Scoring the Impact on Teaching Rubric

For the Impact on Teaching (first) evaluation question, the district’s evaluation committee scored district performance as a Level 3.  Level 3 performance is characterized as:

Teachers are familiar with and strive to integrate technologies in their classrooms on a regular basis. The use of technology in the classroom is deliberate. Teachers realize the evolving nature of technology and the ongoing need for staff development. The system for receiving technical support is understood and utilized. Support is delivered in a timely manner.  Hardware and software are available and generally reliable.

The evaluators concur and find that district performance is solidly in-line with the Level 3 indicator.  This is particularly the case when considering performance across the district.  Variations on this district-wide assessment – both greater and less than Level 3 – can be found when considering the data from individual buildings and grade levels/subject areas.  While to some extent district-wide performance at Level 4 is more an ideal than an attainable reality, the evaluators do feel that the district is making some solid steps toward moving from Level 3 to Level 4.  In particular, the district seems to have addressed historical deficiencies in technical support and is now performing at Level 4 in terms of purely technical support (e.g., “Teachers request and receive technical support services, hardware, and software, when needed.”).  

Professional development is the key for how the district could make improvements that would boost performance in this evaluation question.  The evaluators find that across the board KLSD teachers still do not have sufficient access to (or partake of) the type of technology professional development that would result in Level 4 performance.  Some of this professional development might come from more workshops, a better supported KLSDTER initiative, and increased levels of instructional technology support.  As discussed in the previous section, it is important to consider that teachers will only ask for more training and support to the extent that they feel technology is an important part of their work.  More detailed recommendations for improvement in this evaluation question will be provided in Chapter 4 (Recommendations) of this report.

Scoring the Impact on Student Achievement Rubric
Through reflection upon the data gathered in our evaluation, the Katonah-Lewisboro technology evaluation committee has scored district performance at "Level 3" of the impact on student achievement rubric. Level 3 performance in the student impact rubric is characterized as:

There is a balance between teacher and student directed use of technology.  Students use some degree of personal judgment in choosing and applying technology to their learning. Students successfully manage productivity tools with minimal guidance from their teacher. Students understand that their technology use parallels the way technology is used in the work world. Students demonstrate mastery of the state and district technology standards.

By design this student impact indicator rubric is closely related to the previous (teacher impact) rubric in that the work accomplished with teachers – particularly in the area of technology professional development – should have a “pay off” in terms improving student impact.  In other words, teachers who are more proficient and experienced users of technology for their own productivity and in designing improved instructional applications will be more effective instructors for their students.  This is the logic behind encouraging improved teacher technology skills as a gateway to ultimately improved student impact.  Therefore, it is no coincidence that historically KLSD has scored the same (i.e., the same level) on both rubrics.  The evaluators interpret this as meaning that the district not only understands the logic behind the two sets of indicators but also works to keep the proper connection between teacher use of technology and student impact.

That said, KLSD performance in the student impact rubric does indeed vary from building to building, just as in the teacher impact rubric.  The evaluators find that the situation at JJMS is as close as the evaluators have seen to Level 4.  Middle School students seem for the most part to be using technology “routinely and seamlessly” and most importantly on an as-needed basis.  While there is of course variation from teacher to teacher in terms how much technology is used/integrated, the bottom line is that JJMS students seem to have access to technology when needed and use it in many appropriate ways.  The degree of student impact varies at other schools in the district.  Overall though, there is a “balance between teacher and student direct use of technology” and this is why the overall district assessment is for Level 3 on the student impact rubric.

Question One

Is the project’s small group professional development model effective for developing improved teacher skills in the integration of technology into the Grades  1 – 6 ELA curriculum?

The basic indicator for this question is:

Through use of the project’s professional development model, participating teachers have developed improved skills in technology integration within the grades 3 – 6 ELA curriculum.
Rubric Score and Rationale

Based on an analysis of participant data and the external evaluators’ observations, the evaluators find that the Winchendon Writing for Success project has performed at “Level 3” of its performance indicator rubric for evaluation question one.  Level 3 is stated to be:

Teachers representative of all grade levels have participated in project professional development throughout the project year.  Most participants attended most sessions.  This training accurately reflects the needs of individual project participants and helped participants develop skills that are useful within their particular grade levels and teaching/administrative responsibilities. The project collects baseline and annual outcomes data on teacher technology skills so that growth in individual and cohort skills can be documented.  Participant data was reviewed at least at the project’s annual mid-point as a way of formatively assessing the value of the training.

The evaluators find that participation in project professional development by Cohort 1 participants was commendable throughout Year 1, although it dropped off somewhat in Year 2.  By the project design, Cohort 1 participants had an on-going role in project Year 2.  This role related to implementing and refining the lesson plans and curriculum units developed in Year 1.  The evaluators find that overall Cohort 2 participants faithfully attended Year 2 professional development sessions and completed their work assignments with enthusiasm.  

In consideration of Year 2 project performance, the evaluators find that while the project’s professional development  “accurately reflects the needs of individual project participants” (Level 3) and is much improved in Year 2 (over Year 1), that still not all participants (particularly Cohort 1) had by the end of Year 2 developed skills that are “strongly and directly relevant to their particular grade levels and teaching/administrative responsibilities”. This last attribute is how performance is described in Level 4
 of the project’s evaluation question one rubric.  Many external factors (such as the loss of grade level team members and reorganization of class schedules in January 2006) may have contributed to this outcome, and that the professional development providers and project director did their best to make the training relevant and reflective of participant needs. The evaluators note that the project directors have used feedback from professional evaluation sessions to help the professional development providers frame future sessions.  In this aspect as well, the project did move beyond Level 3. 

Question Two

In what ways have students benefited from the technology-infused, ELA curriculum units created in this project?

The basic indicator for this question is:

Student instruction reflects the technology integration and curriculum development skills learned by the project’s teacher participants.  The end result is that by the end of Year 2, grade 3 – 6 ELA instruction has been visibly transformed and makes use of a wide range of new instructional strategies to meet the needs of diverse learners and to improve student writing.
Rubric Score and Rationale

Based on an analysis of participant data and evaluators’ observations, the evaluators find that the Writing for Success project has performed at “Level 3” of it its performance indicator rubric for evaluation question two.  Level 3 is stated to be:

By the end of Year 1, most teacher participants have developed, published, and implemented new ELA activities that reflect the technology integration and curriculum review work occurring within the project’s professional development.  In Year 2, all teachers develop activities, and many teachers develop and publish more than one activity (over the course of the 2 project years).  By the end of Year 2, project participants can readily identify ways in which their ELA instruction has changed over the course of the project year, and this change is mostly thought of as an improvement over more traditional instructional methods. Teachers and administrators use student data, and the analysis of this data, to reflect upon an on-going improvement of ELA instruction/curriculum.

The evaluators find that project participation is within the parameters described by the Level 3 indicator.  All Cohort 2 teachers developed and implemented their activities by the end of Year 2. However, not all Cohort 1 participants were able to meet the requirement to implement their activities (developed during project Year 1) during the second year of the project.  Although most Year 1 participants were able to present ideas for a second set of ELA activities during Year 2, the evaluators found that these new activities were not as well developed as the first set. 

Project participants have also been able to identify ways in which their ELA instruction has improved.  In this aspect, the project performance was also at Level 3.  These improvements include both curriculum content and process changes.  For example, one participant stated: “I think that I will change how and what I teach, I will especially be certain to model the writing process more thoroughly.”  Some participants also felt the benefits of integrating more technology into their lessons: “I feel that I am much more knowledgeable and feel more confident in using the Kidspiration technology. I also feel able to seek out other information and technology that will benefit the kids in my classroom as they learn to write.” In addition, the evaluators observed that the project did much to further collaboration among teachers and specialists, and between educators from the two elementary schools.  The project was also able to assist in developing a more complete set of ELA rubrics for the district.  Most of the participants agree that these changes are an “improvement over more traditional instructional methods” even though it may take some time for the improvements to become evident in student work.  
Evaluators also find that, as Level 3 in the rubric states: “Teachers and administrators use student data, and the analysis of this data, to reflect upon an on-going improvement of ELA instruction/curriculum.”  In Year 1, samples of student writing were formally analyzed and used to develop a set of grade level writing rubrics that consequently became incorporated into the ELA curriculum guide for the district. During Year 2, the project used MCAS data and samples of student work to develop curriculum challenges for each grade level.   Through the project, participants and administrators alike have become more aware of the power of analyzing student work, and there is evidence that they will continue to do so at least on an informal basis.
Question One

Do teachers have a “clear understanding” of how technology can be used to drive and deliver curriculum-based math instruction?

The basic indicator for this question is:

Pittsfield’s grade 6 – 8 mathematics teachers have identified and implemented a variety of curriculum strategies for transforming the delivery of mathematics instruction.
Rubric Score and Rationale

Based on an analysis of Year 1 evaluation data, the evaluators find that the Dividing the Pi project has performed at “Level 2” of its performance indicator rubric for evaluation question one.  Level 2 is stated to be:

A number of middle school math teachers from various schools have joined to form cross-grade teams to participate in a professional development series specifically designed to identify areas of student weaknesses in math. Participants also have learned to incorporate various computer applications and a variety of online resources within the middle school mathematics curriculum.  District technology experts and experts from MCLA have met formally with some of the teachers in cross-grade teams for six full days of professional development, as well as in informal team meetings with teachers after school. Some of the teachers have collaboratively developed a rubric for assessing student mathematics understanding and learning within their classrooms, and this assessment is infrequently used formatively to improve the project’s training and curriculum development.  In addition, many of the teachers have participated in a number of lessons that model methods for integrating technology with students, and have a better understanding of availability of lessons from the school website, and from the Internet at large.  

As a result of this project, some of the teachers have developed and implemented two standards-based mathematics lessons that utilize a variety of these online resources and computer applications, which are published and accessible on the Internet. At least one Family Math night has also been held, as well as a presentation to the School Committee to demonstrate the technology strategies added to the mathematics curriculum.

Simply in terms of numbers of participants, the Dividing the Pi project actually performed at a higher level of performance than Level 2, as the Year 1 project included there were over twenty participants (aligned with Level 4 progress).  However, while many of the participants have contributed lessons to the master database, very few of them have actually begun to implement lessons.  Implementation, more so than simple numbers, is the key to higher levels of performance per the project rubrics.  Therefore, a Level 2 score is warranted.  The teachers also had only started to develop assessment rubrics for their lessons, and their general understanding for rubrics is not very advanced.

It should also be noted that while some of the expectations in the “Level 2” rubric were not accomplished, but these were beyond the control of the project’s administration.  Ongoing workforce issues made it difficult for teachers to participate, even with additional stipends, beyond the school day.  This limited participation eliminated the possibility of the Family Math nights.  It also was indirectly a cause for the late start for the professional development series, which led to an inability to connect with the MCLA faculty during Year 1.  The evaluators believe that the project coordinators hope to include both of these in Year 2 of the project.

Question Two

Has the project’s collaboration process improved teacher instruction in grades 6 – 8 mathematics?

The basic indicator for this question is:

Project teachers have participated in a collaborative process involving a range of stakeholders to develop improved mathematics curriculum and instruction for students in grades 6 – 8.
Rubric Score and Rationale

The evaluators find that the project’s professional development series encouraged a considerable degree of collaboration among participants.  According to the comments of participants, collaboration of this type is rather unprecedented given normal teaching schedules in the district.  

Throughout the series there were opportunities for teachers to examine, compare and discuss mathematics content and new methodologies.  For instance, an activity intended to spur collaborative thinking started the first professional development session. Participants were asked to brainstorm around the question “What should be taught in middle school math?”   Each teacher diagrammed the curriculum using Inspiration, and then had an opportunity to share their thoughts.  The participants found many opportunities to talk about challenging students, particular lessons, presentation methods, and everyday difficulties they face regularly in the classroom.  With all of this collaboration within the sessions, the evaluators find the participants easily scored at a “Level 3” for Question 2.

Level 3 is described as:

Approximately 20 teachers, working in teams, have worked with district technology, curriculum, and SPED specialists as well as MCLA faculty to collaboratively create technology-supported mathematics curriculum and instruction.  This curriculum is shared with parents through a regular series of Family Mathematics Nights.  Parents attending these events generally find them a valuable use of their time and are able to access and utilize the materials shared.  

Most teachers participate in a modeling, mentoring, relationship with technology integration specialists.  The outcome from this work is that teachers engage in an ongoing improvement of their curriculum-based instruction.

Again, due to workforce issues beyond the project’s control, MCLA faculty and Family Mathematics Nights could not be scheduled into Year 1.  All other expectations were fulfilled from Question 2.  The only distinguishing factor keeping the participants from achieving a Level 4 for Question 2 was that Level 4 expects that each teacher would have participated in a modeling / mentoring relationship with the Integration Specialist.  This was clearly not achieved in project Year 1.




� Full text of the Level 4 indicator can be found in the Appendix.





