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MAYERSON ACADEMY VISION

Mayerson Academy assists the Cincinnati Public Schools and other districts in identifying needs in
the areas of teaching/learning, leadership, school culture, and district change and then
recommends or provides and evaluates effective professional development to serve those needs.
The Academy interacts with teachers, and school and district leaders in learning new content,
pedagogy, and attitudes. The Academy uses a standards-based approach in identifying learning
goals, organizing professional development activities, assessing learning, and providing
reinforcement and enhancement. The Academy is known nationally for the quality of its services
and the impact of its professional development on student learning.

MISSION

e To advance the skills and performance of teachers, school leaders, and other school
personnel to improve student achievement as a national leader in PreK-12 professional
development.

e To contribute to the knowledge base about the improvements of teaching and professional
development.

e To ensure that the professional development opportunities provided by partner districts and
schools are coherent, evidence-based, effective, and sustainable.
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Introduction

The Mayerson Academy devel oped a Strategic Professional Development Plan during the

spring of 2006 to guide the work of staff members toward fulfillment of the Academy’s
mission to advance the skills of teachers, school leaders and other school personnel
through professional development. This plan was approved by the Academy’s Board of
Directors for implementation and became effective on June 1, 2006 — the beginning of the
2006-2007 work year.

The Strategic Plan was built around six goals and atotal of twenty major strategies. A
listing of the goals and related strategies is given on page 4 of this report. Numerous
sub-strategies and activities are included in the plan to indicate the actions that must be
taken to accomplish the goals and related strategies. These are listed in the Action Plan
which can be reviewed on the Academy’ s website (www.mayersonacademy.org).

This current document has been prepared to indicate the extent to which the specific
strategies contained in the Action Plan were accomplished and to present data
summarizing accomplishments during the Academy’ s 2008-2009 work year which ran
from July 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009.

Of the twenty strategies under the six goals, Academy staff accomplished 17.5 or 88% of the
strategies.

Major accomplishments under each strategy are described in this report along with the results of
the program eval uations conducted by Julie Q. Morrison, Ph.D., given in the attachment.


http://www.mayersonacademy.org/
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Mayerson Academy Goals & Strategies

GOAL 1: To implement an effective process for identifying needs and organizing high-quality professional development.

The Academy uses various kinds of data to identify professional development needs.

The Academy uses and recommends various means of professional development delivery.

The Academy researches and recommends best practices for professional development in area of need.

The Academy provides evidence about recommended practice to teachers and principals for critique and dialogue.

OO w>

GOAL 2: To assist districts and schools to develop focused, coherent and sustainable professional development strategies,
the implementation of those strategies, and the capacity to support the continuous improvement of teaching.

A. The Academy organizes a comprehensive set of professional development programs that provides the global picture
(coordination, coherence, and focus) of learning opportunities over a number of years.

B. The Academy assists districts and schools in creating environments that support teacher learning and improvement of
practice.

C. The Academy identifies processes for effective implementation of the content, pedagogy, and attitudes that are the focus
of professional development initiatives.

GOAL 3: To provide evidence-based professional development that meets the needs of participating districts, schools, leaders,
and teachers.

A. The Academy supports the implementation of Professional Learning Communities
B. The Academy provides professional development to support the district curriculum.

GOAL 4: To develop leadership capacity in Cincinnati Public Schools

A. The Academy manages and coordinates a coaching program for Cincinnati Public Schools.
B. The Academy provides training and development opportunities for teacher leaders.
C. The Academy coordinates and delivers a comprehensive leadership development program for Cincinnati Public Schools.

GOAL 5: To monitor and be accountable for the impact of professional development on classroom practice and student
achievement.

A. The Academy monitors activities and programs using a professional development evaluation process.

B. The Academy assists schools/districts in making effective professional development choices.

C. The Academy assesses its professional development programs and makes adjustments to the long-term plan based on
district, school, and individual needs.

GOAL 6: To be known as a national center of excellence for professional development.

A. The Academy moves from primarily serving as a Category 1 provider to a Category 3 provider in CPS.

B. The Academy provides a forum for dialogue about best practices in teaching, learning, and leadership.

C. The Academy serves as a research center for best practices in professional development.

D. The Academy expands services to regional and national school districts.

E. The Academy creates partnerships to enhance resources available to the region and to improve the scope and quality of
professional development for teachers and administrators.



Goal 1: Needs Assessment

3 of 4 accomplished

A. DATA
District-level Data 2007-08 — available data for the 2008-09 school year
o OAT Reading—Grades 3, 4,5, 6, 7, and 8 did not achieve 75% proficient.
OGT Reading—Grades 10 and 11 did achieve percent proficient requirement.
OAT Math—Grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 did not achieve 75% proficient.
OGT Reading—Grades 10 and 11 did achieve percent proficient requirement.
OAT Science—Grades 5 and 8 did not achieve 75% proficient.
OGT Science—Grades 10 and 11 did not achieve 75% proficient.
OAT Social Studies—Grades 5 and 8 did not achieve75% proficient.
OGT Social Studies—Grades 10 and 11 did achieve 75% or higher proficient.
No improvement was noted on students’ success with extended response questions.
New high school mathematics texts and instructional materials were adopted.
New high school social studies texts and instructional materials were adopted.
About 75 teachers are teaching in multi-grade classrooms.
Twenty-seven schools did not achieve at least a rating of “2” on the Positive School Culture Implementation Guide.
Conducted a needs assessment on second language acquisition services.

School Needs

o Instructional Support Team coaches worked with schools to identify needs for professional development.

o Six schools submitted specific requests for professional development based on their needs: Roll Hill, Pleasant Hill,
Woodward Career Technical High School, and School for Creative and Performing Arts, Walnut Hills High School.

o Audit of reading instruction was conducted in grades 4-8 in Elementary Initiative schools.

o Audit of math instruction was conducted in grades K-8 in Elementary Initiative schools.

Individual Teacher/Principal Needs
Teachers and principals prepare Individual Professional Development Plans (IPDP) annually.

*r Accomplished

B. MEANS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT DELIVERY

o Most of the Academy’s courses are delivered face-to-face at the Academy with a few delivered in schools.

¢  On-line delivery expanded from one course in 2007-08 (Algebra for Elementary Teachers via Harvard University) to
two courses in 2008-09. SciPacks are delivered on line via the National Science Teachers Association, and the first
Southeast Regional Education Board (SREB) leadership module was taught to assistant principals in a hybrid
on-line/face-to-face.

e  Mayerson coaches served on Instructional Support teams to provide in-classroom support to Elementary Initiative
Schools .

e  Orton Gillingham master teachers provided in-classroom coaching to intervention specialists in the Elementary
Initiative Schools who participated in the Orton Gillingham training.

“ Accomplished
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C. DISTANCE LEARNING
The Academy did not use distance learning for course delivery. Use of this technology requires that presenters
have the same technology. That is a major obstacle.

[7Not accomplished

D. RESEARCH BASE AND EVIDENCE ABOUT PRACTICE
o Asignificant research base exists for the following programs taught at the Academy:

(0]

O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

(0]

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling
Multisensory Approach to Teaching Reading (Orton Gillingham)
Learning Teams

SREB Modules

Cooperative Learning (Kagan)

Reading and Writing Across the Curriculum

Orton Gillingham

Cincinnati Vermont Mathematics Initiative

o Academy staff members critique professional development with groups of teachers and principals
o Academy staff members work closely with Curriculum Councils.

*r Accomplished
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Goal 2: Focused, Coherent, and Sustainable Professional Devel opment

3 of 3 accomplished

A. COMPREHENSIVE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
All programs offered at the Academy fit into the Academy’s Professional Development Frameworks.
Comprehensive professional development programs provided in the first three quarters of 2008-09 were as follows:

Learning Teams

Learning Teams were expanded to all teachers in all schools. The first staff meeting of each month is used for Learning
Team meetings. In addition, all schools have one hour of Learning Teams on the district-wide professional development
day, which means that there are minimally two hours of Learning Teams in October, November, January, and February.

Eight schools voted in May 2008 to use their professional development days as Learning Team time by adding ninety
minutes bi-weekly to their schedule. Pearson Achievement Solutions is providing an advisor who works exclusively with
these eight schools.

IST coaches are assigned to the remaining 53 schools as advisors. Pearson meets monthly with these advisors and
principals for professional development. Academy staff members meet weekly with the advisors to troubleshoot and
monitor implementation.

Four new schools have been identified to be members of Cohort 2 for 2009-10. Pearson Achievement Solutions will
provide an advisor who will work with these four schools.

Cincinnati-based Vermont Mathematics Initiative (CVMI)

All teachers of the first cohort completed all required Functions & Algebra for the K-8 Teacher (F&A) classes on February
28" and the Teaching/Learning (T/L) sessions on April 4th. The F&A course consisted of 48 hours of coursework between
November and February, while the T/L sessions consisted of 24 hours of instruction between September and April 4%, In
excess of 30 hours of “Office Hours” and study group sessions were offered at Mayerson Academy and schools across
the district. The focus of the Teaching/Learning sessions for Phase 1 of the CVMI (Cincinnati-based Vermont
Mathematics Initiative) program was Connecting Content to the Classroom. The sessions also explored teachers’
integration of the content into the Learning Teams protocols.

Forty-nine of the 68 Cohort 08 members signed Phase 2 contracts for content specialist credentialing. Course #3,
Trigonometry for the K-8 Teacher Plus Algebra and Geometry 2, was completed in June 2009.

Twenty-nine teachers were accepted to Cohort 09. They completed Course #1 Mathematics as a Second Language.
Included in this cohort were three teachers who attended the MSL course, which was offered as High Qualified Teacher
credentialing, and subsequently applied and were accepted into Cohort 09.

Writing/Reading Workshop

All'high school English teachers participated in Reading and Writing Workshop training on the district-wide professional
development days led by Writing Expert Cadre members. This was a follow-up to and extension of the writing and
extended response work that was done over the past two years on district-wide professional development days.
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Writing in Response to Reading and Informational Reading/Writing

Grade 4-8 core content teachers participated in this Writing and Reading Across the Curriculum workshop on the district-

wide professional development days at their elementary schools. Workshops were facilitated by schools’ Literacy Content
Specialists who receive specialized training. This is a follow-up to and extension of the Writing Across the Curriculum and
Extended Response work that was done over the past two years on district-wide professional development days.

Writing Across the Curriculum in the Primary Grades

All grade K-3 teachers participated in Writing Across the Curriculum training on the district-wide professional development
days at their elementary schools. Workshops were facilitated by schools’ Literacy Content Specialists who received
specialized training. The focus was on using writing for learning throughout the day as well as how to teach writing rather
than just assigning it.

Positive School Culture

Cincinnati's ongoing district-wide Positive School Culture(PSC) professional development and implementation work
sessions for building teams took place in September and October. School teams were invited to attend one, two, or no
sessions based on their rubric score on the PSC Implementation guide. Each team was asked to prepare for each
session using the designated materials from CPS Staffnet. The sessions included components that the team used to
facilitate training with their staff at the building site. Six high schools and 53 elementary schools completed this training.

Kagan Cooperative Learning

Kagan National Certified Trainers observed and critiqued the implementation of cooperative learning in the four schools
that were trained in May 2008. Four additional schools were selected for training in May 2009: Roll Hill, Douglass,
Carson, Winton Montessori.

Six expert cadre members have been selected. They will be trained as coaches and trainers to build district capacity for
the Kagan Cooperative Initiative.

Language Essentials for Teaching Reading and Spelling (LETRS)

Thirty-nine of the forty-two teachers who were trained in the first modules of LETRS returned for the next level of training
(three modules) in August 2008. The three who missed the second phase of training were unable to attend due to
unforeseen circumstances and will be trained in those three modules when the next cohort receives training.

Thirty-six of the 42 teachers attended the training on Modules 7 and 10 in October. Thirty-four attended the training for
Modules 9 and 11 on November 6 and 7. The first cohort completed their training on February 9 and 10.

Elementary Initiative Schools (62 teachers, grades 4-8) completed their LETRS modules (1,4,10) in January 2009. They
will take the next three modules in June 2009.

Fourteen teachers attended the June training — (Modules 2 and 3) Thirty-two teachers attended the LETRS classes in
June. Four of those teachers completed all 12 modules.

Multisensory Reading (Orton Gillingham)

Intervention specialists in grades K-4 in the Elementary Initiative Schools are participating in the Multisensory Reading
professional development this year. On November 19 and 20, thirty-three teachers participated in the each of the
introductory sessions. Trainers followed up in the classrooms for fifteen days from December 2008 through April 2009.
Twelve half-days of instruction followed the classroom observations and critiques.
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Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) Modules
Forty-one assistant principals and principals comprise the first group to use the SREB modules. The first module
addresses the culture of the school. These modules are on-line through the University of Cincinnati.

Environments that Support Teacher Learning and Improvement of Practice

The Instructional Support Teams (15t have been assigned to serve primarily the fifteen lowest performing schools as part
of the district's Elementary Initiative. In addition, each coach is assigned to one or two other schools to serve as a
Learning Team advisor.

Mayerson Academy provided substitutes to the schools in the elementary initiative so that IST coaches could meet with
teachers to provide intensive coaching in English Language Arts.

Because of snow days this year, the fourth district-wide professional development session was cancelled.

Redesign Schools

In June, Mayerson Academy provided leadership training - Building, Leading and Supporting Effective Teams - to the
principals and teacher leaders of the three redesigned schools. Instructional staff at the three schools participated in
Effective Team Membership. Topics included: direction setting, team fundamentals, team tools, team meetings, applying
the tools, data decision making, positive school culture and ILT training.

> Accomplished

B. ENVIRONMENTS THAT SUPPORT TEACHER LEARNING
o The Academy recommended that at least one professional development day be translated into hours for additional
Learning Team time.
o Each of these programs is long-term, focused, and comprehensive in that follow-up, in-classroom support is provided
once the classroom instruction has occurred. Content specialists in language arts, mathematics, science, and social
studies are being trained to provide professional development support on a daily basis at the school site.

*r Accomplished

C. PROCESSES FOR EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION
¢ Model classrooms were not identified, but model Learning Team schools were identified.
o Implementation Guides were used to monitor the degree of implementation of four major initiatives: Positive School
Culture, Voyager, Learning Teams, Kagan Cooperative Learning.

*r Accomplished

w ‘
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Goal 3: Evidence-based Professional Development

2 of 2 accomplished

A. PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES
All teachers in all schools are participating in Learning Teams this year. IST coaches recorded their assessment of teams'’
progress on the district's Dashboard. On May 21, 2009 they provided final implementation scores for each team.

*r Accomplished

B. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TO SUPPORT DISTRICT CURRICULUM
Voyager Training
All teachers new to teaching Voyager Universal Literacy (at a specific grade level) were trained in how to implement the
program and administer and interpret progress measures. Training took place in September 2009.

Beginning in February, two experienced, retired teachers -- Marilyn Todd and Diane Robisch — began working part-time
as Voyager Implementation Advisers (VIA) with the Voyager UL schools not in the Elementary Initiative. Using the
Implementation Guide, they reviewed progress monitoring reports and use of Ticket to Read and met with principals to
review data. They conducted walkthroughs with principals using Voyager Implementation Guide and Checklist, discussed
results, and provided a follow-up visit and implementation training where needed.

English Language Learner Professional Development
Professional development for teachers of English Language Learners took several forms. Courses were offered at the
Academy for general education/inclusion teachers focusing on strategies for supporting second language development.

The second year of a $300,000 federal grant conducting research into lowering dropout rates among limited English
proficient students was approved. This grant has a strong component of professional development to develop capacity
among staff for supporting this population. The grant was received for Withrow International High School.

District-wide professional development was provided for all foreign language, bilingual education, and English as a
Second Language staff focusing on the following areas:

e Supporting student success on state assessments

¢ Developing second language vocabulary and fluency

o Effective use of reference materials

o Appropriate accommodations on state assessments

e Effective planning for instruction

¢ Research-based instructional strategies to support second language acquisition

Training was provided for all ESL Coordinators in the new web-based LEP Accommodation Plans that were developed
in 2008.

Job-embedded professional development was provided at Roberts Paideia and the Academy of World Languages for
general education teachers with an emphasis on co-teaching and providing model lessons for staff.
e Job-embedded professional development in the form of coaching, model lessons, co-teaching, support in lesson
design, and observation at our ESL Sites
o Two sessions on Culturally Responsive Instruction specific to English language learners
¢ Workshop on the use of technology to enhance second language instruction and support second language
acquisition

10
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e Introductory training for teachers who are working with English language learners for the first time

e Training in the differentiation of instruction, leveling of questions, and scaffolding of concepts to make content
linguistically accessible to English language learner

e An institute on multicultural education

o Multi-day retreats to design curriculum for high school newcomers—content-based language instruction

o Adistrict wide “Diversity in Education” institute

Multi-grade Classrooms
o Twenty-three teachers positioned in multi-grade classrooms attended training at specific grade level pairings in
September and October of 2008. Dr. Bruce Miller from the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory facilitated
each of the training sessions. Teachers discussed key issues encountered in multi-grade environments; and
research-based strategies were shared to assist teachers in meeting the needs of their students. The resources
discussed and received contained guidelines for planning and implementing instructional strategies. Follow-up
professional development training occurred on January 13 with 11 participants.

o Nine teachers in multi-grade classrooms (K-8) attended training on January 13, 2009. Each participant taught in a
combination classroom. Teachers attending the session were primarily k-3 teachers. They taught a variety of
combination grade levels (k-1, 2-3, 1-2); and the content usually included math, reading, science, social studies
and writing. Planning and implementation for the January session was modified based on information reported on
the September and October evaluations and conversations held with stakeholders. Dr. Bruce Miller was the
facilitator and provided key information concerning grouping. Expert Cadre and instructional support team
members delivered strategies on differentiation and ways of implementing Voyager in a multi-grade classroom.
Mayerson Academy’s literacy Professional Development Specialist provided vocabulary development training
strategies. Dialogue between a teacher experienced in delivering instruction in a multi-grade classroom gave
teachers the opportunity to learn about daily management. Teachers were given the option of spending one-half
day in a classroom. A primary teacher visited two classrooms and reported on the benefits gained from visiting
another multi-grade classroom

Mathematics
o Six teachers from the redesigned Taft Elementary School participated in First Steps in Mathematics training in
August 2008. Six days of follow up classroom observation, critiques, and professional development were available
to them from October through January.

« All teachers teaching mathematics in the redesign schools are enrolled in the CVMI (Cincinnati-based Vermont
Mathematics Initiative) Cohort 09.

e In June 2009, seven teachers completed Course #1 Mathematics as a Second Language, as part of Highly

Qualified Teacher credentialing. As a result of that exposure, three of the teachers subsequently applied and were
accepted into Cohort 09 the CVMI (Cincinnati-based Vermont Mathematics Initiative) program.

11
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Social Studies

Professional Development Days

o Teachers at grades nine through twelve, including intervention specialists and seventh and eighth teachers,
received orientation for the newly adopted social studies textbooks. Prentice Hall/Pearson and Holt/McDougal
Littel provided the consultants to give an overview of texts and ancillary materials

e Secondary social studies teachers and consultants demonstrated lessons and content information to support the
curriculum and textbooks at grades 9-12

¢ An integration of literacy and social studies instruction (Writing across the Curriculum) grades 4-7 was planned and
implement by the literacy staff person

Catalog courses for socials studies teachers at all grade levels were offered throughout the year. Content, standards
and pedagogy were emphasized and resource materials were distributed to participants.

Major categories for course topics included:

¢ Cincinnati, Ohio, United States, world history, economics and global affairs

o Conversational Spanish | and Il

o Art and social studies Integration

Academy staff planned and implemented social studies professional development with professionals from University

of Cincinnati, Human Resources (CPS) and Teacher Evaluators (CPS) for teachers needing to meet Highly Qualified

Teacher (HQT) status in Cincinnati Public Schools

Various segments of the planning group organized the following for HQT work:

o Study groups formed with competent content facilitators to help teachers become successful in passing the
science and mathematics PRAXIS tests

¢ Planned/Implemented summer social studies content courses for CPS teachers needing HQT course work

Academy staff planned the integration of social studies and literacy for fourth through sixth grades social studies and
literacy (CPS) teachers; also product to be used as a model for work in the future.

o Content Specialists will be trained to facilitate Professional Development Day trainings in 2009-10

o Literacy and social studies teachers to be trained at Professional Development Day trainings in 2009-10

12
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Courses related to the district’s curriculum taught at the Academy during the first three quarters of 2008-09.

DESCRIPTION GRADE LEVELS NCU(“)AUB:SREZF NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
CATALOG COURSES
National Board K-12 2 99
ESL Courses K-12 9 224
Language Arts K-12 75 320
Math 7-12 60 865
Science 4-12 21 454
Social Studies 7-12 30 402
Technology K-12 12 136
Lead Teachers K-12 13 433
Principals K-12 14 666
Asst. Principals K-12 3 55
Art K-12 5 108
Spanish K-12 6 61
Classroom Management K-12 7 223
Differentiated Instruction K-12 14 192
Diversity Institute K-12 1 70
Career Technology 9-12 1 41
Aspiring Leaders K-12 1 19
Learning Teams K-12 2 335
Culturally Responsive Practices K-12 4 97
Collaborative Culture K-12 2 196
TEACHER PULL-0UTS
Multi-grade K-8 4 38
Positive School Culture K-12 11 272
PARAPROFESSIONALS
The Paraprofessional Educator K-12 ‘ 9 356
CENTRAL OFFICE
Administrative training | 11 244
Superintendent’s Leadership Meeting — Principals counted 193
Instructional Support Team 8 296
Support Staff & Psychologists, Occupational Therapists,
Speech Pathologists, Nurses 6 315
DisTRICT-WIDE LSDMC 2 120
ToTAL 6830

* Accomplished
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Goal 4: Leadership

3 of 3 accomplished

A. INSTRUCTIONAL COACHES
Instructional Support Team coaches were assigned to the fifteen Elementary Initiative Schools as a focus for their work.
They were assigned as advisors to Learning Teams in one or two schools. This change in assignment was made
October 1. They participated in professional development and team planning on Friday afternoons at the Academy.

*r Accomplished

B. TEACHER LEADERSHIP
Learning Team Teacher Facilitators
Teacher facilitators led all district Learning Teams. IST coaches provided training on site to teachers who did not
participate last year or did not participate in the Summer Institute. On October 2, 25 teacher leaders participated in a
course at the Academy from Pearson Achievement Solutions on how to lead learning teams.

Lead Teachers

October8 &9 Building Effective ILTs K-12 48 participants
October 8 & 9 Coaching Strategies K-12 58 participants
December 2 Presentation/Facilitation Skills 40 participants
January 7 & 8 Positive School Culture 58 participants
January 7 & 8 Teacher Leadership (Part 1) 86 participants
February 4 & 5 Conflict Management for Students 64 participants
February 4 & 5 Teacher Leadership (Part Il) 79 participants
Expert Cadres

Differentiated Instruction

October 25
May 20, 26

Positive School Culture

Differentiated Instruction for Expert Cadre on Assessment
Differentiated Instruction for Expert Cadre on Assessment

6 participants
4 participants

July 6 Positive School Culture for Expert Cadre 6 participants
November 5 Positive School Culture for Expert Cadre 10 participants
January 7 Positive School Culture for Expert Cadre 36 participants
January 9 Positive School Culture for Expert Cadre 10 participants
March 4 Positive School Culture for Expert Cadre 9 participants
April 1, May 6 Positive School Culture for Expert Cadre 9 participants

Culturally Responsive Practices

December 13 Culturally Responsive Practices 7 participants
January 6 Culturally Responsive Practices 3 participants
April 15 Culturally Responsive Practices 4 participants

14
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Language Arts

October 29 Literacy Expert Cadre Book Study 11 participants
October 30 Literacy Expert Cadre Book Study 9 participants
December 3 Literacy Expert Cadre Book Study 13 participants
December 4 Literacy Expert Cadre Book Study 5 participants
January 22 Expert Cadre Book Study 3 participants
June Literacy Expert Cadre Writing Workshop to develop workshop 4 participants
June 2-4 Writing Training — Informational Writing 3 participants
Mathematics

The expert cadre for mathematics has not been identified. They will come form the 49 teachers in CVMI Cohort 08,
who are currently in Phase 2. The expert cadre will be selected from the 49 teachers completing Phase 2, who
choose to continue with Phase 3 and completed the master's degree program though the University of Vermont.

Social Studies
Expert cadre has not been selected.

Science

July Science Inquiry Institute | from BSCS in Colorado 8 participants
August 11 Science Inquiry Institute Il 13 participants
October 21 Science Inquiry Institute 1l 10 participants

Content Specialists
Language Arts

September 24 Writing Training for Content Specialists Gr. 4-8 59 participants
September 24 Writing Training for Content Specialists Gr. 9-12 27 participants
September 24 Writing Training for Primary Content Specialists 56 participants
November 12 Writing Training for Content Specialists Gr. 4-8 59 participants
November 12 Writing Training for Content Specialists Gr. 9-12 27 participants
November 12 Writing Training for Primary Content Specialists 57 participants
January 7 Writing Training for Content Specialists Gr. 4-8 60 participants
January 7 Writing Training for Content Specialists Gr. 9-12 25 participants
January 7 Writing Training for Primary Content Specialists 57 participants
June 2-4 Writing Training for Content Specialists Gr. 4-8 expert cadre 29 participants
Mathematics

Forty-nine of the 68 Cohort 08 members sign the two-year Phase 2 contracts for content specialist credentialing.
Course #3, Trigonometry for the K-8 Teacher Plus Algebra and Geometry 2, was completed in June 2009.

Science

August 11 Science Inquiry Institute for Content Specialists 18 participants
October 21 Science Inquiry Institute 1 for Content Specialists 16 participants
January 12 Science Content Specialist training 40 participants

* Accomplished
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C. PRINCIPALS AND CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATORS PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR 2008-2009

The Superintendent, Administrative Officer for School Improvement, and Mayerson Professional Development
Specialists for Leadership attended the SREB Conference/Module Training to ensure support for innovative

July7,8,9 N Cincinnati Online module project.
T
% CPS Teacher leaders, parent leaders, and administrators attended the GE conference focused on collaboration
July 20-25 a . . . . -
< | for achievement in mathematics and science. 45 participants
Ll
= Training Team served schools as requested. Eleven schools were served including intense work with three
August = | Redesi :
x edesign Schools and one high school.
3
October 2 8 | Collaborative Culture Conversation - 57 Principals, 53 ILT Chairs, 23 Central Office and CFT Office participants
August 7 Teacher Evaluation System training for Assistant Principals - 41 participants
Leading in a Culture of Collaboration. SREB Module presented by Principal trainers for Assistant Principals - 41
August 11 .
o participants
Sept 24 Assistant Principals’ Leadership Meeting SMART GOALS - 28 participants
February 18 Evaluation instrument and Using Data to Focus Improvement — 42 participants
Aoril Academy staff conducted three training sessions on writing rubrics for the new administrator evaluation system
P (April 2, morning session — 46; afternoon session — 20; April 7 — 18 participants. Total: 84)
August 5 Teacher Evaluation System training for Central Office Administrators - 21 participants
August 12 " Heroic Leadership training for Central Office Administrators - 46 participants
&)
October 28 g Time Management presented by GE for Central Office administrators - 45 participants
Z | Professional Development Specialists worked with a CPS committee of 13 central office administrators to develop
November to % rubrics for each of the 6 standards and 18 indicators of the Central Office Administrators Appraisal system. The
April © | rubrics were completed at the end of February. Orientation training in how to use the rubrics is scheduled for
April.
April 28, 30 Academy staff provided training in SMART goals — 28 participants
\%?1);48] 5and Project Management for central office administrators — 18 participants
Weekl b Instructional Support Team
y = | Professional development /team meeting time on Fridays, 11:30-3:30
July 1 Teacher Evaluation System Training for principals - 68 participants
Created new principals’ cohort and matched participants with coach/mentors. Set schedule to meet monthly
August throughout year. Mentors will also visit the new principals at their school sites and advise as needed.
Principals and teacher leaders have been trained in SREB modules and have worked with the University of
August o« | Cincinnati, CPS team and Mayerson staff trained in modules. Modules are now online. The first module was
= | available in November. 16 participants
Auqust % The Cincinnatus Mentoring Program was revised. Twelve experienced principals are paired with local business
g 5 leaders.
August 14 < Superintendent’s Leadership Meeting - 250 participants
September 4 Principals’ Leadership Meeting - 58 participants
September 23 Principals’ Leadership Meeting SMART GOALS - 54 participants
October 2 Principals’ Leadership Meeting - 57 participants
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Principals and Central Office Administrators continued

October 30

SAELP Grant five-year audit CPS/UC/Mayerson Academy partnership for leadership development received
highest rating. Team also working with ODE on urban endorsement for principals and teacher leaders.

November 15

Principal Leadership Meeting — 57 participants

December 11

Principal Leadership Meeting — 51 participants

Jan. 5, 12, 26 Aspiring—Principals Program  CPS/Mayerson Academy/U.C. - 45 participants
January 15 Principals’ Leadership Meeting - 56 participants
January 22 Cincinnatus Mentors renewed mentor relationships from last year and added more partners - 12 pairs.
January 24-28 Reviewed “Turnaround Specialist Program” at University of Virginia for possible CPS participation
January 27 New Principals Cohort - five new principals meet with their coach mentor and focus on selected topic.
February 12 g Principals’ Leadership Meeting - 57 participants
o
February 17 g GE Grant Presentation for Math and Science Curriculum Councils
February 24 & | New Principals Cohort - five new principals meet with their coach mentor and focus on selected topic.
March 3 Collaborative Culture Event - 63 participants
March 12 Principals’ Leadership meeting - 54 participants
April 9 Principals’ Leadership Meeting—56 Participants
April 28 New principals’ Cohort—5 new principals meet with their coach mentor and focus on selected topic.
May 14 Principals’ leadership Meeting—50 participants
May 26 New Principals with their coach mentor and focus on selected topic.
Junel-June26 Leading Change module—42 participants
September— 8 SREB Leadership Modules developed in on-line/ hybrid modgl a}vailable to principals and 'assistant principals.
June These were developed by teams of UC professors and CPS principals. All modules were piloted, reviewed and

critiqued by sitting-administrators

e The first district-wide LSDMC meeting planned by the Academy was February 25. Participants numbered 120. The second
was April 28. Participants numbered 150. On June 4, twenty LSDMC volunteers helped to develop the training modules for
LSDMCs and the schools to integrate the day program and community partnerships to better serve the students and

families.

*r Accomplished
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Goal 5. Accountability

3 of 3 accomplished

A. PUBLISHED THREE INTERIM REPORTS, PLUS ANNUAL REPORT for 2008-2009 and presented to Mayerson Board
of Trustees and Cincinnati Board of Education.

“ Accomplished

B. EVALUATION

CLASSES Date Ability to Presgnter’s
Implement Effectiveness
Leading in a Culture of Collaboration Principals 11-Aug 4.62 4.71
CVMI Cohort 1 27-Sep 448 491
Multi-Grade Classroom Urban Environment 30-Sep 3.57 3.56
Positive School Culture in the Classroom Elem. 30-Sep 4.44 4.44
Multi-Grade Classroom Urban Environment 1-Oct 3.50 3.56
LT Building Effective LT's 8-Oct 4.00 441
LT Coaching 8-Oct 4.48 4.88
Positive School Culture in the Classroom Elem. 9-Oct 4.22 419
. LTBundngffecnve e oot i5r o
Positive School Culture in the Classroom Elem. 14-Oct 4.45 4.22
Positive School Culture in the Classroom High School 16-Oct 4.25 5.00
b Bty Gom i ou i Cm
LT Coaching 5-Nov 4.48 4.62
LT Differentiated Instruction 5-Nov 3.67 3.96
LT Presentation/Facilitation 5-Nov 4.00 4.35
LT Differentiated Instruction 5-Nov 3.67 3.96
LT Presentation/Facilitation 5-Nov 4.00 4.35
LT Differentiated Instruction 6-Nov 4.50 4.67
i LT Differentiated Instruction 6-Nov 450 4.67
Writing Classroom Structure Workshop (7-8) 11-Nov 4.25 4.40
. Wntmg Clacaroom Stucure Workehs pm(7:8) e LNow 4os e
Positive School Culture in the Classroom Elem. 13-Nov 4.15 4.26
Writing Classroom Structure Workshop (4-6) 13-Nov 4.32 4.73
© Differentiated Instrucon 15-Nov 43 500
Multi-sensory Reading, Orton Gillingham 20-Nov 4.28 4.66
CVMI Cohort 1 ~ 13-Dec 4.48 492
Math PD Gr. 7 & 8 26-Nov 4.39 447
Time Management Strategies 4-Dec 4.14 4.95
16-Jan 3.97
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Classes, continued Date Ability to Presgnter's
Implement Effectiveness
African American History 16-Jan 4.10 | 7
African American History 16-Jan 4.30
Building Productive Work Environment: Effective Email 8-Jan : 4.58
Building A Productive Work Environment 5-Feb 3.90
Career Tech PD Day 16-Jan 4.13
Counselors District-wide PD _ 16-Jan _ 4.60
CVMI Functions and Algebra 27-Feb 4.04
CVMI Functions and Algebra 27-Feb 4.00
CVMI Functions and Algebra 27-Feb 4.21
Developing A Process of Discipline - Para Pro Inservice 2-Jan 4.28
Developing A Process of Discipline For The Classroom 2-Jan 4.42
Evidence Based Strategies for Autism Spectrum Disorders 2-Jan Z 4.15
. ore|gn L nguage taiepn | ot 1ot
Instructional Leadership 12-Feb 4.30
Keys to Knowing and Growing Your Culturally Role 2-Jan 4.39
© Love Math Hands on Math for Young Childeen 2-Jan 420
Para Educator Communicator 2-Jan 4.40
Working Effectively with Youth from Diverse Backgrounds 2-Jan 4.20
~ Working Effectively with Youth from Diverse Backgrounds 2-Jan 434
Positive School Culture 7-Jan 4.43
Teacher Leadership Part 1 7-Jan 4,74
Writing Across the Curriculum 4-8 7-Jan 4,55
Writing Training 4-8 7-Jan 4.32
Writing Training for Primary 7-Jan Z 4.42
Positive School Culture 8-Jan 453
- Teacher Leadership 8-Jan j 4.77
Multi grade Classroom 13-Jan 4.00
i Profecdiona DevelopmentDay B ot 158
Para-LETRS Phonemic and Phonic Awareness 16-Jan 4.56
Physical Education Professional Development Day 16-Jan 4.48
CeEms T oo 450
Preschool Professional Development Day 16-Jan 4.44
SCPAPD 16-Jan 4.80
US Government and Economics 16-Jan 4.04
US Government and Economics 16-Jan 4.43
Learning Teams Winter Institute 22-Jan 4.47
Teacher Leadership 2 25-Feb 4.55
CVMI Cohort 1 2008-09 Teaching/Learning Sessions 1-3 4-Apr 4.64
Leadership Professional Development 9-Apr 4.47
" Leadership Professional Development AT i1l
Leading and Supporting Effective Teams 1-May 4.63
Woodward Leadership 29-May 4.64
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Classes, continued Date InA1t:)IIIeltr¥;ﬁt i E?ffcst?\;]eura\rezs
Ohio People Places & Events 1-Jun 4.30 4.90
Infusing Critical Thinking in SS Classroom 1-Jun 4.58 4.83
HS English: Real Writing : L 453 :
Cinti. More Than A River City - 2-Jun ' 4.33
Team Based Redesign Schools 2-Jun 4.59
Financial Literacy 2-Jun 4.64
Science as inquiry 3-Jun 4.59
Team Based Redesign Schools S. Avondale & Rothenberg 7 3-Jun 4.84
Science as inquiry 4-Jun 4.60
Writing Workshops 4-Jun 4.35
World History - 5-Jun ' 4.29
Diversity institute 7-8 5-Jun 4.43
Diversity Institute 9-12 5-Jun 4.27
Diversity Institute 5Jdun 461
Diversity Institute - 5-Jun 4.60
Deepening Content Knowledge for HQT 8-Jun 4.62
Team Based Redesign School-Mt. Airy 9-Jun 4.69
Orton Gillingham - 10-Jun ' 4.37
Team Based Redesign School-Mt. Airy 12-Jun 4.90

B T e e — o Rt
Leading Change 23-Jun 4.56
Team Based Redesign School 25-Jun 4.30

“oam Based Redesion Schoos 25 30 430
CVMI Math as a Second Language 10-17 June 4.42
CVMI Trigonometry 10-17 June 3.91
CVMI Trigonometry 10-17 June 3.58
Team Based Redesign Schools S. Avondale & Rothenberg 1-5 June 4,52
Inquiry and Project Based Learning 22-23 June 4.40
Team Based Redesign School 22-25 June 4.48
Writing Workshops - 23-24June 4.56
World History . 24-25Jne 4.60

~ ProjectBased Leaming48 24-25 June 4.33
US History Engaging Activities 3-5 June 4.75

Team Based Redesign School-Mt. Ai 9-10 June 4.80
4.36
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Consultant’s Evaluation Summary
Julie Q. Morrison, Ph.D, was hired in March to serve as the external evaluator of the Academy’s work in 2009-2010.
A summary of her findings is provided in this section of the report. Her complete report is the attachment to this report.

Learning Teams

Eight schools were selected as potential model Learning Team Schools based on implementation data from the
first year of Learning Teams, 2007-08. Those eight schools had a Pearson Achievement Solutions advisor who
worked exclusively with them in improving the implementation of Learning Teams. They also voted to transfer
their four professional development days into 24 hours of additional Learning Team time, which enabled them to
meet an additional two times per month. The remaining Tier 2 and 3 schools were essentially treated as one tier
with coach advisors from the Instructional Support Teams.

Dr. Morrison conducted three analyses of the impact of Learning Teams on student achievement.

In all three analyses she first determined the level of implementation of Learning Teams from information
provided by Learning Team advisors who used the Implementation Guide to record each team’s progress
throughout the 2008-09 school year.

In the first analysis, she compared Tier 1 schools (model schools) with Tiers 2 and 3 schools. The results
showed that the Tier 1 schools had basically the same level of implementation as Tier 2 and 3 except they had
higher ratings of implementing peer observation. On the Ohio Achievement Test (OAT)in Reading, students in
Tier 1 schools obtained gain scores that were statistically significantly greater than those obtained by students in
Tier 2 and 3 schools in grades 4, 5, and 6. There was no significant difference in gain scores in grades 7 and 8.
On the Ohio Achievement Test in Mathematics, the results were the same as in reading.

In the second analysis, she categorized Tiers 2 and 3 schools according to high and low implementation levels
of Learning Teams. The high implementing teams showed statistically significant gains in math achievement but
not in reading. Math, however, was the sole focus of Learning Team work in 2007-08 and remained the focus for
many schools in 2008-09. Therefore, it is expected that improvements in mathematics would precede those in
reading.

In the third analysis, continuing with the categorization of schools used in the second analysis, she found that
among students who did not demonstrate proficiency in reading on the May 2008 OAT, the percentage of
students attaining proficiency on the May 2009 OAT was greater among students in Tier 2 and 3 schools with
high levels of Learning Team implementation compared to students in Tier 2 and 3 schools with low levels of
implementation at grades 4 and 6. . The same was true with math at grades 6 and 8.

Language Essentials for Teaching Reading and Spelling

Twenty-eight teachers from thirteen Cincinnati Public Schools participated in ten days of training in Language
Essentials for Teaching Reading and Spelling (LETRS) beginning in June 2008 and ending in February 2009.
Though the teachers reported a high level of satisfaction with the professional development they received in
LETRS, the majority did not demonstrate a minimal level of content knowledge at the end of their experience. A
significant amount of work must be done with LETRS to determine how to correct this problem.

Positive School Culture

Principals and their Positive School Culture (PSC) teams participated in one day of training in Year 4 of the
implementation of this program. Elementary schools categorized as “High Implementers” demonstrated a stable
rate of disciplinary actions (all types) from 32.3 to 40.5 per 100 students. These rates were consistently lower
than the disciplinary rates of elementary schools categorized as “Moderate/Low Implementers.” Secondary
schools designated as “high Implementers” demonstrated a decreasing trend in their rate of disciplinary actions
(all types) that ranged from 56.6 to 109.8 per 100 students over the course of four school years. In contrast, an
increasing trend was observed in the disciplinary rates of secondary schools categorized as “Moderate/Low
Implementers.”
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Voyager Universal Literacy System

o Mayerson Academy provided two days of professional development for all teachers new to teaching Voyager.
Two implementation advisors from the Academy assessed the level of implementation of Voyager in all schools
using the Mayerson Implementation Guide. The difference in impact on student achievement was mixed
between students in high implementation schools and medium/low implementation schools.

o  Among kindergarten students who began the year as “struggling readers,” the performance of students in high
implementation schools was similar to the performance of students in medium/low implementation schools on
the Initial Sound Fluency measure; those who began in the “emerging” category in high implementation schools
surpassed those who began as “emerging” in medium/low implementation schools.

e Among first grade students who began in the “struggling” category, the performance of students in high
implementation schools exceeded the performance of students in medium/low implementation schools on the
Nonsense Word Fluency measure; there was no notable difference among students who began in the
“emerging” category. Second grade students who began in the “struggling” category in high implementation
schools exceeded the performance of second graders in low/medium implementation schools on the Reading
Connected Text measure; in the “emerging” category, second graders in high implementation schools did not
attain the same level of reading fluency as second graders in the low/medium implementation schools. Among
third grade students in both the “struggling” and “emerging” categories, the performance of students in high
implementation schools surpassed the performance of students in medium/low implementation schools on the
Reading Connected Text measure.

Orton Gillingham

o Intervention specialists in the Elementary Initiative Schools participated in the Orton-Gillingham professional
development program. This was a baseline data year in that teachers did not complete the training until May
2009. The intervention specialists reported high levels of satisfaction with the training they received. However, as
expected at this early stage, the students served by intervention specialists trained in Orton-Gillingham did not
differ significantly in their reading achievement relative to other students with high-incidence disabilities taught by
intervention specialists not trained in Orton-Gillingham.

Kagan Cooperative Learning

e  Four CPS schools were accepted from a pool of eight school applicants to participate in total staff training in
cooperative learning in May 2008. The teachers received on-going support for implementing Kagan cooperative
learning during the 2008-09 school year. Each teacher had three coaching sessions with a Kagan coach.
Teachers reported high levels of satisfaction with the professional development they received. A high level of
implementation was noted by the Kagan coaches at two of the four schools. Four additional schools were
accepted into the program for the 2008-09 school year. Comparisons in student achievement were made
between the high implementing Kagan schools and the four schools that did not receive training until May 2009.
The performance of students in the high implementing schools was similar to that of students in the four non-
Kagan schools in reading at grades 4, 5, 6, and 7. Their achievement was significantly better in grade 8. In
mathematics, the performance of students in the Kagan schools was similar to that of students in the non-Kagan
schools at grades 4, 7, and 8. However, at grades 5 and 6 in mathematics the achievement gains were inferior to
those in the non-Kagan schools. These are baseline data to be used in comparisons in subsequent years.

*r Accomplished

C. ADJUSTMENTS
The Academy began work on a new strategic plan on June 26 that is in effect for the 2009-2010 school year.

*r Accomplished
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Goal 6: National Center

3.5 of 5 accomplished

A. CATEGORIES OF SERVICE

The Academy provides space for professional development

CATEGORY 1 D
activities.

The Academy arranges and monitors specific professional

CATEGORY 2 development requested by Cincinnati Public Schools.

The Academy assists clients in identifying need through
CATEGORY 3 established processes and then provides and evaluates the most
effective professional development to address that need.

o Atotal of 695 professional development sessions were conducted at Mayerson Academy from July 1, 2008 through
June 30, 2009. Participants totaled 13,893.

e  Of the sessions conducted,69% were planned, provided, and evaluated by Academy staff, and these sessions were
termed Category 3. A total of 9,585 participants were involved in these sessions.

o Of the remaining sessions, 31% were Category 1, planned and provided by external groups and simply housed at the
Academy. A total of 4,300 participants were involved in these sessions. None were Category 2. The increase in
Category 3 is due to the school district scheduling its Power School training for all of its employees. Power School is

the new computer system for operations, such as grading, attendance, etc. This training began in April and will
continue through the fall.

Accomplished

B. FORUM FOR DIALOGUE ABOUT BEST PRACTICES

o The Academy hosted Grant Wiggins who spoke about formative assessment to a group of 70 teachers on April 28.

o The Academy hosted a Brain and Learning Institute in June 2009. Fifty-one teachers attended, including 20 from
other districts.

e The Academy hosted a Diversity Institute in June 2009. Sixty-eight teachers and administrators attended.

Keith Casey Barton facilitated a forum to explore the nature and use of inquiry in core-content areas for Mayerson
Academy staff, coaches, and selected teachers.

Accomplished

C. RESEARCH CENTER

o Academy staff presented a research paper titled “Instructional Coaching of Teachers: Is There a Link to Student
Achievement?” at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association in San Diego on
April 15, 2009.

o Data on level of implementation of professional development are tracked through the use of Implementation Guides.
Strategy partially accomplished

Partially accomplished

N
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D. EXPANSION OF SERVICES

Catalog of services was sent to forty surrounding school districts.
Negotiations are occurring with Newport Independent Schools to provide LETRS training for teachers in three
elementary schools.

[7Not accomplished

E. PARTNERSHIPS

The Academy submitted two grants to the U.S. Department of Education.

o Leadership development—grant not funded

0 Teaching science in an inclusive classroom—notification of awards not given

The Charles H. Dater Foundation contributed $25,000 to the summer Orton Gillingham training. Nineteen teachers
took the training in June/July 2008.

The Academy contracted with the YMCA to develop the professional development plan for Cincy After School staffs.
Contract value: $20,000.

The Academy contracted with Ohio State University to develop the professional development plan for integrating the
Community Learning Center with the day-school program in each school’s OnePlan. Contract value: $20,000.

The Martha Holden Jennings Foundation provided $12,700 to fund professional development for art, music, and
physical education teachers.

The Vermont Mathematics Initiative is now officially the Cincinnati Vermont Mathematics Initiative (CVMI) as offered
at Mayerson Academy.

The Academy partnered with the Inclusion Network and WCET to sponsor Including Samuel, a documentary about
the benefits of the inclusionary classroom. A discussion with the school’s principal and Samuel's father followed the
film. Seventeen teachers participated.

The Academy donated 18 used Elmo projectors to schools.

The Academy is a regional affiliate for Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS). One
member of the staff and one local consultant received their credentials as LETRS trainers on January 31, 2009.

Total grant/outside contract funding was $77,700.

*r Accomplished
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Overview of the Evaluation Report

This evaluation of the Mayerson Academy’s professional development programs
was both formative (examining implementation) and summative (assessing impact).
Formative evaluation elements were designed to provide information to Mayerson’s
Professional Development Specialists, such as how to improve the program, what
aspects are most effective, how discrepancies in implementation might impact results,
and where problems occur that might interfere with results. Summative evaluation
elements were designed to provide information regarding the impact of the professional
development programs on student outcomes. The effectiveness of a professional
development program is strengthened when both its implementation and impact are
evaluated (Killion, 2008).

Evaluation Design and Procedures

Evaluation Design

The framework for evaluating the Mayerson Academy’s professional
development programs was based on Guskey’s (2000) model for evaluating
professional development for educators. Guskey (2000) identified five critical levels to
be evaluated: (1) participants’ reactions/ perceptions of satisfaction, (2) participants’
learning, (3) organization support and change, (4) participants’ use of new knowledge
and skills, and (5) student learning outcomes. Descriptive research methods were used
to assess: participants’ reactions to the professional development (Level 1), increases in
knowledge and skills of the teacher participants (Level 2), and teachers’ use of new
knowledge and skills (Level 4), where data were available. The impact of the
professional development programs on student achievement and behavior (Level 5)
was assessed based on students’ performance on the Vital Indicators of Progress, the
Ohio Achievement Test in Reading and Mathematics, and school discipline rates. Each
program was evaluated to determine the degree to which they were effective at these
five critical levels, recognizing that success on earlier levels was needed to positively
impact later levels.

Measures

Multiple measures were used in the evaluation of the Mayerson Academy’s
professional development programs. In general, teacher surveys, implementation
rubrics, and pre-tests/post-tests of content knowledge served formative evaluation
purposes. Measures of student achievement and discipline were employed for
summative evaluation purposes.

Teacher Attitudes Survey. A 14-item questionnaire was developed by Dr. Jack
Lewis, Evaluator/Consultant to Mayerson, for the purposes of evaluating the Learning
Teams program. The questionnaire began with three items inquiring about the
respondent’s membership in a workgroup and the frequency of workgroup meetings.
Four items asked teachers to assess their attitudes toward their participation in the
workgroups on a 3-point scale, where 1 = “No”, 2 = “Not Sure,” and 3 = “Yes.” Six items
required teachers to rate the effectiveness of their workgroup on a 5-point scale, where
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1 ="Low” or “Poor” and 5 = “High” or “Very Good.” A final items asked teachers to
provide an overall rating of their satisfaction with the workgroup meetings on a 5-point
scale, with 5 representing the most positive rating. The questionnaire was administered
to the teachers in the eight Tier 1 “model” schools in February 2009.

Learning Teams Implementation Guide. A rubric was designed to assess the
degree to which each Learning Team was implemented as intended. An IST coach was
responsible for completing the rubric for each Learning Team based upon direct
observation, on-going consultation, and input from the team members. The rubric
assessed team performance in five core components: (a) Use of Data, (b) Engagement
and Alignment, (c) Instructional Focus & Lesson, (d) Revision, and (e) Peer
Observation. The instrument was structured using a 4-point scale, where 4 = “Taking
Off,” 3 = “On Track,” 2 = “Making Progress,” and 1 = “No Traction.”

Post-workshop Evaluation Questionnaire (LETRS). The Post-Workshop
Evaluation Questionnaire consisted of six items designed to assess the content,
instructor’'s knowledge and presentation style, the facilities, and an overall rating of the
LETRS professional development session using a 4-point rating scale, where 4 equaled
“Excellent” and 1 represented “Poor.” Two multiple choice items measured: (a) the
perceived difficulty level, and (b) the content found to be most helpful. Participants were
asked to identify their job title from those provided in a checklist format. The
guestionnaire was administered following the training sessions on Modules 1-3
(6/12/08), Modules 4-6 (8/14/08), Module 9 (11/7/09), and Modules 8 and 12 (2/10/09).

Teacher Knowledge Survey. An 18-item, multiple-choice test developed by L. C.
Moats was administered to the teacher participants to assess the teachers’ acquisition
of the basic elements of LETRS instruction. The test was administered at some point in
time over a two-day period (2/9/09-2/10/09).

Positive School Culture Implementation Guide (Self-Assessment). The Positive
School Culture Implementation Guide was designed to help schools identify areas of
strength and need relative to deep and meaningful implementation of these practices.
The self-assessment was comprised of 51 items structured according to the eight
Positive School Culture standards: Clear expectations, comprehensive instruction,
consistent encouragement, consistent correction, data collection, data analysis,
leadership, and professional development. Each item required school teams to rate their
degree of implementation using a 3-point scale, where 3 = “In Place,” 2 = “Patrtially In
Place,” and 1 = “Not In Place.” Teams of educators at 31 schools (53% of all Cincinnati
Public Schools) completed the Positive School Culture Implementation Guide’s self-
assessment in May 2009. For schools that did not have self-assessment data, an
implementation rating was provided by the Professional Development Specialist at the
Mayerson Academy responsible for the Positive School Culture initiative.
Implementation ratings were assigned on a nine-point scale on two independent
occasions, with 80.8% of the scores remaining the same, as evidence of the reliability of
the ratings.

Voyager Universal Literacy Program: K-3 Implementation Guide. The Voyager
Universal Literacy Program: K-3 Implementation Guide was developed by the Mayerson
Academy to measure the degree of implementation. The guide was structured as a
rubric using a 4-point scale, where 4 equals “Ideal Implementation” and 1 represented
“Not-ldeal Implementation.” The measure consisted of three items under the heading of
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Principal Responsibilities: (a) UL training sessions and benchmark meetings, (b)
monitors instruction, and (c) VIP/VPORT. There were 15 items under the heading of
Teacher Responsibilities, organized in three categories: (a) classroom (organization),
(b) transitions, (c) assessments, and (d) instruction.

Ticket to Read: District Level Report. Data regarding students’ use of the Ticket
to Read on-line reading support were summarized for each school on two occasions
during the 2008-09 school year (2/27/09, 4/2/09). These reports contained data
regarding the average time online and the average number of passages read. To
complete a passage, a student typically read the passage three times and completed a
comprehension quiz for each passage.

Post-workshop Evaluation Questionnaire (Orton-Gillingham). The Post-Workshop
Evaluation Questionnaire consisted of seven items designed to assess the participant’s
satisfaction with the Orton-Gillingham content and the instructor’'s knowledge and
presentation style using a 4-point rating scale, where 4 equaled “Excellent” and 1
represented “Poor.” Four additional open-ended questions were included to solicit
feedback regarding the participant’s level of understanding, how this new knowledge will
be applied, information/resources still needed, and recommendations for strategies the
presenter could use to be more effective.

Post-workshop Evaluation Questionnaire (Kagan). A questionnaire, developed by
Kagan Professional Development was utilized to assess participants’ reactions to the
training session. The questionnaire involved a single global rating of quality on a 5-point
scale, where 5 equaled “Strong” and 1 represented “Weak.” In addition, there were
three prompts requesting written feedback regarding the content, the instructor, and any
additional comments. Respondents were also asked to identify their job title and grade
level/subjects taught. The questionnaire was administered following the training
sessions on 5/9/08 and 5/15/08.

Kagan Real-Time Coaching: Building Feedback. The degree to which the
essential elements of Kagan Cooperative Learning were implemented with fidelity was
assessed through direct observation of the participating teachers by a Kagan coach.
Feedback was organized in response to three open-ended, short answer prompts: (a)
affirmations, (b) next steps, and (c) comments. Each teacher received coaching on a
selected Kagan structure on three occasions during the 2008-09 school year. In
additional to feedback to the individual teacher, coaches completed a school-wide
summary report documenting the level and depth of teacher implementation throughout
the building.

Vital Indicators of Progress (VIP). The VIP measures incorporated in the Voyager
Reading Curriculum are based on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
(DIBELS; Good & Kaminski, 2002). DIBELS involves the use of standardized and
validated short-term duration fluency measures of basic skills for the purposes of
monitoring student progress, informing instructional decisions, and evaluating the
effects of an instructional program.

Ohio Achievement Test (OAT) in Reading. The state-mandated Ohio
Achievement Tests in Reading was administered to students in Grades 3-8 during the
May 2008 and May 2009 administrations. The OAT in Reading was comprised of
multiple choice, short answer, and extended response formats. The reading standards
assessed included: (a) the reading process; (b) reading applications — informational,
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technical, and persuasive text; (c) reading applications — literary text; (d) acquisition of
vocabulary. Technical adequacy information regarding the OAT in Reading can be
accessed through the Ohio Department of Education website (Ohio Department of
Education, 2008). Gain scores for all matched students at Grades 4-8 were computed
by conducting regression analysis on OAT reading scores in 2008-09 with scores from
the 2007-08 school year.[Consequently, legislative changes in the proportion of
students with disabilities who were eligible to take an alternate assessment did not
confound this analysis as only students who took the test both years were included in
these results.] Residuals from this analysis were used as gain scores.

Ohio Achievement Test (OAT) in Mathematics. The state-mandated Ohio
Achievement Tests in Mathematics was administered to students in Grades 3-8 during
the March 2006, May 2007 and May 2008 administrations. The OAT in Mathematics
was comprised of multiple choice, short answer, and extended response formats. The
math standards assessed included: (a) number, number sense, and operations; (b)
measurement; (c) geometry and spatial sense; (d) patterns, functions, and algebra; and
(e) data analysis and probability. Technical adequacy information regarding the OAT in
Mathematics can be accessed through the Ohio Department of Education website (Ohio
Department of Education, 2008). Gain scores for all matched students at Grades 4-8
were computed by conducting regression analysis on OAT math scores in 2008-09 with
scores from the 2007-08 school year. [Consequently, legislative changes in the
proportion of students with disabilities who were eligible to take an alternate
assessment did not confound this analysis as only students who took the test both
years were included in these results.] Residuals from this analysis were used as gain
scores.

Discipline Rates. Discipline actions (all types) per 100 students were obtained for
each school from the Ohio Department of Education website.
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I. LEARNING TEAMS
Introduction

Learning Teams are small groups of teachers that meet regularly to examine
educational research on new instructional strategies. The team members then try these
strategies in their classroom and discuss how they are working and compare results
(Barton, Deutsch, & Reed, 2005). Learning Teams are an approach to professional
development that goes beyond a workshop or conference by facilitating ongoing
collaboration and continual adult learning (Chappuis, Chappuis, & Stiggins, 2009).

Research regarding the effectiveness of Learning Teams in strengthening
instruction and increasing student achievement is sorely needed. Despite many
resources dedicated to describing how to develop and facilitate Learning Teams, there
has yet to be a formal investigation into their impact on student outcomes.

The Mayerson Academy provided professional development to teacher leaders
and school administrators on the use of Learning Teams throughout the 2007-08 school
year. The teacher leaders met monthly on nine occasions. The school administrators
met on eight occasions following a similar schedule. Evidence of implementation was
gathered monthly. Through this process, twelve schools were recognized for having
made significant progress in their implementation of Learning Teams. Eight of the
twelve schools elected to convert their allotted professional development days for 2008-
09 into time to be used in bi-weekly Learning Team meetings. These schools were
considered “model” Learning Team Schools for the 2008-09 school year.

Program Description
Participant Selection

All of the schools within the Cincinnati Public Schools district were categorized as
a Tier 1, 2, or 3 school, based upon their degree of implementation of the Learning
Team model. The eight Tier 1 schools were considered “model” schools, as recognition
of their high degree of implementation. Each tier contained schools that varied in the
academic achievement outcomes of their students. For example, schools designated as
“Academic Watch” or “Academic Emergency” comprised 37% of the Tier 1 schools,
55% of the Tier 2 schools, and 54% of the Tier 3 schools.

During the 2008-09 school year, the number of Learning Teams at each school
ranged from two to seven. The number of Learning Teams at each school did not differ
for elementary schools and secondary schools. The number of team members (i.e.,
general education teachers, intervention specialist, and support services personnel) on
each team ranged from 3 to 15, with an overall average number of 6 members. Not
included in this range was one Learning Team from the School of Creative and
Performing Arts that stood out for having 20 team members representing the Arts
curriculum.
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Learning Teams Training

Teachers and principals from all Cincinnati Public Schools participated in a two-
day summer institute on Learning Teams in June 2008. This training built on a year-long
series of trainings held monthly during the 2007-08 school year for teacher leaders, and
principals. Embedded, on-going professional development was provided at each school
with the first staff meeting of each month dedicated to advancing the use of Learning
Teams.

On-going Consultation and Coaching

Instructional Support Team (IST) coaches were assigned to each school to
facilitate the implementation of Learning Teams at the school site. The IST coaches met
monthly with principals and teacher leaders to plan the agendas for the Learning Team
meetings. These coaches also periodically attended Learning Team meetings at the
school to monitor implementation, provide feedback and to address ongoing concerns.
During the first few sessions, IST coaches were available to model how to facilitate a
Learning Team meeting. Pearson Achievement Solutions worked intensively with the
eight Tier 1 “model” schools to further support their use of Learning Teams.

Evaluation Questions
Process Questions

a. What was the attitude of teachers toward Learning Team activities and to what
extent were teachers satisfied with the professional development support they
received?

b. To what extent did teachers use new knowledge and skills to implement Learning
Teams in their schools during the 2008-09 school year?
¢ Did team members meet as planned in job-alike learning teams?
e Was the time spent in meetings of the learning teams focused primarily on

methods for improving the work of teachers and the achievement of students?

e To what degree did implementation differ at schools in Tiers 1, 2, and 3?

Impact Questions

c. To what extent did the performance of students in Tier 1 schools differ from the
performance of students in Tier 2 and 3 schools in reading and mathematics
achievement during the 2008-09 school year?

d. To what extent did the performance of students in Tier 2 and 3 schools with high
levels of implementation differ from the performance of students in Tier 2 and 3
schools with low levels of implementation in reading and mathematics
achievement during the 2008-09 school year?
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Evaluation Findings

What was the attitude of teachers toward Learning Team activities and to what
extent were teachers satisfied with the professional development support they
received?

A survey of Learning Team members in Tier 1 “model” schools was conducted by
Dr. Jack Lewis in February 2009. Teachers reported positive attitudes toward Learning
Teams. A strong majority (81%) affirmed that they felt good about the accomplishments
of their workgroup in 2008-09. Likewise, a similarly strong majority (76%) responded
positively that they felt their participation in Learning Teams had the potential to improve
student achievement at their school.

Although still positive, proportionately fewer Learning Team members (65%)
reported that their Learning Team involvement improved their instructional practices. A
summary of the survey findings is presented in Appendix A.

To what extent did teachers use new knowledge and skills to implement Learning
Teams in their schools during the 2008-09 school year?

e Did team members meet as planned in job-alike learning teams?

e Was the time spent in meetings of the learning teams focused primarily
on methods for improving the work of teachers and the achievement of
students?

e To what degree did implementation differ at schools in Tiers 1, 2, and 3?

There is evidence that Learning Teams met on a regular basis to complete the
designated tasks, particularly among the Tier 1 schools. According to the teacher
survey, 100% of the 106 respondents agreed that their team met at least twice a month.
Among these respondents, 43% indicated that their team met more than twice a month.

A strong majority (98%) reported that their Learning Team had: (a) collaborated
to identify specific student needs to work on together, (b) formulated clear objectives for
student achievement, and (c) identified instructional strategies to help students
accomplish learning objectives. A strong majority of teachers (87-89%) judged their
teams to be highly effective in addressing all three of these tasks. A summary of the
survey findings are presented in Appendix A.

Data from the Implementation Guide provided additional evidence of
implementation of Learning Teams during the 2008-09 school year. Rubric data from 48
schools indicates implementation was strongest for Learning Teams’ use of data,
engagement and alignment, and instructional focus and lesson. Implementation lagged
for revision activities and there was evidence of only limited use of peer observation.
Learning Team implementation did not differ considerably among elementary schools
as compared to secondary schools (See Figure 1.1). The eight Tier 1 “model” schools
did not differ from Tier 2 and 3 schools in implementation in any of the core
components, except peer observation, where Tier 1 schools achieved higher ratings of
implementation (See Figure 1.2).
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Figure 1.1. Mean Rubric Score for Learning Team Implementation,
Elementary vs. Secondary Schools, May 2009
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Figure 1.2. Mean Rubric Score for Learning Team Implementation,
Tier 1 vs. Tier 2 and 3 Schools, May 2009
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To what extent did the performance of students in Tier 1 schools differ from the
performance of students in Tier 2 and 3 schools in reading and mathematics
achievement during the 2008-09 school year?

Solid evidence exists to support the finding that students in Tier 1 schools
demonstrated gains in reading and math that exceeded the gains obtained by students
in Tier 2 and 3 schools, particularly in the intermediate grade levels (Grades 4-6).

The Vital Indicators of Reading (VIP) measure early reading achievement at the
primary grade levels (Grades K-3). Among Kindergarten students who began the year in
the “Struggling” or “Emerging” categories, the performance of students in the Tier 1
“model” schools did not outperform students in Tier 2 and 3 schools on the Initial Sound
Fluency measure (See Table 1.1).

Table 1.1. Percentage of Students Who Moved Up One or More Categories At
Benchmark Two on the Kindergarten Initial Sound Fluency Measure

Among Benchmark One’s “Struggling” Students

% of # of
Students Students
Tier 1 “Model” Schools 67% (94)
Tier 2 and 3 Schools 73% (806)
Among Benchmark One’s “Emerging” Students
Tier 1 “Model” Schools 40% (91)
Tier 2 and 3 Schools 48% (744)

Note: Number in the parentheses is the total number of students in that Benchmark One
category for that school or schools.

Among first grade students who began the year in the “Struggling” category, the
performance of students in the Tier 1 “model” schools surpassed the performance of
students in Tier 2 and 3 schools on the Nonsense Word Fluency measure. Among
students who began the year in the “Emerging” category, students in Level 1 “model”
schools did not outperform students in Level 2 and 3 schools (See Table 1.2).

Table 1.2. Percentage of Students Who Moved Up One or More Categories At
Benchmark Two on the Grade 1 Nonsense Word Fluency Measure

Among Benchmark One’s “Struggling” Students

% of # of
Students Students
Tier 1 “Model” Schools 60% (20)
Tier 2 and 3 Schools 35% (219)
Among Benchmark One’s “Emerging” Students
Tier 1 “Model” Schools 15% (53)
Tier 2 and 3 Schools 23% (343)

Note: Number in the parentheses is the total number of students in that Benchmark One
category for that school or schools.
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The performance of students in the Tier 1 “model” schools was similar to the
performance of students in Tier 2 and 3 schools on the Reading Connected Text
measure among second grade students who began the year in the “Struggling”
category. The performance of students in the Tier 1 “model” schools exceeded the
performance of students in Tier 2 and 3 schools on the Reading Connected Text
measure among second grade students who began the year in the “Emerging” category
(See Table 1.3).

Table 1.3. Percentage of Students Moved Up One or More Categories At
Benchmark Two on the Grade 2 Reading Connected Text Measure

Among Benchmark One’s “Struggling” Students

% of # of
Students Students
Tier 1 “Model” Schools 19% 47)
Tier 2 and 3 Schools 14% (524)
Among Benchmark One’s “Emerging” Students
Tier 1 “Model” Schools 46% (39)
Tier 2 and 3 Schools 32% (267)

Note: Number in the parentheses is the total number of students in that Benchmark One
category for that school or schools.

Among third grade students who began the year in the “Struggling” or “Emerging”
categories, the performance of students in the Level 1 “model” schools surpassed the
performance of students in Level 2 and 3 schools on the Reading Connected Text
measure (See Table 1.4).

Table 1.4. Percentage of Students Moved Up One or More Categories At
Benchmark Two on the Grade 3 Reading Connected Text Measure

Among Benchmark One’s “Struggling” Students

% of # of
Students Students
Tier 1 “Model” Schools 50% (72)
Tier 2 and 3 Schools 40% (564)
Among Benchmark One’s “Emerging” Students
Tier 1 “Model” Schools 46% (39)
Tier 2 and 3 Schools 32% (267)

Note: Number in the parentheses is the total number of students in that Benchmark One
category for that school or schools.

10
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On the Ohio Achievement Test in Reading, students in Tier 1 schools obtained
gain scores that were statistically significantly greater than those obtained by students
in Tier 2 and 3 schools in Grades 4, 5, and 6 (See Figure 1.3). There were no significant
differences in the mean gain scores in Reading for students in Tier 1 schools compared
to students in Tier 2 and 3 schools in Grades 7 and 8. Additional data relevant to these

findings are available in Appendix B.

Figure 1.3. Mean Gain Scores on the OAT in Reading for
Students in Tier 1 "Model" Schools vs.
Students in Tier 2 and 3, May 2009
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