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AGENDA

Department of Licensing
1125 Washington St SE

Olympia, Washington
360-725-6025

Teleconference: 1-866-200-5786; Code 3540546

Welcome and Introduction to State Board of Education Required Action District

Process
Dr. Kris Mayer, Board Member

Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction Role in Required Action District Process

Ms. Tonya Middling, Director, District and School Improvement, OSPI
Renton School District

Introduction: Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director
District Presentation

Board Questions

Onalaska School District

Introduction: Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director
District Presentation

Board Questions

Break

Soap Lake School District

Introduction: Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director
District Presentation

Board Questions

Morton School District

Introduction: Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director
District Presentation

Board Questions

Board Discussion on Required Action District Plans

Basic Education Agenda Compliance Rules Approval of Draft Language
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director

Business ltems:
e Approval of Required Action District Plans (Action Item)

o Renton

o Onalaska
o Soap Lake
o Morton

e Approval of BEA Compliance Draft Rule (Action Item)
Legislative Update

Adjourn
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The Washington State Board of Education

March 31, 2011
Department of Licensing
Olympia, Washington

Members Attending in Person: Dr. Kris Mayer, Vice-chair Steve Dal Porto, Dr. Bernal Baca,
Ms. Connie Fletcher, Mr. Randy Dorn (5)

Members Attending by Phone: Ms. Amy Bragdon, Dr. Sheila Fox, Ms. Phyllis Frank, Mr. Bob Hughes,
Ms. Mary Jean Ryan, Mr. Warren Smith, Chair Jeff Vincent (7)

Members Absent: Mr. Eric Liu (excused), Mr. Jack Schuster (excused), Ms. Anna Laura
Kastama (excused), Mr. Jared Costanzo (excused) (5)

Staff Attending: Ms. Edie Harding, Dr. Kathe Taylor, Mr. Aaron Wyatt, Ms. Loy McColm,
Ms. Sarah Rich (5)

Staff Absent: Ms. Ashley Harris (excused) (1)
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by Dr. Kris Mayer.

Dr. Mayer welcomed the members and visitors and provided information about the process for decisions being
made on the Required Action plans at today’s special meeting.

During the 2010 Legislative Session, a new Required Action process was adopted to address the needs for
dramatic turnaround in the state’s persistently lowest-achieving schools. The process mandates that certain
districts with persistently lowest-achieving schools participate in required action when designated to do so by
the SBE. The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) will use federal school improvement grants
to support the schools. Approximately $7 million in federal funds is available for this fiscal year for both the
MERIT schools and Required Action Districts.

At the January 2011 Board meeting, the Board designated the following districts for Required Action:
1. Lakeridge Elementary School, Renton School District
2. Morton Junior-Senior High School, Morton School District
3. Onalaska Middle School, Onalaska School District
4. Soap Lake Middle and High School, Soap Lake School District

The Board was not required to act on the Required Action Districts until May 15 of each year; however, OSPI
requested that the Board make its decisions by March 31, 2011 so that it could begin an implementation of
each school’s plan in early spring 2011. The Board agreed to do so, although it was concerned about the tight
timeframe requested for Required Action District plans as well as for Board review.

The requirements of Required Action Districts were presented to the Board. The Required Action plan must
include the following federal intervention models:

1. Turnaround

2. Restart

3. Closure

4. Transformation

The SBE Review Team included Board Members (Dr. Mayer and Ms. Fletcher), along with staff who
conducted a thorough review of the original plans, revised plans, academic performance audits, and other



supplemental materials in order to make a recommendation to the full Board to approve or not approve each
Required Action plan. During their review, the Team ensured that the plans provided sufficient remedies to the
issues identified in the audit as well as that rapid turnaround will occur.

A summary of each district plan by the Review Team was submitted to the Board and the Required Action
Districts for their consideration.

OSPI Role in Required Action District Process
Tonya Middling, OSPI

Ms. Middling highlighted that all four schools being considered today are new to the persistently lowest
achieving (PLA) list this year so the learning curve for staff was steep. The superintendents and key district
leaders’ demonstrated commitment and passion to the schools served in their respective communities by
sharing their hopes and dreams for these schools. All of the schools being considered today present unique
challenges and while the staff and families of the communities grappled with their current realities, they have
successfully created a broad based community of support that is rallying behind them, cheering them on, and
providing whatever support is necessary to do their part. After the December 1, 2010 identification of PLA’s
was received, Ms. Middling worked with the superintendents to help them understand the federal requirements
of the grants and how they came to be required as a result of 6696 to implement a federal intervention model.
Ms. Middling explained the process used by the BERC Group for the academic performance audits, which
began in January 2011. Ms. Middling commended the four districts for their work on the plans submitted.

Renton School District

Mary Alice Heuschel, Superintendent

Susan Mather, Chief Academic Officer, Elementary Education

Rob MacGregor, Assistant Superintendent, Learning and Teaching
Phil Barber, District Improvement Facilitator

The Review Team concluded that the plan provides for sufficient remedy in all aspects of the academic
performance audit. Comments from the Team included in the summary are as follows:

e The District and building should ensure that English Language Learner and Special Education
teachers are fully integrated into the professional learning communities and that the District reviews
the special education referral process. The building is urged to address high expectations for all
students as well as advanced learning opportunities for accelerated students. The building may need
to consider ways to address gang activity and student safety.

The Team concluded that there is excellent support from the District and the focus on additional learning time
for all students is clearly planned out. There is a concrete plan for improving staff capacity and recruiting
additional high quality staff. The professional development and support for staff in using student data is
impressive. The sustainability plan is well thought out.

Dr. Heuschel and her staff gave an overview of their plan moving forward to address the Review Team
comments. Clarifying questions were asked by the Board and discussion followed.

Onalaska School District

Dana Anderson, Assistant Superintendent, ESD 113
C.J. Gray, Principal

Terri Dahlstedt, Teacher

The Review Team concluded that the plan does not provide sufficient remedy for the five areas of concern in
the academic performance audit, excerpted from the BERC Group report. Comments from the Team, included
in the summary, are as follows:
e The academic achievement audit placed a very strong emphasis on developing the mission and goals,
but there is not a clear plan to work with the Board, staff, parents, and community to develop a
mission, define clear goals, and develop benchmarks for performance. The link from the mission and
goals to student learning should be explicit.
e The plan also implies that many structures will not be in place until the end of three years. This is too
late for the work planned to be complete, especially when it comes to mission, goals, and strategies.



The timeframe does not reflect a sense of urgency. There is an expectation of improvement after three
years. The plan needs more specificity about the action planning process.

There doesn’t appear to be a specific plan for recruiting and hiring new teachers. Overall, this part of
the plan is not specific enough. Readers were concerned that there may not be sufficient staff capacity
once the contractors leave in three years. It was not clear when the new evaluation system will be
implemented and it is an important component of the improvement effort.

There is no clear plan for staff to work together to identify high expectations for ALL students and
develop common language around those expectations. There was no mention of opportunities for
students to take advanced classes. The responsibility for setting high expectations for students seems
to lie exclusively with the K-8 principal. Specifically how will this individual build high expectations with
staff, especially considering the expanded role to serving as principal of both the elementary and
middle schools?

The timeline is not aggressive enough for rapid improvement. Many things are scheduled to be
completed by the end of the three year grant. There was no description of a gap analysis for reading
and math. We highly encourage the district to adopt curricula and instructional materials that are
aligned to the standards.

The academic audit spoke of bullying of students by teachers, not just student to student, and a
pattern of inappropriate use of behavior rewards. The plan should address not just the attitudes and
behavior of students, but the entire school community in the building as well. There did not appear to
be a clear plan for holding teachers accountable for their actions or consistent implementation of the
Positive Behavior Intervention Support (PBIS). Monitoring the implementation of the PBIS plan should
be a priority.

The presenters addressed the comments of the Team and the Board asked clarifying questions.

Soap Lake School District

Dan McDonald, Superintendent
Kevin Kemp, Principal

The Review Team concluded that the plan does not provide sufficient remedy for five areas of concern in the
academic performance audit. Comments from the Team included:

It was not clear to the Review Team specifically what professional development would be provided for
teachers and district leaders, or when. The plan was unclear about additional instructional time for
students, specifically how the after school tutoring would work and what the structure and content of
the daily Advisory/Intervention time would be. The Plan states that the district will ‘begin the process of
looking at extending the school learning time” which left the Review Team with the impression that
there was not yet a concrete plan. The academic audit spoke of the need for the principal to build his
instructional leadership skills and be more visible in the classroom, but there was not a concrete clear
plan for this support to be provided.

The plan does not reflect a sense of urgency about conducting an action planning process to develop
a mission, goals, and specific strategies. The plan states the intention to do this but not enough details
or a rigorous timeline. The plan states, “the District plans on adopting three distinct, but key system
elements: a quality teaching-learning framework, an intervention-advisory format, and an extended
learning structure for students.” More detail about these elements would strengthen the plan.

There is not a clear plan to add rigor to existing coursework or to add advanced coursework. There is
not a plan to ensure that staff develop high expectations for students or common language around
expectations.

There did not appear to be a long-term vision to adopt aligned materials. The curriculum and lesson
alignment relies heavily on Teachers on Special Assignment (TOSA). The Review Team is concerned
that there is not a strong plan for accountability for adoption and alignment of new materials beyond
the TOSA involvement. It is not clear how teacher buy in and responsibility will be built. Minimal funds
were requested for materials, which led to concerns that even if a vision is developed that the funds
may not be there to adopt new materials.

No specific leadership structure is mentioned. There are committees but most of the leadership
appears to come from the Superintendent and Principal, rather than a distributed leadership model to
build buy-in and commitment from staff.



The presenters addressed the comments of the Team and the Board asked clarifying questions.

Morton School District

Dana Anderson, Assistant Superintendent, ESD 113
Tom Manke, Superintendent

Angela Bacon, Principal

Terry Fagen, Teacher and Association President

The Review Team concluded that the plan does not provide sufficient remedy for two areas of concern in the
academic performance audit. Comments from the Team included:

e |tis not clear that the plan as outlined is for a distributed leadership model sufficiently involving current
staff. It relies on hired outside experts. It did not seem that this plan would provide sufficient capacity
building with current staff to ensure sustainability of improvements. The plan is not clear how the
proposed leadership structure will involve current staff, or what the plan is for deciding what forms of
leadership are needed and clear delineation of responsibilities.

e The issue of setting high academic expectations was not clearly addressed in the plan. There was no
discussion of developing common language among staff, no plan to identify other districts to
investigate how high expectations are supported, and no plan to use data from high school outcomes
to make decisions about course offerings for ALL students. The plan should address the need to
change the culture and perception of the school to one that is rigorous and challenging.

The presenters addressed the comments of the Team and the Board asked clarifying questions.

Board Discussion

Dr. Mayer reviewed the next steps for those districts not approved at this meeting. She answered clarifying
guestions from Board Members.

Ms. Middling spoke in support of the four districts and reported that the MOUs have been reviewed and
approved. All four schools are on track and understand the intervention models. All four schools are ready to
initiate their plans with the approval of the SBE. She explained that each year all four schools will be monitored
to ensure they are on track with the requirements. OSPI looked at compliance as well as the plan from each
district. Districts will have an opportunity to get more in-depth in to their plan moving forward.

Bill Mason, OSPI, gave an overview of the funding for the Required Action Districts and answered clarifying
questions for the Board.

Basic Education Compliance Rules Approval of Draft Language
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director

During the 2009 Legislative Session, the Legislature and Governor amended the definition of Basic Education
and Engrossed Substitute House Bill (ESHB 2261). The legislation made the definition of a school day more
specific and replaced the student-to-teacher ratio requirements with the prototypical school model of funding.
Although ESHB 2261 became law in 2009, these changes do not go into effect until September 1, 2011.

Due to statute changes, the following sections of SBE’s rules will be repealed:

e WAC 180-16-210: K-3 students to classroom teacher ratio requirement will no longer be needed since
the underlying statute will be repealed as of September 1, 2011. The proposed rule revision repeals
this entire section of rule.

e WAC 180-16-215: Minimum one hundred eighty school day year contains a subsection that quotes the
current definition of a school day and will be incorrect as of September 1 as follows:

v School day means each day of the school year on which pupils enrolled in the common
schools of a school district are engaged in academic and career and technical instruction
planned by and under the direction of the school. The proposed rule revision repeals this
entire section of rule.

e WAC 180-16-195: Annual reporting and review process would change the signature requirements and
submission date and require school district to submit compliance forms electronically by the local
district superintendent and board members rather than mailing or faxing in paper forms.



Business ltems

Approval of Required Action Plans, pursuant to RCW 28A.657.060, for the following school districts:

Renton School District

Motion was made to approve Renton School District's Required Action Plan
Motion seconded

Board Discussion

Motion carried with one abstention (Bunker)

Soap Lake School District

Motion was made to not approve the Soap Lake School District's Required Action Plan

Amended Motion was made to approve Soap Lake School District’s Required Action plan, provided that the
District’s response, consistent with the presentation and written comments provided to the Board, is
incorporated into a revised plan and resubmitted to the SBE by no later than April 11, 2011. If the District does
not submit a revised plan by April 11, 2011, the District’s plan shall be deemed denied and the District will
need to submit a revised plan to the SBE by May 10, 2011, unless it elects to file an appeal to the Review
Panel.

Motion seconded
Board Discussion
Motion carried with four nays

Morton School District
Motion was made to not approve Morton School District’'s Required Action Plan

Amended Motion was made to approve Morton School District's Required Action plan, provided that the
District’s response, consistent with the presentation and written comments provided to the Board, is
incorporated into a revised plan and resubmitted to the SBE by no later than April 11, 2011. If the District does
not submit a revised plan by April 11, 2011, the District’s plan shall be deemed denied and the District will
need to submit a revised plan to the SBE by May 10, 2011, unless it elects to file an appeal to the Review
Panel.

Motion seconded
Board Discussion
Motion carried with four nays

Onalaska School District

Motion was made to not approve Onalaska School District's Required Action Plan
Motion seconded
Board Discussion

Motion carried with four nays



Approval of Proposed Rulemaking for Filing with the State Code Reviser:
1. Repeal of WAC 180-16-210
2. Repeal of WAC 180-16-215
3. Amendments to WAC 180-16-195

Motion was made to approve for filing with the Code Reviser, a CR102 repealing WACs 180-16-210 and 180-
16-215.

Motion seconded
Motion carried

Motion was made to approve for filing with the Code Reviser, a CR102 with the proposed amendments to
WAC 180-16-195

Motion seconded
Motion carried

The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m. by Dr. Mayer
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REQUIRED ACTION DISTRICT APPROVAL

BACKGROUND

The State Board of Education’s (SBE) work for a new statewide accountability system includes
a new Required Action process adopted by the state Legislature in the 2010 session' to address
the needs for dramatic turnaround in our persistently lowest-achieving schools. This process
mandates that certain districts with persistently lowest achieving schools participate in Required
Action when designated to do so by the SBE. The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction
(OSPI) will use federal school improvement grants to support these schools. A parallel process
is a selective competition from the remaining pool of persistently lowest-achieving schools for
voluntary school improvement, also known as Models of Equity and Excellence through Rapid
Improvement and Turnaround (MERIT).

At the January 2011 Board meeting, the Board designated the following four districts for
Required Action:

o Lakeridge Elementary School, Renton School District

e Morton Junior-Senior High School, Morton School District

e Onalaska Middle School, Onalaska School District

e Soap Lake Middle and High School, Soap Lake School District

Approximately $7 million in federal funds is available for this fiscal year for both the MERIT
schools and Required Action Districts.

Although the Board is not required to act until May 15 of each year, OSPI requested that the
Board make its decisions by March 31 so that it could begin an implementation of each school’s
plan in the early spring of 2011. The Board agreed to do so although it was concerned about the
tight timeframe requested for Required Action District plans as well as for Board review.

Requirements of Required Action Districts:
The Required Action plan must be developed in collaboration with administrators, teachers, and
other staff, parents, unions, students, and other representatives of the local community. The
local school board must conduct a public hearing to allow for comment on the Required Action
plan. The Required Action plan must include selection of one of the four federal intervention
models (state/local models may be used in subsequent years):
e Turnaround: Replace principal and 50 percent of staff.
o Restart: Open the school under a third party education management organization.
e Closure: Send students to higher-achieving schools in the district.
e Transformation: Replace principal, reform instructional environment, develop teacher
and school leader effectiveness, increase community engagement, and extend learning
time).

Prepared for the March 31 2011 Special Board Meeting



Required Action Districts participated in an academic performance audit, which included:
Student demographics

Mobility patterns

School feeder patterns

Performance of different student groups on assessments

Effective school leadership

Strategic allocation of resources

Clear and shared focus on student learning

High standards and expectations for all students

High level of collaboration and communication

Aligned curriculum, instruction, and assessment to state standards
Frequency of monitoring learning and teaching

Focused professional development

Supportive learning environment

High level of family and community involvement

Alternative secondary schools best practice

Any unique circumstances or characteristics of the school or district

The intervention model selected by the district must address the concerns raised in the
academic performance audit. If necessary, the district must reopen the collective bargaining
agreement to address the audit’s areas of concerns.

As part of the Required Action plan, districts were required to submit the following documents to
OSPI:
1. Collective Bargaining Agreement (Certificated Staff) and Memorandum of
Understanding/Agreement.
Annual District Calendar and School Calendar, if different (2010-11).
Calendar for Professional Development (2010-11).
Bell Schedule for Students (2010-11).
Current School Improvement Plan (2010-11).
Certificated Staff Roster with Assignments (2010-11).

o0k wN

Required Action Plan Approval

In February and March, OSPI and ESD 113 provided assistance to the RADs in completing their
Required Action plan. The plans were due to OSPI on March 4. OSPI provided input and
feedback to the RADs who the submitted revised plans, which were forwarded to SBE between
March 18 and 23. The level of that review was to ensure that the RAD plans are consistent with
the federal school district improvement grants guidelines.

An SBE Review Team of lead Board Members (Kris Mayer and Connie Fletcher) and staff
conducted a thorough review of the original plans, the revised plans, the academic performance
audits, and other supplemental materials in order to make a recommendation to the full Board to
approve or not approve each Required Action plan.

According to RCW 28A.657.050 and RCW 28A.657.060, SBE may approve a plan only if the
plan meets all of the following requirements:

¢ Implementation of one of the four federal intervention models. SBE does not tell them
which model to select.

Prepared for March 31 2011 Special Board Meeting



e A budget that provides for adequate resources to implement the federal model selected
and any other requirements of the plan.

e A description of the changes in the district's or school's existing policies, structures,
agreements, processes, and practices that are intended to attain significant achievement
gains for all students enrolled in the school.

¢ Identification of the measures that the school district will use in assessing student
achievement at a school identified as a persistently lowest-achieving school, which
include improving mathematics and reading student achievement and graduation rates
that will enable the school to no longer be identified as a persistently lowest-achieving
school.

o Sufficient remedies to address the areas of concern in the academic performance audit
to improve student achievement.

e A public hearing conducted by the school board on the proposed plan.

Evidence of collaboration to develop plan with administrators, teachers, staff, parents,
union representatives, students and members of the community.

If SBE does not approve a Required Action plan, it will notify the local school board and local
district’s superintendent in writing with an explicit rationale for why the plan was not approved.
At that point, with the assistance of OSPI, the district shall either: a) submit a new plan to SBE
by May 10 (the SBE will meet within two weeks after the May 10 deadline to review the new
plan); or b) submit a request to the Required Action Plan Review Panel" for reconsideration of
the SBE rejection by April 10.

The Required Action Plan Review Panel may:
¢ Reaffirm the decision of SBE;
e Recommend that SBE reconsider the rejection; or
e Recommend changes to the Required Action plan.

The Panel shall consider and issue a decision regarding a district’'s request for reconsideration
to the SBE no later than June 10. The SBE shall consider the recommendations of the Panel
and issue a decision to the district and the Panel no later than June 20. The district then has 40
days after that decision to provide a new plan to the SBE.

If SBE does not approve the final Required Action plan or the school district does not submit a
final plan, SBE may direct OSPI to redirect the district’s Title | funds, based on the Academic
Performance Audits.

Required Action Districts must participate in the Board’s teleconference March 31 Special
Meeting to provide a brief summary of their plans and answer any questions Board members
have. At the end of the Special Meeting, the Board will vote to approve or not approve each
district.

Summary of Recommendations by the SBE Review Team

The SBE recognizes in the case of the smaller districts, there is less capacity to develop strong
plans for implementation. Nonetheless, OSPI and other entities offered assistance to create a
strong plan. To proceed with these plans and ensure the money will be well spent, the Board
needs to ensure that the plans will address the issues sufficiently identified in the audit as well
that rapid turnaround will occur. These documents should be not be focused on planning to plan
to plan but to be ready to implement quickly to impact student achievement.

Prepared for March 31 2011 Special Board Meeting



More detailed summaries on each district are attached behind this summary

Onalaska Middle School, Onalaska School District
Recommendation: do not approve without further response from Onalaska

Rationale: the plan does not provide sufficient remedy for the five areas of concern in the
academic performance audit, excerpted from the BERC Group report."

1. Performance Audit: Conduct an action planning process to identify a mission
statement, specific goals, and strategies for school improvement. There does not
appear to be a clearly understood or common focus at OMS. While everyone is interested in
seeing their students succeed, they are not working together toward clearly defined goals,
and many people work in isolation. Without a clear and common focus in place, staff
members’ efforts will continue to be fragmented. We recommend the creation of a clear and
shared mission and vision that should include specific goals and benchmarks for
performance (staff and students) and strategies for improvement. This mission should then
be shared with all stakeholders to focus skills and energy and to drive decision-making and
resource allocation. The school improvement plan should reflect the mission and be
monitored and refined regularly based on student data.

Comments from SBE Review Team: the academic achievement audit placed a very strong
emphasis on developing the mission and goals, but there is not a clear plan to work with the
Board, staff, parents and community to develop a mission, define clear goals, and develop
benchmarks for performance. The link from the mission and goals to student learning should be
explicit.

The plan also implies that many structures will be in place by the end of three years. This is too
late for the work to be planned to be complete, especially when it comes to mission, goals, and
strategies. The timeframe doe nor reflect a sense of urgency. There is an expectation of
improvement after three years. The plan needs more specificity about the action planning
process.

2. Performance Audit: Access support to develop a Comprehensive Human Resource
Management System. Onalaska School District personnel have had difficulty recruiting staff
members to their community, and the task of creating a new teacher evaluation system
stalled because it was “too overwhelming.” We recommend the district access support to
develop a Comprehensive Human Resource Management System to deal with the two
issues and to identify additional means the district can support administrators and teachers
through the Transformation process. Additional areas to explore include induction and
mentoring, self-assessment and evaluation, and recognition and retention.

Comments from SBE Review Team: There doesn't appear to be a specific plan for recruiting
and hiring new teachers. Overall this part of the plan is not specific enough. Readers were
concerned that may not be sufficient staff capacity once the contractors leave in three years. It
was not clear when the new evaluation system will be implemented. This is an important
component of the improvement effort.

3. Performance Audit: Set high academic expectations. OMS students have many barriers
to learning. This can make it challenging to set high expectations, particularly if teachers are
acting alone. However, all students should be encouraged and challenged to excel. We

Prepared for March 31 2011 Special Board Meeting



recommend staff members work together to identify the highest level of expectations
possible for OMS students and develop common language around those expectations.
These expectations should relate to or exceed state standards and performance
expectations, and there should be opportunities for students to take advanced classes. We
recommend staff members identify high-achieving middle schools with similar demographics
and resources and ascertain how expectations are implemented. This can be followed by an
investigation of how those expectations are supported.

Comments from SBE Review Team: there is no clear plan for staff to work together to identify
high expectations for ALL students and develop common language around those expectations.
There was no mention of opportunities for students to take advanced classes. The responsibility
for setting high expectations for students seems to lie exclusively with the K-8 principal.
Specifically how will this individual build high expectations with staff, especially considering the
expanded role to serving as principal of both the elementary and middle schools?

4. Performance Audit: Develop a long-term vision for curriculum implementation by
identifying essential standards, curriculum alignment, and pacing. Aside from the math
program, teachers and administrators report curricular materials are outdated, lessons are
not aligned to the state standards, and there are not enough textbooks for all students. We
recommend that administrators develop a long-term vision to adopt curricular materials and
to provide support to align the materials to the state standards. Conducting a gap analysis in
both the reading and math programs may be necessary to ensure full coverage of the
material. Assistance from OSPI may be helpful in these efforts.

Comments from SBE Review Team: the timeline is not aggressive enough for rapid
improvement. Many things are scheduled to be completed by the end of the three year grant.
There was no description of a gap analysis for reading and math. We highly encourage the
district to adopt curricula and instructional materials are that aligned to the standards.

5. Performance Audit: Fully implement PBIS. OMS staff spent time and resources to
consider, adopt, and be trained in the PBIS program and initially staff, parents, and students
reported changes in behavior. Without full commitment to the teacher, administrator, and
parent actions required by the program, its power is diluted and the program becomes
ineffective. We recommend that all staff members receive follow up training in PBIS. Further,
we recommend that parents be invited to attend these trainings as well, to better inform
them of their responsibilities in helping to address the behavior issues at the school. Staff
members may also wish to investigate existing programs to see how PBIS has been
implemented at other schools.

Comments from SBE Review Team: The academic audit spoke of bullying of students by
teachers, not just student to student, and a pattern of inappropriate use of behavior rewards.
The plan should address not just the attitudes and behavior of students, but the entire school
community in the building as well. There did not appear to be a clear paln for holding teachers
accountable for their actions or consistent implementation of the PBIS. Monitoring the
implementation of the PBIS plan should be a priority.

Overall Comments from SBE Review Team: This plan will require significant work to address
the concerns raised. We appreciate the cooperation of staff and community has provided to
address these issues and recognize that the challenges are significant. We appreciate the
improved focus in the plan on providing ongoing professional development and coaching for
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instructional leaders and classroom teachers in effective classroom practices and the
addressing the need for differentiated instruction..

Soap Lake Middle and High School, Soap Lake School District
Recommendation: do not approve without further response from Soap Lake.

Rationale: the plan does not provide sufficient remedy for five areas of concern in the academic
performance audit.

1. Performance Audit: Develop a clear understanding of the requirements for
transformation and turnaround. There did not appear to be a clear understanding of the
requirements of the transformation or turnaround model within the district. For example,
there were misunderstandings around the requirements regarding replacement of the
principal and linking student growth to the evaluation. We suggest district personnel work
with OSPI to develop a clear understanding of the model requirements and then put in
support structures to develop staff capacity.

Comments from SBE Review Team: It was not clear to the Review Team specifically what
professional development would be provided for teachers and district leaders, or when. The
plan was unclear about additional instructional time for students, specifically how the after
school tutoring would work and what the structure and content of the daily Advisory/Intervention
time would be. The Plan states that the district will ‘begin the process of looking at extending the
school learning time” which left the Review Team with the impression that there was not yet a
concrete plan. The academic audit spoke of the need for the principal to build his instructional
leadership skills and be more visible in the classroom, but there was not a concrete clear plan
for this support to be provided.

2. Performance Audit: Conduct an action planning process to identify a mission
statement, specific goals, and strategies for school improvement. There does not
appear to be a clearly understood or common focus at SLMSHS. While everyone is
interested in seeing their students succeed, they are not working together toward clearly
defined goals aimed at student learning, and many people work in isolation. Without a clear
and common focus in place, staff members* efforts will continue to be fragmented. We
recommend the creation of a clear and shared mission and vision that should include
specific goals and benchmarks for performance (staff and students) and strategies for
improvement. This mission should then be shared with all stakeholders to focus skills and
energy and to drive decision-making and resource allocation. The school improvement plan
should reflect the mission and be monitored and refined regularly based on student data.

Comments from SBE Review Team: The plan does not reflect a sense of urgency about
conducting an action planning process to develop a mission, goals, and specific strategies. The
plan states the intention to do this but not enough details or a rigorous timeline. The plan states,
“the District plans on adopting three distinct, but key system elements: a quality teaching-
learning framework, an intervention-advisory format, and an extended learning structure for
students.” More detail about these elements would strengthen the plan.

3. Performance Audit: Set high academic expectations. SLMSHS students have many
barriers to learning. This can make it challenging to set high expectations, particularly if
teachers are acting alone. However, all students should be encouraged and challenged to
excel. Transcript results show very few students (21%) are taking rigorous coursework, and
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almost no improvement has been made in this area for the past three years. We recommend
staff members work together to identify the highest level of expectations possible for Soap
Lake students and develop common language around those expectations. These
expectations should relate to or exceed state standards and performance expectations, and
there should be opportunities for students to take advanced classes. We recommend staff
members identify high-achieving middle and high schools with similar demographics and
resources and ascertain how expectations are implemented. This can be followed by an
investigation of how those expectations are supported.

Comments from SBE Review Team: There is not a clear plan to add rigor to existing
coursework or to add advanced coursework. There is not a plan to ensure that staff develop
high expectations for students or common language around expectations.

4. Performance Audit: Develop a long-term vision for curriculum implementation by
identifying essential standards, curriculum alignment, and pacing. Aside from the math
program and some upcoming work in science, teachers and administrators report curricular
materials in some subject areas are outdated and lessons are not aligned to the state
standards. We recommend that administrators develop a long-term vision to adopt curricular
materials and to provide support to align the materials to the state standards in all content
areas. Conducting a gap analysis in both the reading and math programs may be necessary
to ensure full coverage of the material. Assistance from OSPI may be helpful in these
efforts.

Comments from SBE Review Team: There did not appear to be a long-term vision to adopt
aligned materials. The curriculum and lesson alignment relies heavily on Teachers on Special
Assignment. The Review Team is concerned that there is not a strong plan for accountability for
adoption and alignment of new materials beyond the TOSA involvement. It is not clear how
teacher buy in and responsibility will be built. Minimal funds were requested for materials, which
led to concerns that even if a vision is developed that the funds may not be there to adopt new
materials.

5. Develop leadership structures. Currently, no leadership team exists at the middle and
high school. The process of decision-making appears to happen largely on an informal basis
and by the principal. It is unclear how teacher leaders are selected, though some faculty
members suspect it is an issue of seniority. Many staff members expressed a desire to be
more involved with the decision-making process, and we recommend capitalizing on this
commitment by developing a distributed leadership model. This will also encourage more
authentic communication between the principal and staff members about school decisions.
Developing a distributed leadership model will entail determining what forms of leadership
are needed and delineation of responsibilities. This will also require periodic meetings of a
leadership team and procedures and policies around the functioning and selection of the
team. The lack of a building leadership team also leaves the implementation and monitoring
of school improvement goals and strategies up to the building principal rather than to a
larger group of people.

Comments from SBE Review Team: No specific leadership structure is mentioned. There are
committees but most of the leadership appears to come from the Superintendent and Principal,
rather than a distributed leadership model to build buy-in and commitment from staff.
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Overall Comments from SBE Review Team: We appreciate the cooperation the staff and
community has provided to address the audit concerns and recognize that the challenges are
significant. We appreciate the focus in the plan on job-embedded professional development and
outreach to the community to engage more parents.

Morton Junior-Senior High School, Morton School District

Recommendation: do not approve without further response
Rationale: the plan does not provide sufficient remedy for two areas of concern in thee
academic performance audit.

1. Performance Audit: Address leadership structures. Currently, no leadership team exists
at the junior and senior high school. The process of decision-making appears to happen
largely on an informal basis and teacher leaders appear to be selected in an informal
process, which leads some to be unclear about how to be involved in the process if they are
not selected. The lack of a building leadership team also leaves the implementation and
monitoring of school improvement goals and strategies up to the building principal rather
than to a larger group of people. Many staff members expressed a desire to be more
involved with the decision-making process, and we recommend capitalizing on this
commitment by developing a distributed leadership model. This will entail determining what
forms of leadership are needed and delineation of responsibilities. This will also require
periodic meetings of a leadership team and procedures and policies around the functioning
and selection of the team.

Comments from SBE Review Team: It is not clear that the plan as outlined is for a distributed
leadership model sufficiently involving current staff. It relies on hired outside experts. It did not
seem that this plan would provide sufficient capacity building with current staff to ensure
sustainability of improvements. The plan is not clear how the proposed leadership structure will
involve current staff, or what the plan is for deciding what forms of leadership are needed and
clear delineation of responsibilities.

2. Performance Audit: Set high academic expectations. Morton Junior and Senior High
School students have many barriers to learning. This can make it challenging to set high
expectations, particularly if teachers are acting alone. However, all students should be
encouraged and challenged to excel. If Morton is to be successful in transformation, they will
need to put plans in place for how to change the culture and perception of the school from a
place where there are low academic expectations to one where the school is seen as
rigorous and challenging. We recommend staff members work together to identify the
highest level of expectations possible for Morton students and develop common language
around those expectations. We also recommend staff members identify high-achieving
districts with similar demographics and resources and ascertain how expectations are
implemented. This can be followed by an investigation of how those expectations are
supported. In addition, Morton personnel should use data from the high school outcomes
(course offering and transcripts) section of this report in making decisions about course
offerings and determining policies related to course taking.

Comments from SBE Review Team:

The issue of setting high academic expectations was not clearly addressed in the plan. There
was no discussion of developing common language among staff, no plan to identify other
districts to investigate how high expectations are supported, and no plan to use data from high
school outcomes to make decisions about course offerings for ALL students. The plan should
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address the need to change the culture and perception of the school to one that is rigorous and
challenging.

Overall Comments from SBE Review Team:

While there were only two areas that were cited as deficient for providing sufficient remedies to
the audit, there are a number of areas that clearly need strengthening such as full and
consistent implementation of the PBIS system. We appreciate the initial work on this plan to
address some very challenging issues that permeate throughout the district and community.

Lakeridge Elementary School, Renton School District
Recommendation: approve

Rationale: the plan provides for sufficient remedy in all aspects of the academic performance
audit

Comments from SBE Review Team:

The district and building should ensure that English Language Learner and Special Education
teachers are fully integrated into the professional learning communities and that the district
reviews the special education referral process. The building is urged to address high
expectations for all students as well as advanced learning opportunities for accelerated
students. Ensure that all ELL families have equal access (e.g. translation, home visitations).
There is a robust discussion of community issues. The building may need to consider ways to
address gang activity and student safety.

Overall Comments from SBE Review Team:

This is a very strong Required Action plan. There is excellent support from the district. The
focus on additional learning time for all students is clearly planned out. There is a concrete plan
for improving staff capacity and recruiting additional high quality staff. The professional
development and support for staff in using student data is impressive. The sustainability plan is
well thought-out.

EXPECTED ACTION

The Board is expected to vote on March 31, 2011 to consider approval on the four proposed
Required Action District Plans.

SBE Review Team Recommendations are:

Approve the Renton Lakeridge Elementary School Plan.

o Do not approve the Onalaska Middle School Plan without further response from district.

e Do not approve the Soap Lake Middle and High School Plan without further response
from district.

e Do not approve Morton Junior-Senior High School Plan without further response from
district.

"RCW 28A.657

" The Review Action Panel shall consist of five individuals with expertise in school improvement, school and district
restructuring or parent and community involvement in schools. The Speaker of the House, the President of the
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Senate and the Governor shall solicit recommendations and make appointments by December 1, 2010. The
Superintendent of Public Instruction shall convene the Review Action Panel as needed. Members serve four year
terms. Note: the appointments to this panel have not yet been made.

" Academic Performance Audits for Required Action Districts, prepared by the BERC Group
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Description of Four Intervention
Models

OSPI Summary Prepared for RADs
December 2010 Seminar
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Turnaround

Closure

Transformation




' Teachers and
Leaders

 Replace principal

e Use locally adopted
“turnaround”
competencies to
review and select
staff for school
(rehire no more
than 50% of existing
staff)

e Implement
strategies to recruit,
place, and retain
staff

Instructional and
Support Strategies

e Select and
implement an
instructional model
based on student
needs

 Provide job-
embedded
Professional
Development
designed to build
capacity and
support staff

e Ensure continuous
use of data to inform
and differentiate
instruction

I Time and Support |

e Provide increased
learning time

o Staff and students

e Social-emotional
and community-
oriented services
and supports

' Governance

e New governance
structure

e Grant operating
flexibility to school
leader

May also implement any of the required or permissible strategies under
the Transformation Model

12/13/2010

3



Restart model is one in which an LEA converts a school or
closes and reopens a school under a charter school
operator, a charter management organization (CMO), or an
education management organization (EMO) that has been
selected through a rigorous review process.

— Arestart model must enroll, within the grades it serves, any former
student who wishes to attend the school.

— Arigorous review process could take such things into
consideration as an applicant’s team, track record, instructional
program, model’s theory of action, sustainability.

— As part of this model, a State must review the process the LEA will
use/has used to select the partner.



School closure occurs when an LEA closes a school and
enrolls the students who attended that school in other
schools in the LEA that are higher-achieving.

— These schools should be within reasonable proximity to the closed
school and may include, but are not limited to, charter schools or
new schools for which achievement data are not yet available.



' Teachers and
Leaders

 Replace principal
e Implement new
evaluation system

e Developed with
staff

e Uses student
growth as a
significant factor

e [dentify and reward
staff who are
increasing student
outcomes; support
and then remove
those who are not

e Implement
strategies to recruit,
place and retain
staff

Instructional and
Support Strategies

e Select and
implement an
instructional model
based on student
needs

 Provide job-
embedded
Professional
Development
designed to build
capacity and
support staff

e Ensure continuous
use of data to inform
and differentiate
instruction

| lTime and Support |

e Provide increased
learning time
« Staff and students

 Provide ongoing
mechanisms for
community and
family engagement

e Partner to provide
social-emotional
and community-
oriented services
and support

' Governance

¢ Provide sufficient
operating flexibility
to implement
reform

e Ensure ongoing
technical assistance

An LEA with nine or more Tier I and Tier Il schools may not implement

12/13/2010

the Transformation Model in more than 50% of those schools.
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Lakeridge Elementary School
Academic Performance Audit

Introduction

The purpose of this report is to assist Renton School District (RSD) in identifying a federal
intervention model appropriate for Lakeridge Elementary School (LES) and to inform the
Required Action District (RAD) application and plan. The findings in this report are based on
information gathered from the following sources:

1) a review of district level practices and policies to identify potential district policies
and practices that may support or impede the district’s ability to implement an
intervention;

2) a classroom observation study focusing on instructional practices within the school;

3) qualitative interviews and focus groups focusing on the alignment of school
structures and practices with OSPI's Nine Characteristics of High Performing Schools;

4) surveys of school staff, students, and parents; and

5) demographic and achievement data.

In addition to assisting with the RAD grant application, this report will assist in the ongoing
implementation of improvement goals and turnaround plans at the school and district levels.
This study will be an annual review of progress for funded districts and schools. The school
practices rubrics, along with a handbook, accompany the report to allow staffs to self assess
during the year.

Evaluators obtained information during a site visit on January 31 and February 1, 2011.
Approximately 47 people, including district and building administrators, union leaders,
certificated and non-certificated staff members, counselors, parents, and students participated
in interviews and focus groups. In addition, evaluators conducted 24 classroom observations to
determine the extent to which Powerful Teaching and Learning™ was present in the school.
Finally, evaluators accessed additional information about the school and district, including
school improvement plans, student achievement data, and additional school documents.

The following section includes an overview of the district findings. This is followed by an
overview of the school and a detailed review of the school’s alignment to the Nine
Characteristics of High Performing Schools based on classroom observations, interviews and
focus groups, and survey results. The report concludes with a summary, a set of specific
recommendations focused on what researchers deem to be high priority and high impact areas,
and an overall recommendation as to which of the four intervention models would be most
appropriate for this school and district. Appendices that support the recommendation rationale
are also included. The application for the RAD Grant and required planning documents should
be developed or revised to select, implement, and monitor the recommendations deemed most
appropriate and critical to improving student achievement.
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Required Action Districts

As required by state legislation (SB 6696/RCW 28A.657.030), the State Board of Education
(SBE) can designate districts as Required Action Districts (RADs) if the district has at least one
school that: a) is identified in the bottom 5% (Title 1 or Title 1 eligible) of the persistently
lowest-achieving school list; b) did not volunteer for or receive SIG support in 2010; and c)
whose summative assessment results are less than the state average on combined reading and
mathematics proficiency in the past three years. Required Action Districts will receive funds
targeted to make lasting gains in student achievement and must follow School Improvement
Grant (SIG) requirements and SB 6696 by:

e selecting and implementing one of the four federal intervention models, which are
described below;

e creating a local application and planning documents for improvement with input from
stakeholders;

¢ allowing for the opening of any collective bargaining approved after June 10, 2010 if
necessary to meet requirements of this academic performance audit.

Intervention Models

In an effort to improve education and educational opportunities across the nation, the federal
government has provided funding for School Improvement Grants (SIG) to support the lowest
performing schools. Districts accepting SIG money must choose among four federally defined
intervention models for their lowest performing schools: Closure, Restart, Turnaround, and
Transformation. The school closure model refers to a district closing a school and enrolling the
students who attended the school in other higher-achieving schools in the district. The restart
model occurs when a district converts the school or closes and reopens it under management of
an educational management organization (EMO). The turnaround model includes replacing the
principal and rehiring no more than 50% of the school’s staff, adopting a new governance
structure, and implementing a research-based instructional program aligned to state standards.
Over the last two years, this model has produced significant gains in student achievement and
has helped schools prepare for the longer process of transformation into a high performing
organization.’

The transformation model requires replacing the school principal and addresses four areas
critical to transforming persistently low-achieving schools: developing teacher and principal
leader effectiveness, implementing instructional reform strategies, extending learning time,
creating community connections, and providing operating flexibility and sustained support.
Selection of any of the four federal models may require modification or addition of Board policy
and procedures and/or collective bargaining agreements.

The tables in Appendix A of this report describe the specific requirements for both the
turnaround model and the transformation models in more detail. The restart model and the
school closure model are not addressed in the Appendix because the factors considered for
turnaround and transformation are not relevant to the restart or closure model. Should the
school make a decision to implement either a restart model or school closure model, the school
would be required to declare the administrator(s) and staff as excess and implement the

! Mass Insight (June 2010). School Turnaround Models. Boston, MA: Mass Insight Education and Research Institute.
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reduction-in-force provisions of the existing collective bargaining agreement. All districts have
reduction-in-force procedures in existence to determine the placement and/or termination of
staff. If school closure is not an option due to the absence of higher performing schools within
the district for the students to attend, the restart model is a limited option in that specific
legislative authority would be required to create a charter school. Districts, however, may
consider the Restart model by contracting with an Education Management Organization (EMO).

District Level Findings
District Overview

The district employs approximately 774 teachers serving approximately 14,322 students
attending fourteen elementary schools, three middle schools, four high schools, and six
alternative schools or programs. Lakeridge Elementary School employs 30 teachers and serves
approximately 468 students. Sixty percent of the teachers possess master’s degrees, and on
average teachers have approximately six years of teaching experience. Three teachers have
received their National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification. Most core
content area teachers meet the NCLB highly qualified definition.? According to district
personnel, the staff is relatively young and new to the school. Several teachers are also one-
year leave replacements.

The district experiences difficulty recruiting for administrator positions because salaries have
dropped and Renton is at the bottom of the salary range within the surrounding nine districts.
There is not as much difficulty in recruiting teachers because they are able to offer slightly
higher salaries than some of the competing districts, and they feel they have a strong teacher
pool.

The Superintendent is visible and active around the district and in school buildings and appears
to have the support of the school board, community, and many staff members. In addition, the
district’s Chief Academic Officer (CAO) for elementary education is well known and liked by the
Lakeridge staff and is viewed as a support person for them. Her continued sponsorship of the
school improvement changes at Lakeridge Elementary School is considered integral to the
process, and district leaders are beginning discussions among themselves about how to manage
the CAQ’s workload so that she is able to maintain an ongoing and intense focus on the school.
There is some discussion also about hiring a project manager to help drive and monitor
implementation of the federal model that is chosen for the school.

Over the past several years, Renton School District has worked to put into place a district-wide
philosophy and vision of effective teaching and learning with specific objectives and strategies
supported by district-wide professional development. During late start days, school staff is
trained in Powerful Teaching and Learning, high yield strategies, the STAR Classroom
Observation Protocol, the district’s vision of instruction, and classroom walkthroughs. The
district offers curriculum training for reading, math, and science curricula as well. The impact of
professional development offered by the district is monitored through classroom walkthroughs;
Center for Educational Excellence (CEE) perception surveys with students, parents, and school

> Data from OSPI Washington State Report Card for Lakeridge Elementary School retrieved from
http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us on 2/3/11.
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staff; and through test scores. District leaders admit that their formative assessments need
work.

District leaders are also considering how the central office may need to reorganize to support
school improvement activities at LES and throughout the district. There are ongoing discussions
about how better to support building principals as instructional leaders, and plans are in the
works to spend some time in principal Professional Learning Community (PLC) meetings
understanding and practicing the process of creating and monitoring teacher plans of
improvement and due process. In addition, the district is looking at ways to flag school data
and track results differently so that they can anticipate trends and target support for schools
before schools find themselves in a persistently low performing position. This will require
flexibility and possibly a different allocation of resources, which would be a big change for the
district.

The district continues to use the traditional teacher evaluation model, which has been in place
for several years. Three years ago the district, with union and teacher collaboration, began
work on a three-tier rating system but put this work on hold when OSPI's Summit Initiative
began. Renton School District was not chosen as a pilot site for the teacher evaluation work but
district leaders have been talking with those districts that are participating to understand how
that work will fit with the direction the state is going. The development of a new evaluation
model is on hold until the state makes a decision. However, union leaders and district leaders
all agree that the current model is not adequate. With administrator evaluations, the district is
hoping to move to a four-tier model next year so principals have some experience with being
evaluated on a tiered model before the district adopts a teacher model.

Union leaders (from both the teachers’ union and the classified staff union) are supportive of
the district and believe that good communications exist between the union and the
superintendent. There has been a stable team of union leaders for a number of years, and they
seem to work well with the district Assistant Superintendent for Human Resources and the Chief
Academic Officer for Elementary Education. District leaders have involved teachers and union
leaders in deliberations about Lakeridge from the beginning, including them in the process of
voting to open the teacher contract back up and choosing a federal model. Union leaders
generally support the process and expressed a strong willingness to look at options and to
explore a new evaluation and professional growth model. The union’s primary concern with
regard to the new evaluation model revolves around how teachers’ effectiveness will be
assessed and how it will be tied to student test scores.

District administrators appear to have the support, the vision, and the capacity to implement
the changes necessary to implement the changes needed for the school improvement model
that is chosen. District administrators have school improvement backgrounds, and the district as
a whole has already been working to put the technical pieces in place to support school
improvement in all schools, including district wide professional development in support of a
district wide vision for teaching and learning, a system for data collection and analysis, and
instructional support for teachers. Both union and district leaders also support the teaching
staff. Resources are tight and getting tighter, especially with the loss of Summit funding after
three years, but the district focus and willingness to be accountable for supporting the changes
needed at school should be a strong foundation upon which to build.
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District administrators and union leaders mentioned a number of potential barriers to full
implementation of a SIG model. The barriers included maintaining a balance between what is
directed from the central office and what is directed by the school; managing the budgeting
process in a time of tight resources when other schools may be losing funds while Lakeridge is
not; managing administrator work load so that the right people are in place with the time to
devote to supporting the SIG model; and creating the appropriate public relations message
about the quality of the school, students, and staff.

Challenges to Implementing the Intervention Models

Lakeridge Elementary School faces unique challenges in implementing any of the four
intervention models. The closure model does not apply to the district because there are no
other middle schools in the district to receive transferring students. The restart model is a
limited option for Renton School District. The district could consider utilizing an Education
Management Organization but the restart model also requires that the district declare the
administrator(s) and staff as excess and implement the reduction-in-force provisions of the
existing collective bargaining agreement. Since most of the teaching staff is relatively new to
the school already, it is not clear that the restart model would be effective in creating a new
sense of urgency among the staff.

The turnaround model calls for adopting a new governance structure and implementing a
research-based instructional program aligned to state standards. Theoretically, this model is a
viable option for the district but the provision of rehiring no more than 50% of the teaching
staff would not necessarily be as effective at Lakeridge whose teachers are already relatively
new to the school. However, this option has shown promise in other schools. If the district
selects this model with input from the community and union, the district can consider a
voluntary opt out first before using a competency-based approach to determine which teachers
will return. With this model, the district will have the ability to recruit teachers by providing
financial incentives given improvements in student results.

The transformation model addresses areas critical to Lakeridge Elementary School’s
improvement (as described in the recommendations at the end of this report): developing
teacher and principal leader effectiveness, implementing instructional reform strategies,
extending learning time and creating community connections, and providing operating flexibility
and sustained support. Many elements of this model are already in place district wide. However,
because the district is large, it is perhaps harder to develop the flexibility needed to support the
changes, and sustained support can be difficult in a situation of limited resources.

School and Classroom Level Findings
School Overview

The research team gathered and analyzed contextual data from Lakeridge Elementary School.
This includes demographic data, assessment data, mobility patterns, and feeder patterns.

Table 1 shows student demographics in Lakeridge Elementary School have shifted in the school,

with increasing numbers of Black students. The number of students receiving free and reduced
lunch (FRL) services has risen by approximately 6 percentage points. School level data differ
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slightly from district-wide data, which shows increasing rates of FRL but only by about 3
percentage points across the district. Hispanic, Asian, and Black students are making up an
increasing percentage of the district student population overall, and school level student
enrollment has been increasing — quite dramatically at Lakeridge (from 270 in 2005 to 461
in2010) and district-wide.

Table 1. School and District Demographics®

Change Change per
Lakeridge 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 per Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Year
(students) (students)
Enrollment 270 269 362 444 420 461 43 13236 13423 13565 13751 14024 14219 197
for the school year ending: 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Change
o o o [ o [ 9 Change per
= o =] =] =] o per Year < c c c c c |
z z ] z z z @in 2 2 2 o I =l Year (in
5 B a CT) 5 CT) =4 =4 =4 =4 =4 =4
K] ] < ] & ] percentage & & & & & & percentage
a a a 4 a 4 K points)
points)
American Indian 0.4% 1.1% 1.9% 1.4% 1.7% 1.5% 0.19 1.3% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% -0.02
Asian 21.9% 19.3% 19.6% 15.1% 14.8% 14.8% -1.53 22.1% 22.8% 23.7% 24.5% 25.2% 25.7% 0.74
Black 40.7% 40.1% 46.1% 55.6% 54.0% 57.0% 3.79 18.4% 19.5% 19.7% 20.0% 19.9% 20.4% 0.33
Hispanic 17.0% 16.0% 15.5% 13.7% 14.8% 13.9% -0.60 12.5% 13.4% 14.7% 16.5% 17.4% 17.7% 114
White 20.0% 23.4% 16.9% 14.2% 14.8% 10.4% -2.19 45.8% 43.2% 40.6% 37.8% 36.3% 34.7% -2.26
Free-Reduced Meal Eligible| 45.2% 68.1% 75.0% 77.2% 85.7% 77.4% 6.17 30.3% 42.1% 43.3% 43.5% 47.6% 45.9% 271
Special Education 15.6% 18.1% 16.7% 14.8% 13.1% 14.1% -0.70 12.8% 12.9% 11.5% 12.6% 12.7% 13.8% 0.16
Transitional Bilingual 45.6% 13.5% 17.0% 16.7% 22.4% 25.0% -2.19 11.3% 12.5% 13.0% 14.3% 14.7% 14.2% 0.64

Lakeridge Elementary School is a Title 1 school in the second step of improvement. Lakeridge
did not make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in 2010. Figure 1 shows the three year
proficiency rates on the Washington Assessment of Student Learning/and Measurement of

Student Progress and the slope of improvement for Lakeridge Elementary School for reading
and math combined compared to the state. Table 2 shows the disaggregated three year

proficiency rates and improvement rate for reading and math. Overall, the percentage of
students meeting minimum proficiency standards in reading and math is below the state

average and the slope of improvement is below the state average.

® This data was supplied by the Center for Educational Effectiveness, Inc.
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Figure 1. Reading and Math Three Year Performance versus Improvement

Table 2. Reading and Math Three Year Proficiency and Improvement Rate

Lakeridge Elementary School

Reading Math
3-Year Proficiency 3-Year Improvement 3-Year Proficiency 3-Year Improvement
Rate Rate
47.3% -3.75% 23.2% -7.36%

The Lakeridge feeder pattern is the highest need feeder pattern in the district. Students from
Lakeridge Elementary School generally move to Dimmitt Middle School and then to Renton High
School. Students also have the option of attending one of the alternative programs in the
district.

District-wide initiatives include professional development around curriculum, the STAR protocol,
high yield strategies, professional learning communities, Response to Intervention (RTI),
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP), and other district wide programs. The district
provides district-wide late start days on Fridays.

Survey Results

Lakeridge staff and families also completed a survey designed to measure whether these
groups see evidence of the Nine Characteristics of High Performing Schools in the school. The
staff survey includes factors around each of the Nine Characteristics, and the family surveys
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include factors around each of the characteristics, except Focused Professional Development.
Individual survey items were scored on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 =
disagree, 3 = neutral/undecided, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree). Researchers consider a
“4"” or “5” response on an individual survey item a positive response. Likewise, an overall factor
score of 4.0 and above is a positive response.

A summary of the survey findings appears in Figure 2. Most scores are below a 4.0, indicating
the factor does not exist to a high degree. On all factors, parent scores were higher than staff
members. The Lakeridge staff members scored the Supportive Learning Environment (3.87)
factor the highest and Effective Leadership (3.33) the lowest. Parents scored High Expectations
(4.11) the highest and Effective Leadership the lowest (3.77).

Researchers considered survey findings in scoring the rubric, and the results are included in the
following discussion of the school’s alignment to the Nine Characteristics. Appendix B includes
the frequency distribution for the two surveys, organized around the Nine Characteristics.

Survey Factor Scores
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Figure 2. Survey Factor Scores
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School and Classroom Practices Study Findings

Using data collected through the School and Classroom Practices Study and survey results from
staff, students, and parents, research team members reached consensus on scores for 19
Indicators organized around the Nine Characteristics of High Performing Schools. Each Indicator
was scored using a rubric with a continuum of four levels that describe the degree to which a

school is effectively implementing the Indicator. The four levels are:

4 — Leads to continuous improvement and institutionalization (meets criteria in column 3

on this indicator plus additional elements)
3 — Leads to effective implementation
2 — Initial, beginning, developing
1 — Minimal, absent, or ineffective

Indicators with a score of a 3 or above represent strengths in the school, and Indicators with a
score of 2 or below warrant attention. Table 3 includes rubric scores for all the Indicators.

Table 3. Indicator Scores for the Nine Characteristics of High Performing Schools

Indicators Rubric Score

Clear and Shared Focus

Core Purpose — Student Learning 3
High Standards and Expectations for All Students

Academic Focus 2

Rigorous Teaching and Learning 2
Effective School Leadership

Attributes of Effective School Leaders 2

Capacity Building 2

Distributed Leadership 3
High Levels of Collaboration and Communication

Collaboration 3

Communication 3
Curriculum, Assessments, and Instruction Aligned with State Standards

Curriculum 3

Instruction 2

Assessment 2
Frequent Monitoring of Teaching and Learning

Supporting Students in Need 2
Focused Professional Development

Planning and Implementation 2

Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 2
Supportive Learning Environment

Safe and Orderly Environment 2

Building Relationships 3

Personalized Learning for All Students 2
High Levels of Family and Community Involvement

Family Communication 2

Family and Community Partnerships 3
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Clear and Shared Focus

Everyone knows where they are going and why. The focus is on achieving a shared vision, and
all understand their role in achieving the vision. The focus and vision are developed from
common beliefs and values, creating a consistent direction for all involved.

Indicators Rubric Score

Clear and Shared Focus

Core Purpose — Student Learning 3

Core Purpose — Student Learning. Lakeridge Elementary School’s mission “to support every
child to realize his or her highest level of achievement while celebrating our diverse community”
and vision “The Lakeridge Elementary community collaborates to provide a safe and respectful
student-centered environment where staff and students are motivated by high expectations to
achieve their personal best,” were developed collaboratively by staff and administrators two
years ago. In addition to the mission and vision, the staff also developed a school motto
“Learning is our business. Are you ready to dive in?” which students recite at most assemblies.
The mission, vision, and motto are printed in the Parent-Student Handbook, and staff, parents,
and students generally know that the school is focused on learning for all students and high
expectations. The mission seems to act as a reminder to staff about their purpose. "I think we
know it's driving our work, and it is referred to in moments when we're trying to remember our
purpose,” one staff member explained. According to the staff survey 66% agree the school’s
mission and purpose drive decision-making. Parents agreed that the focus was on all students.
“Their quote is ‘every student can learn” and to me at this school it seems like they really
believe that. Some schools say every kid can learn but they write off kids, and here the
teachers try to get to every kid. It seems like they really believe every kid can learn here,” said
one parent. On the family survey, 83% of those responding agree the school has a clearly
defined purpose and mission, 78% of those responding agree that they had a clear
understanding of the school’s purpose, and 72% agree the school communicated its goals
effectively to families and the community.

Lakeridge’s School Improvement Plan (SIP) was also developed collaboratively two years ago,
along with the mission and vision. The plan is clearly articulated with the district’s mission and
goals and includes data and rationales for each of the goals and strategies laid out in the plan.
SMART goals were used to create action plans for literacy, math, and equity and access (which
includes two subsets of goals: one for family involvement and one for implementation of
Positive Behavior Support initiatives). Four SIP committees (literacy, math, family involvement,
PBS) meet regularly to monitor progress toward the goals. "It seems like we spent a lot of time
creating SIP goals, and it seems like this year committees are more focused on adhering to
those goals. I think the SIP has become more of an actual working and usable document,” one
teacher explained.

Resources are allocated based on the SIP. Staff members requesting resources of time, staffing,
or money are required to note how their request aligns with the SIP. “Resources, including staff
resources, are always used based on our data,” exp