

Writing
- By June 2003, students in grades 1-5 will show improvement in writing as measured by

using basdline writing prompts three times during the school year.

By June 2003, studentsin grades K2 will show improvement in writing as measured by

using basdline writing prompts two times during the school year.

At least 80% of our studentsin grades 1-5 will be on level 2 or above as measured by the

BPS grade level Task Description sheets.

At least 60% of Kindergarten students will score level 6-8 on the K2 writing assessment.

Each of the SMART godls listed above is pecific, measurable and achievable. They are nat,
however, rigorous. In amost every case, the god is to have studerts perform ether margindly
better than last year or actudly perform not aswell. For example, during the 2001-02 school
year 86 percent of studentsin grades 1-3 and 82 percent of studentsin grades 4-5 passed the
reading benchmark (using DRA and SRl respectively); however, in the current WSI P the school
god isto have 80 percent meet thismark. Smilarly, the god for K2 students not on IEPsisto
have 80 percent of them pass a minimum competency benchmark; last year, 100 percent met this
mark (with the exception of word study). Thus, while the school’ s sudent performance goas are
specific, measurable and achievable, they lack rigor. When asked about this, one staff member
interviewed by the Panel responded, “They are supposed to be achievable.”

In order to achieve the SMART gods, the school, per BPS guidelines dso developed the
following sx “Essentids’: 1) Effective indructional practice and a collaborative school dimate
lead to improved student learning, 2) Student work and data drive instruction and professond
development, 3) Investments in professona development improve ingruction, 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 (Stone 2002-03 WSIP). The link between the Essentids and the school’ s data
andysisisdiscernable only at the broadest level.
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In the Pand Review team’ s judgment, sdecting literacy and math programs and devoting
professona development time and other resources to help teachers implement them in order to
address student’ s poor performance in English Language Arts and math is, in theory, a sound
improvement strategy. However, because the school does not dearly articulate its understanding
of the reasons for poor student performance, the school’ simprovement objectives—the
Essentids—fail to target the modt critica areas of need in ingruction and student learning.
Instead, the Essentials list generd priorities (e.g., “ To demondrate the implementation of
Readers /Writers WorkshopsTERC”, WSIP, p. 1), and document general strategies (e.g.,
edtablish time for teachers to debrief with literacy and math coaches). The Pand did not find any
evidence thet the school has a shared understanding of whether teachers are, for example,
struggling with al aspects of Reader’s Workshop or just with one or two components. School
documents and on-Ste interviews do not reved a clear understanding of the link between the
Essentids, the SMART gods and a shared understanding of the reasons for poor student
performance.

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

No. The successful completion of the action steps in the school plan are unlikely to lead to
improved student achievement because as they are not linked to an identification of weakness
and/or aclear articulation of root causes of low performance. Further, while Reader and Writer's
Workshops provide ameans of organizing ingruction, teachers, in interviews and focus groups,
expressed concern over the lack of specific guidance these programs provide for the preparation
of daily lessons. Many teachers aso expressed concern over the lack of direct instruction
included in the English Language Arts and math curriculum.

The Essentials represent a coherent framework for school improvement that is supported by
exiging research (see 1B for acomplete list of the Essentids). However, without a clear
understanding of the reasons for poor student performance it is unclear what problems the school
istrying to solve, ingructiond improvementsiit is trying to make or areas of student wesknessiit
is targeting through the action steps outlined within the Essentids framework.

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

No. The school’ s written improvement plan is clear and specific, but it lacks a clear statement of
the problem and methods for monitoring implementation of the identified improvement
objectives. The BPS Essentids framework provides a potentialy effective template for
improvement planning (see 1B above), requiring schools to develop clear and specific action
steps to address key aspects that may lead to improved student achievement. However, the
prospects for improved student achievement are undermined by the fact that the school lacks a
clearly articulated statement of its understanding of its problems, an andysis of the causal factors
that lead to low student performance, and a systematic process for evaluating implementation of
the district mandated programs.
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The WSIP establishes clear and specific action steps within each of the Sx Essentids. For each
Essentid, the school identifies action steps, redigtic implementation timelines and the staff
responsible for carrying out particular tasks. Further, as a planning document, the WSIP
etablishes linkages between its various parts, the Essentids. For example, under “Effective
Ingtructional Practice and a Collaborative School Climate Lead to Improved Student Learning”
(Essentid 1), the school specifies the following action step:

Mogt teachers will participate in ten hours of professond development in LASW
[Looking at Student Work]/ Curriculum issues around Literacy and TERC.

The WSIP dso identifies the parties responsible for completing this action (Coaches, Principd,
ILT) and agenerd timeline for implementation (beginning in September, 2002). Then, under
“Investments in Professona Development Improve Ingruction” (Essentid 3), the WSIP
specifies:

Coaches will be scheduled to work collaboratively with each grade level team to
implement LASW and to develop inquiry groups leading to improved teaching.

For this action step, the WSIP specifies that the Principa and coaches will begin implementation
in September 2002. These two eements of Stone' s WSIP illustrate the internal consgstency of
the document—where the document calls for improving indructiona practice through LASW, it
a0 secifies that the Principal and coaches provide professond devel opment for
implementation.

The above example dso illugirates the plan’s lack of linkage between the action steps and its
andysis of the reasons for poor student performance and/or a clear statement of the problem(s).
Presumably, creating inquiry groups and LASW will address one of the reasons for poor student
performance—the qudity of teachers ingructiona practices, for example—but nowherein the
document or in Pand interviews with g&ff is there an indication that instructiond practices have
been systematicaly evaluated nor has there been a statement of how LASW will improve them.

In addition to lacking a clear linkage between strategies and an understanding of the reasons for
poor student performance, the WSIP does not specify a systematic process for evaluating
implementation. Although the WSIP does, for example, specify that the ILT will “monitor the
implementation of its 2002-2003 PD Plan to determine progress’ for the action steps illustrated
above, it does not spell out how they will do so. The focus group conducted with the ILT did not
reved any activity in thisarea, nor did individua interviews with teachers and the Principd.
Findly, teacher interviews indicate that assessment data generated through Reader’ s and Writer's
Workshop, a potentialy useful means of eval uating the effectiveness of these programs, are not
yet reliable enough to serve this purpose.

E. Wasthe School Improvement Plan developed through a process that will support its
successful implementation?

Yes. The process the school used to develop its improvement plan has severa components that
will support successful implementation. In developing its WSIP, al Stone faculty had the
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opportunity for input. Each staff member was given two eements of the 2001-02 WSIP—for
example, Essentid 3 (professond development) and the SMART god for math—and was asked
to provide feedback. Based on thisinput, the ILT then revised and updated the WSIP before
submitting it to the district Deputy Superintendent, Instructional Leader and Cluster Leader for
approvad and feedback. The Principa and ILT then revised the WSIP before it was findlized.

Parents report being well informed of the school’ s improvement efforts and outside partners
indicate that they were both aware of and responsible for different aspects of its implementation.
For example, FAMILY/ an organization that helps links specific Stone families with available
and appropriate socid services, helps recruit parents for Stone' s Parent Council (one of the
action steps listed under Essentia 6, School Partners with Families and Community to Support
Student Learning).

KEY QUESTION 2. ARE THE CONDITIONSIN PLACE FOR THE SUCCESSFUL
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE IMPROVEMENT PLAN(S)?

While the digtrict provides substantid resources to support improvement planning and
implementation, the number and ingability of digtrict initiatives overwhems and frustrates many
of the Stone gaff. Further, athough school leadership successfully devel ops community
partnerships and school management, it isless successful in providing ingtructiona leadership
and nurturing a pogtive professond climate.

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

In some areas. School leadership is focused on sound management and devel oping community
partnerships, but is less adept a improving the quality of classroom ingruction and fostering a
positive school climate. The evidence suggests that school leadership excels a operationd
management. Students are well behaved, the corridors are clean and proudly display student
work, and classrooms reflect an environment rich for learning. Severd teachersinterviewed by
the team characterize the Principa as dedicated and hardworking, as a highly capable manager,
as being very effective a securing outside grants and as being successful at encouraging the
involvement of parents and other community members and organizationsin the lives of Stone
gudents. Parents interviewed by the Pand praise the Principa for helping them persondly and
keeping them well informed about their children’s progress.

The Principd is skilled a building community partnerships and obtaining outsde resources.
Through the Lucy Stone Initictive, a“five-year public- private partnership amed at transforming
the Lucy Stone Schooal...into a comprehensive full-service school” (school documents), the
school has raised subgtantial funds and services to supplement those provided by the Boston
Public Schoals. For the current school year, the school reportsit has raised over $500,000 in
supplementd programs and services from foundations and community organizations such asthe
Codman Square Hedlth Center and Boston Excels. Services provided through such efforts
include after-school tutoring, coordinating socia service resources for families and in-school
tutors and mentors.
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The Principd isless adept at creating and sustaining the conditions necessary to improve the
quality of classroom ingtruction, relying primarily on the content coaches (math and literacy),
digtrict professond development providers, and teacher collegiality. Severd teachers
interviewed by the Pand indicate that the Principa rarely vidts dassrooms, providing little
support or feedback on ther ingtructiona practices outsde of contractualy stipulated
evauations. Many teachers report recelving some support from the content coaches, dthough
both the Principa and teachers believe that the level of support isincommensurate with the level
of need, especidly when teachers are being asked to implement three new curricula (TERC
Investigations for math and Reader’ s and Writer' s Workshop). Further, teachers report receiving
incond stent messages regarding how to implement these curricula from various support
providers (e.g., from the content coaches and through digtrict professona development). Many
of the teachers interviewed indicate that most teachers rely on each other for the mgority of the
support they receive for classroom ingtruction, curriculum planning, classroom management, etc.

Although the Stone faculty appears to be ahighly collegia staff, the Principal does not appear to
focus on developing a pogtive school climate. Comments from teachers interviewed include that
the Principa is“toorigid,” “not apeople person,” and can be “very impatient.” Further,
athough the Principa reports that she seeks input into school decisions, some of her staff fed
that she “asksfor input but does't lisen” and makes “too many decisons on her own.” The
Principal acknowledges that she does not seeit as her job to proactively nurture postive saff
morae, reporting, “Morade iswhat you make of it.”

B. Isthereevidencethat the school’ s faculty supportsthe planned improvement efforts?

Not fully. While Stone' s faculty is dedicated, many are uncertain whether their efforts will be
effective. The Principa describes her staff’ s dedication in glowing terms, recounting efforts to
pursue professiona development on their own, devoting considerably more time than
contractudly required, their willingnessto try new initiatives and their desre to do what is best
for sudents. The gtaff isimplementing the core academic programs mandated by the district—
TERC Investigations, and Reader and Writer's Workshop. Further, most teachers interviewed
by the Pandl report they find aspects of these programs as promising and potentialy effective.
However, she dso reports (and teachers corroborate) that staff is frustrated by the absence of
measurable improvement on externd assessments, overwhelmed by the number of new didtrict
initiatives and confused by the incong stent messages they receive on how they should
implement the literacy and math programs (as mentioned in question 2A above).

Although most teachers are willing to try new initiatives, many teachers are skeptical regarding
the likelihood that current improvement efforts will lead to improved student performance. The
main reasons they cite are the * constant changes’ mandated by the digtrict, inadequate classroom
level support, insufficient ingructiona materids and incons stent messages regarding
implementation. Some staff gpparently believe that family and non-school related issues
(hunger, housing, etc.) must be addressed before any improvement efforts are successful, as
evidenced by teacher responses on the staff survey, the leadership report submitted to the DOE,
and interviews with the school Principa. Thus, concerns about the stability of digtrict policy,
confusion about implementation and a tendency to focus on influences outside of those not under

February, 2003 Massachusetts Department of Education Page 10 of 10



Panel Review Report Lucy Stone Elementary

their sphere of control undermine teachers' bief that implementing the WSIP will leed to
measurable gains on externad measures.

C. Isthe schoal receiving adequate guidance and support from the district leader ship?

No. The multiple forms of support and guidance provided by the didrict are generaly not
effective. Although the didtrict provides significant human resources, planning guidance and
professona development opportunities, staff interviews indicate that the volume, limited
duration and conflicting interpretations of digtrict initiatives dl contribute to saff confuson and
frugtration. Digtrict leaders do not appear to be well informed about the specific needs of this
school.

The Boston Public School Didtrict (BPS) provides awide array of support to the Stone
Elementary School’ s improvement planning and implementation efforts. Thisincludesa

coherent guide or template for improvement planning (the six “Essentias’, described under
question IB); organizationa assessments tools including a saf-assessment checklist for school
cdimae, Benchmarks in reading, writing and math administered three times a year; 64 days of
support for aliteracy coach and approximately 18 days of support from a math coach; additiona
professonal development for teachers and the Principd; feedback on a draft of the Stone's WSIP
and periodic “wak-throughs’ throughout the school year. However, dl of these supports have
not targeted the specific needs of Stone faculty and leaders in ways that will likely lead to
improving the quality of classroom ingtruction or raisng the level of student performance.

After schools submit a draft WSIP each June, a Deputy Superintendent, his or her Ingtructiona
Leader and the school’s Cluster Leader al review the draft and provide feedback. The school
then resubmits the plan and it is approved in September or early October or sent back to the
school for further revisons. In January ditrict representative then revigt action steps outlined in
the WSIP, helping the school establish what has been accomplished and what remainsto be
done. In generd, the digtrict monitors implementation of the WSIP by conducting three visits or
“wak-throughs’ ayear, providing written feedback and recommendations to the school.

Despite the level of support and involvement described above, BPS does not appear to be well
informed of the needs of the school. When asked about the most pressing needs at Stone, the
digtrict leader interviewed by the Pand responded by citing generd chalengesin the digtrict
such asimproving the quaity of ingruction and training teechersin literacy, but was not sure
whether these are barriers to improved student achievement at the Stone. She was unfamiliar
with the Lucy Stone Initiative and disclosed that she only recently became responsible for the
school.

It is unclear whether the district redlizes the subgtantia levels of teacher frustration and
confusion. From the teachers perspective, didtrict policy is“congtantly changing” and
undermines the schoal’ s ability to build teachers knowledge and expertise about a particular
program or curriculum. Many teachers report fedling that the district changes policies before the
school has had the time to implement them—the required didtrict reading program, for example.
(Indeed, BPSisin the process of applying for the federally funded Reading First grant, and, if
they recaive it, the Stone will be asked to retrain teachers in the five components of reading
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included in the program and discard the Reader’ s Workshop). Teachers and the school Principa
are unsure whether investing the time and energy to learn the new literacy and math programsis
worth the effort—they fear the district will soon change these programs, as they reportedly have
doneinthe past. Thus, based on interviews conducted by the Pand, while willing to implement
digtrict palicy, teachers and the Principa would like more support and more consstent messages
regarding how to implement BPS curricula, are skeptical about its stability, and have some
reservations about whether the mandated programs are the best for Stone students.
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CONCLUSION

The Panel found that Stone Elementary does not have a sound plan for improving student
performance. While the school identified broad areas of weakness it did not articulate aclear
understanding of the reasons for poor sudent performance or the specific skills students lack.
Further, athough the schoal’ simprovement plan includes specific and measurable goals, action
geps, timdines, and the saff respongible for implementation, it does not link these to a clear
undergtanding and prioritization of problem areas. Findly, the appropriateness of the gods for
sudent learning is questionable as they are not digned with externd measures.

While the digtrict provides substantial resources to support improvement planning and
implementation, many teachers are overwhelmed and frustrated by the number and ingtability of
didrict initigtives. Further, athough school leadership successfully devel ops community
partnerships and school management, it is less successful in providing ingtructiond leadership
and in nurturing a postive professond climate.
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APPENDIX A
Team Members

Tom Buffett, Pane Chair, SchoolWorks, Beverly, MA

Margaret Kelliher, Supervisor-Project LEAD, Springfield Public Schools, Springfidld, MA
Scott Kelley, Ph.D., Coordinator, Massachusetts Department of Education, Maden, MA
Susan Nutting, Primary School Principd, Weymouth, MA

Joanne Roy, Assgtant Director of Curriculum, Lynn Public Schoals, Lynn, MA
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APPENDIX B

UNDER-PERFORMING PANEL REVIEW SCHEDULE

Detailed Schedule for Review Pand 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 general logistics/schedule for the review.
[location: hotel]
12:00—=2:00 p.m. Team meeting # 1: team meets for the first time to discuss each panelist’s
individua anaysis; team forms preliminary judgements on key questions.
[locetion: hotdl]
2:00—3:00 p.m. Panelists 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
appropriate). [location: the school]
6:00—38:00 p.m. Team meeting # 2: pandigts synthesize interview information, further define
findings, prepare questions, and develop a team strategy for Day 2 of the review.
[locetion: hotdl]
Day 2
All activitiestake place in the school
7:30—8:00 a.m. Panelists meet with the Principal
8:00—8:30 a.m. Panelists meet with the School Council
8:30—9:00 a.m. Panelists meet with Focus Groups. The Panel Review Coordinator and the
Principa will identify participants for each Focus Group. The groups will be
organized, as gppropriate, to include groups of individuas who can respond to
guestions designed for parents, students, classroom teachers, curriculum
facilitators, content-area specialists, grade-level instructors, or other specific
inquiry groups.
Pandlist A Panedlist B Pandlist C Pandlist D Panelist E
Focus Group Focus Group Focus Group Focus Group Focus Group
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9:00—11:00 a.m. Classroom observations and teacher interviews
Panelist A Panelist B Panelist C Panelist D Panelist E
910 am. Observe Observe Observe Observe Observe
teacher 1 and teacher 3 and teacher 5 and teacher 7and | teacher 9 and
teacher 2 teacher 4 teacher 6 teacher 8 teacher 10
10-11 am. Interview Interview Interview Interview Interview
teacher 1 and teacher 3 and teacher 5 and teacher 7 and teacher 9 and
teacher 2 teacher 4 teacher 6 teacher 8 teacher 10
individudly individudly individudly individudly individudly
11 am.—12:30 p.m.  Team meeting # 3: panelists meet to discuss findings so far and to plan the

remainder of the day (working lunch)

12:30—1:00 p.m. Panelists use time as needed to anayze findings and to gather more information,;
panelists are encouraged to roam the entire school and visit classrooms not yet
seen.
1:00—2:00 p.m. Panelists meet with teachers in groups; consultant co-chair is free to work on
report
Pandis A | PandistB PandisC | PandistD Panelist E
1.00-1.30 Teacher Focus Group 1 Teacher FocusGroup 3 | Prepare report
1:30-2:00 Teacher Focus Group 2 Teacher Focus Group 4
2:00—2:30 p.m. Closing meeting with the Principa to discuss next steps (al panelists are present)
2:30—5:00 p.m. Team meeting # 4: panelists deliberate and form conclusions
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