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School Panel Review Report
Laurel Lake Elementary School
Fall River Public Schools

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 efforts in schools where
sudents MCAS performance is critically low and no trend toward improved student
performance is evident from MCAS data. Laurel Lake Elementary School met this criterion at
the 4™ grade and was one of fourteen schools selected for panel review in spring, 2003. The
Panel review was conducted on February 27-28, 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 didtrict
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 schoal'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 availableto it. 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 Pand's findings and conclusons on the two key questions, as well as school performance
data, will be forwarded to the Commissioner of Education for consideration in determining
whether Laurel Lake Elementary is deemed under-performing. The Pandl 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 a sound
plan where such conditions at present do not appear to exist. Diagnostic and/or prescriptive
intervertion, where needed to assist an under-performing school, occurs at the next stage of the
school review process.

Laured Lake Elementary School Profile

Laurdl Lake Elementary School is one of 24 dementary schools in the Fall River Public School
Didrict thet serves approximately 264 studentsin grades K through 5. Enrollment has fluctuated
dightly since 1999, with alow of 277 in 1999, a pesk of 291 in 2001. The distribution of
students across subgroups has remained fairly congtant, with 57 percent White, 16 percent
Hispanic, 16 percent Black and 1 percent Asan.

There was adight increase in the 2001 enrollment of sudents digible for free and reduced lunch
to 77 percent (from 71 percent in 1999). Thereis a School Wide Title | program. Attendance
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rates have declined at Laurd Lake over the past four years, from 95.3 in 1998 to 92.8 in 2001.
The average number of days absent has risen from 8.5 in 1998 to 13 percent in 2001. In 2001, 27
of the 58 4'" graders tested missed more than 10 days of school; 11 of those missed more than 20
days. The average retention rate at the school has declined significantly from 13.4 percent in

1999 to 4.8 percent in 2001. Thistrend is not reflected in the district rates at gradesK-5, or the
dtate rate, which has stayed a gpproximately 2.5 percent during the same four years.

The Programs & Services Report submitted by the school indicates that 28 students are receiving
Specid Education Services. The school has no students designated as Limited English Proficient,
but reports that English is not the first language (FLNE) for 30 percent of its students.

Staffing

In addition to the Principa of three years, there are 21 full-time teachers serving the 264
sudents. Eight of the teachers have less than five years teaching experience. All of the teachers
are certified in the areas in which they are teaching.

MCAS Overview

Students at the Laurel Lake Elementary School are tested in grade 3 in English Language Arts
(ELA) and in grade 4 in ELA and mathematics. Participation rates at this school were 100
percent in both years of Cycle Il in both content areas. The school did not make Adequate

Y early Progress (AYP) in any of the past four years (1990-2000).

Student Performancein ELA

In Cycle 1l (2001-2002), the Laurd Lake Elementary School received a performance rating of
Very Low in ELA. No improvement rating was issued because of the small number of sudents
tested.

Over the last four years, the performance of Regular Education students at the school has
fluctuated widely. 1n 1999, 18 percent of studentsin grade 4 were found to be proficient in ELA.
Haf of them scored at the Needs Improvement level, while 33 percent were a Warning. In
2000, the percentage of proficient students fell by about 75 percent to just 5 percent of students
tested. That year, 60 percent of students scored at the Needs Improvement level, and 35 percent
at Warning. In 2001, there were no proficient students, only 37 percent were at Needs
Improvement and 63 percent a warning. In the second year of Cyclell, 13 percent of students
were proficient, 55 percent were in need of improvement and 33 percent in Warning.

Fewer than 10 Specid Education and no Limited English Proficient students were tested in dl
four years.

Student Performance in Mathematics
In Cyclell the Laurdl Lake Elementary School received a performance rating of Very Low in
mathematics. No improvement rating was issued because of the smal number of sudents tested.

The performance of Regular Education students at the Laurel Lake Elementary School over the
last four years has fluctuated and shows no clear trends. 1n 1999, three percent of students
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scored at the Advanced level, while 18 percent were at Proficient, 55 percent at the Needs
Improvement level and 25 percent at Warning. 1n 2000, there were no Advanced students, 11
percent of students were proficient, 68 percent of scoresfell in the Needs Improvement category,
and 21 percent in Warning. Inthefirst year of Cyclell, only two percent of sudents were
proficient, the percentage of Needs Improvement sudents fell to 41 percent, while thosein
Warning increased to 57 percent. In the 2002, the distribution of student scored at this school
once again fluctuated. Ten percent of students scored at Proficient, 50 percent at the Needs
improvement level, and 40 percentage Warning.

Fewer than 10 Specid Education and no Limited English Proficient sudents were tested in dl
four years.

PANEL REPONSESTO THE KEY QUESTIONS

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

It is the judgment of the Pandl Review Team that the Laurdl Lake School lacks a sound 2002-
2003 plan for improving student performance. Until recently, the school did not have any
systematic process for improvement planning or for teacher input. Asaresult, the current plan
was generated under time congraints by the Principas with the former Superintendent’s
goprova. The plan outlines digtrict-level gods, and lacks:

data analyss to accuratdly identify gapsin student performance,
identification and prioritization of weaknesses based on reasons for poor
student performance.

clear and specific goas and objectives for improving student performance,
specific Srategies likely to lead to improved student achievement, and
asolid method for implementation and monitoring improvement efforts.

The 2002-2003 plan submitted for the Pandl’ s review was acknowledged by the Superintendent,
the Principa and staff members at the school to be inadequate.

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

The plan included a presentation only of the Grade 3 and Grade 4 MCAS results for 2000-2001.
Interpretation of findings, comparison of trends from past MCAS data, and an in-depth item
andysis of test results were not evident. In addition, the plan does not reflect any of the
following condderations: current ingtructiond practices, quality of the curriculum and its
dignment with state learning standards, the quaity and appropriateness of the school’ s programs
and services, gaff qudifications, previous school improvement planning efforts, staffing

placement patterns, or other measures of student performance.
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The plan contained a cursory listing of MCAS data. Other sources of data which were available
but not analyzed within the plan include student results on the TerraNova, and individua student
results on the Developmenta Reading Assessment (DRA) used in grades K-2 as part of the
Literacy Collaborative Initiative.

The Laurd Lake School Improvement Plan for 2002-2003 does not adequately identify specific
weaknesses in student performance, and did not prioritize performance areasin need of attention.
The School Leadership Report identifies aweaknessin sudents ability to answer open-response
questions as a priority in ELA and math. In addition, Standards 8 and 13 of the ELA
Frameworks (understanding fiction and nor-fiction text) were identified as areas of weakness. In
the School Leadership Report, the Principal indicated that the school would soon become
engaged with training from the digtrict Student Support Specidist in the Department’s
Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) process, which would enable the staff to “continue to
improve our ability to identify critical wesknesses and set priorities.”

The Principal and a Leadership Team of teachers has been mesting to prepare to go through
training in the PIM process for improvement planning that is focused on needed changesin
teaching and learning to improve student performance. A digtrict level School Support Specidist
has begun working with the school. As of the Pand’ s vist, two working meetings were planned
to begin to look at and learn to analyze student performance data from a variety of sources. The
Pand saw the notebooks of data and results compiled for this purpose. The school isin the early
dtages of this process. The earliest that this effort would effect planning would be in 2003-2004
during the preparation of the plan for 2004-2005.

The Schoal Improvement Plan did not include a clearly articulated understanding of identified
problems and failed to explain causes for low performance. Interviews with district and school
adminigtrators and teachers, and responses from the faculty on the Ingtructiond Staff Survey
overwhdmingly cited environmenta and socioeconomic factors outside of the school’ s control
are key reasons for poor student performance. Other causes for low performance cited by the
faculty include high absenteeism and tardiness, class size, and a high number of children whose

firg language is not English.

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

The 2002-2003 Improvement Plan fails to include important performance gods and specific
objectives that are connected to identified weaknesses based on the school’ s analysis of student
performance, but rather presents a general discussion of broad areas for future implementation.
The plan is two-pages long, liging five broad didtrict-level goas and severd indicators for those
gods.

In his School Leadership Report, the Principal acknowledged the inadequacy of the School
Improvement Plan, and suggested that the PIM processin the future would become atool for
developing improvement goa's and objectives that are grounded in the andyss of reasons for
poor student performance.
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An update to the 2001-2002 plan included some information related to identified weaknessesin
student performance. Based on an attempt to anadyze MCAS items, specific skillsin need of
improvement in the area of English Language Arts were identified. Strategies cited for
improvement of these skills, however, were selected from what appeared to be district mandate
rather than from any specific solutions proposed by the school to meet identified students
learning needs. Specific strategies to address students' needs in the area of math were not
addressed. The 2002-2003 plan under review did not include this festure from the previous plan.

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

The School Improvement Plan for 2002-2003 did not specify strategies specificaly related to the
needs of the students at Laurel Lake School. Thereisalack of connection to a demonstrated
analysis of needs and causes for low performance.

In the Leadership Report, the Principd cites three initiatives dready underway to improve
Student performance that could have some positive effect: 1.) improving open response
questions, 2.) thedidrict's grant-funded Literacy Collaborative in gradesK-2, and 3.) full
incluson of pecid education students, beginning this year in grade 3. It isnot clearly sated
whether these initiatives were school or digtrict driven, or what particular gaps these initiatives
are addressng.

The Literacy Collaborative was introduced by the digtrict in 2000, with the first 5 day training.
Funded by a 639B grant, the program isin itsthird year at the school at gradesK-2. Improved
student performance was evidenced in the third grade MCAS scores in the 2002 school year; the
number of sudentsin the Warning category decreased from 14 percent to 3 percent, and the
number of studentsin the proficient category increased from 33 percent to 39 percent. Thisyear
teachers will participate in twenty two hour training workshops at the school and receive in-class
coaching.

Theincluson of four specia education students into each of the two third-grade classrooms this
year, with in-class support from a Specid Education teacher and an aide, have no apparent
connection with any needs assessment for the schoal. It isunclear why thisinitiative was
undertaken now, or what mode of incluson is being followed.

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

No. Because the 2002-2003 School Improvement Plan lacked clear statements of the school’s
problems based on causal factors, measurable goa's, and specific objectives, it cannot be
conddered as avehide for guiding implementation of planned improvement initiatives. As stated
in the interview with members of the School Leadership Team, “the plan is not adequate as a tool
for improvement of student performance.”
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Likewise, detailed action plans, benchmarks to check for periodic progress, and specific methods
of evauation for the three initiatives that are underway (improving open response questions,
implementing the Literacy Collaborative, and full incluson of specia education sudents) have

not been articulated in aplan.

The plan does contain amatrix consisting of five mgor didrict gods, dong with very generd
related objectives or indicators for each. For example, under God 1, Standards Based Ingtruction
and Teaching for Understanding, 1d states that “ Literacy Collaborative will be established in
every school.” Under Goa 5 Ongoing Assessment, 5a states * Didtrict and school staff will
implement an ongoing comprehensive assessment system that will include both formative and
summative assessments.”  The matrix includes an evauation rubric that specifies ayear/date for
completion of these goals and objectives, and a scae depicting levels of implementation. Of the
17 objectives within the five gods, dl but four are rated as Exemplary or Accomplished. During
an interview, the Principd explained that this matrix was developed by and for use of principds
for the purpose of reporting to the district, that he had rated the school, and that the Leadership
Team was not in agreement with the ratings. Based on observations in the school and from the
interviews with the teachers, the vdidity of these ratings is questionable.

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

No. The Principd, currently in histhird year and retiring in June 2003, was forthright in

reporting that he was the sole author of both the 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 School Improvement
Plans. The plan was not developed through a process likely to support its successful
implementation.

In the School Leadership Report, the Principal reported that the staff has begun to work together
over the last two years, and he acknowledged that the plan “has not reflected the significant role
the saff has played in identifying and implementing many of our schoal initiatives” The school
has not had a School Council, as defined in Education Reform, that includes teachers, parents
and a community representative in place to play arole in planning or decison-making a the
school. Thereisan active Parent Council in the school that meets monthly.  According to
members, the Principd dicited input from them, but their specific recommendations were
focused on safety and facility needs. They dso described severd activities amed at bringing
more parents to the school such as a Family Olympic Day, which had avery high turnout.

The interviews with the Superintendent and the Title | Director, and with the Curriculum
Coordinatorsindicated training for dl principasis planned for this summer on how to andyze
and utilize data, as part of the training for the PIM process to be carried out by the School

Support Specidist.
The Curriculum Coordinators indicated to panedl members that in the past their efforts were

focused to a greater degree on the middle school leve, but that through the PIM process they
hope to become more involved & the eementary levd.
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Although not specified in the School Improvement Plan, professonad devel opment to support the
god of implementing the Literacy Collaborative initiative was evident. Inyear 1 of the

intiative, the Principa and aff attended five days of training; in year two, the Literacy
Coordinator engaged in afull year of extensve training; and in this current year, teachersin
grades K-2 are participating in 20 two hour workshops. Evidence of other professona
development opportunities, however, and the process of identifying and implementing such
opportunities specific to the needs of Laurdl Lake were unclear. Teacher responses on the
Ingtructional Staff Survey, which asks s&ff to identify the three most important areas of need,
indicated that inclusion of students with disabilities, improving student writing skills, and
improving student reading comprehension were the top choices for professona development
training. Teacher interviews and focus group discussions reveaed that professiona devel opment
in these areas of need had not yet been offered.

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

It isthe judgment of the Pandl Review Team that some important conditions are not yet in place
for implementation of plans to improve student performance a Laurd Lake Elementary. The
digtrict is hopeful that the training provided in the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM)
process in the next few months will help enable Laurd Lake School to develop and implement a
viable School Improvement Plan. As of the Pand’ s visit, there was no systematic processin
placein the didtrict or at the school for improvement planning. The Principa’ sretirement in
June 2003, aong with three classroom teachers, leave the question of effective leadership open.
Thereisardatively new School Leadership Team in place that appears ready to move forward
with the PIM training. It isimpaossible to determine whether the addition of three new dtaff
membersin Fal of 2003 will facilitate or complicate the improvement efforts that will sill bein
the early stages when they arrive.

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

Confidence in the Principd’ s ability to provide effective leadership and sound management was
reveded on the Ingtructional Staff Survey, where 74 percent of teachers indicated that the
Principa does provide effective leadership. In the teacher and focus group interviews, seff
reported that during his three years of service, the Principa has created a positive school climate.
Teachers described the Principa as caring and sensitive, as gpproachable and supportive, and as
one who vaues the children, providing “lots of rewards and recognition” for sudents. Asone
teacher put it, “ athough we have been going in severa directions, the Principa has helped aff
focus on our problems.” Teachers explained that the current Principa has been more involved
than previous principas, that he has provided a safe place for children to learn, and that he has
ingtituted good disciplinary measures. Staff aso reports that this Principa has attempted to build
parent confidence and to increase parent involvement, including hiring two parent liaisons (one

of whom has since |eft the school).
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The Principa has been part of an MCAS Study Group over the past two years, and has
established a School Leadership Team with the hope that they can carry the improvement efforts
forward, along with the new principd.

However, theimpending retirement of the current Principa in June, 2003 raises serious
concerns about the school’ s ability to stay on track toward beginning to develop plans to improve
student performance and to continue to build the necessary conditions for their successtul
implementation.

The Superintendent indicated that the Principa vacancy would be posted by March 1, and filled
by June 1, 2003. He cited a strong curriculum background as amgor qudification for providing
leadership at the Laurel Lake School. Qualifications needed in anew principd that were cited by
gaff in the teacher, focus groups, and Leadership Team interviews included an ability to build a
collaborative unit, a strong background in e ementary education, openness to suggestions from
gaff, and an ability to guide the planning process. Both the staff and the Parent Council
expressed the desire to be included in the sdlection of anew principal.

Other important conditions do not appear to be in place for the continued development and
implementation of viable improvement plans. A particular areaof concern is the need for the
new Principa and gaff to begin to look systematicaly at the exigting curriculum materids, and
ingructiond and assessment practices rather than outside the schoal for factors beyond their
control as the causes for low student performance and dow improvement. For example, the
Principal reported that the formal teacher evaluation process “does not lend itsdlf to
improvement of ingruction; the processitsdf is an impediment to the improvement of
indruction.”

The process of evauating ingructiond practices and reviewing curriculum guides and materias
would enable teachers and the Principa to identify and prioritize areas for professond
development directly related to teaching and learning. The need for this process was evidenced
in the responses given on the staff survey, where less than haf of the faculty indicated areas for
training that are related to the learning needs of the students.

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

Faculty support for needed improvement efforts was evident. Many teachers cited the Literacy
Collaborative and the training included for teachers as apogtive sep. Theleve of
understanding among staff about what those efforts include was somewhat plit. Despite
acknowledgment by the staff and the Leadership Team that the plan was not detailed and
specific, and that it is not an adequate tool for improvement, 94 percent of the staff on the
Ingtructiond Staff Survey agreed that the school has awell-defined plan for reaching student
performance goas. On Question 12 in the anonymous Staff survey, teachers were asked if they
know their roles and responghilitiesin implementing improvement plans. Six of the 31
respondents Smply answered “Yes’, and three smply “No”. Another haf of the respondents
provide more substantive descriptions, such as collaborate with other staff members, literacy-
basad ingtruction, and smdl group activities.
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On the Ingtructiona Staff Survey, the need to improve parent involvement was the most agreed
upon cause for low student performance, and in saff and Parent Council interviews, initiatives to
improve parent involvement were cited as an areaiin which the school has made progress. In
response to the need to improve students' performance on MCASS open response questions in
both math and ELA, an MCAS after-school program and an MCAS study group have been
established to support thisneed. Another initiative underway isthe Literacy Collaborative, now
initsfirs year of implementation in grades K-2. Staff interviews reveded an understanding for
the need to continue literacy initiativesin grades 3-5, and to engage al faculty members, K-5, in
preparing students for the grade 3 and grade 4 MCAS.

The Leadership Team acknowledges what the staff survey suggestsithat “some of the staff do
not yet believe that improvement in student performanceis redly possble” Thetraining to be
conducted by the School Support Specidigt should involve dl staff in the process of identifying
root causes and planning initiatives. Asthey begin to meet more frequently as a collaborative
team, the faculty will develop a greater awareness of students' needs, of the necessary resources
and materids to support ingtruction, and of the need to create a process for regular review and
assessment of ingtructiona practices.

C. Isthe school receiving adequate guidance and support from the digtrict leader ship?

It is the consensus of the Pand Review Team that the school has received minimal support and
guidance from the didtrict for planning and implementing a school improvement plan. The
Superintendent has been in the position since last year. He was gppointed to the position
following the resgnation after two years of the previous Superintendent. The new
Superintendent had previoudy occupied the role of Assistant Superintendent of Operations in the
digtrict for anumber of years. The Superintendent stated that he did not understand why MCAS
scores a Laurel Lake School had declined during the 1999-2002 time period. The
Superintendent also acknowledged that the School Improvement Plan at Laurel Lakeisnot a
clear guide for making needed improvements, and he explained that analyss and interpretation

of dataisaneed digrict-wide. In addition, The Title | Director (of 30 years) indicated that there
was no connection between the Title | plan for the digtrict and planning at the school leve in Fl
River. He aso acknowledged that planning at Laurdl Lake School has been deficient. He
suggested ared need for adigtrict team to support planning at the school level. The
Superintendent is planning training for principasin the summer of 2003 on how to andlyze and
utilize data, as part of the PIM process. The Superintendent explained that the district wants to
train dl of its principasin the PIM process because “we don’t know which schools will be
under-performing in the future.”

Although the interview with the Superintendent revealed alack of awareness of the reasons for
the decline in student performance, and alack of digtrict involvement in the process of
developing a school improvement plan, he did discuss the need to hire aprincipad with astrong
background in curriculum development to replace the Principa who is retiring this June.

During hisinterview, the Principa explained that the process of writing the School Improvement
Pan involved the use of atemplate developed by and for fellow principas. Although the former
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Superintendent reviewed and approved the School Improvement Plans, no feedback was
provided. The Review Pand found no School Council in place, but the active Parent Council that
currently exigts plans for various activities, which include fundraising events. The establishment

of an eected, working School Council, whose compaosition is outlined in the Education Reform
Act, is an important condition for planning and successful implementation of improvement
initiatives with buy-in of a broad range of stakeholders.

The digtrict has hired aformer teacher-leader and trainer from within the digtrict as the School
Support Specidist for 2002-2003. They are relying heavily on thisindividud to initiate traning
and support for the Department of Education’s Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM)
process, beginning with schools in need of improvement in the digtrict. The Superintendent
plansto hire an additiona specidist for 2003-2004.

The Superintendent indicated that Fall River currently employs four Curriculum Coordinators,
and that the digtrict buysloca courses for professona development. The Coordinators reported
that to date they have mainly been involved at the middle school level. Didrict financid support
for teacher supplies and resources at Laurd Lake School for the 2002-2003 academic year is
reportedly limited to $2,000 from Title | resources. Teachers voiced concernsin the interviews
and focus groups that they use their own money to purchase materids for the classroom, and
discussed the need for district support for aschoal library, for improved technology, and for
equity of financid support within the digtrict’ s schools.

CONCLUSION

It isthe judgment of the Pandl Review Team that the 2002-2003 School Improvement Plan for
Laurd Lake Schoal isnot aviable plan for guiding the implementation of any initiativesto
improve student performance. The plan lacks analyss of relevant data, identification of
particular learning needs, specific gods and/or student learning objectives, detailed action plans,
or benchmarks for ongoing monitoring. The plan was generated without input from staff or any
other stakeholders. Key conditions that would support the successful implementation of aviable
improvement plan, if such aplan is developed, are not presently in place.

Thedidrict’s primary investment in improvement a the schoadl is the plan to initiate training and
support for the Performance Improvement Mapping (PIM) processin order to develop amore
meaningful, effective plan for improving teeching and learning & the school. The PIM process
and the Support Specialist were referred to frequently during the Panel’svist, and in discussons
with school and digtrict administrators and with the School Support Specidist, asthe starting
point for anew process for planning for improvement. This initiative shows promise for
inditutiondizing a planning process at the school that could very well lead to improvementsin
student achievement. The placement of a strong ingtructiond leader in time to be part of the PIM
process and help staff make the transition to new leadership , and would also increase the
likelihood of successful implementation of improvement plans developed through that process.
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In addition, the impetus of the new Leadership Team, dong with strategic hiring of replacements
for the three teachers leaving the school at the end of this year, and for severd more positions
which will open asaresult of planned retirements over the next two years, could be pivotd to the
suceess of initiatives planned next year. As of the Pand’s Review, however, these crucid

guestions remain open.
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APPENDIX A
Pand Review Team Members

Terry VanDeCarr, Panel Chair, ClassMeasures, Malden, MA

Denise Delor ey, Program Coordinator, Department of Education, Maden, MA

Patricia Clancy, Title | Head Teacher, Worcester Public Schools, Worcester, MA

Kim Marshall, Graduate Support Consultant, New Leaders for New Schools, Brookline, MA
Emile Rosenber g, Assstant Superintendent, Waltham Public Schools, Watham, 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 pandlist’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 7 and 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 analyze 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 PandissC | PandistD Panedlist 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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