 Election Day Professional Development Activities

CASE STUDY: Part 1
The School
Urban Elementary is a preK-5 school that has a total enrolment of 584 students. Thirteen percent of the students are white, 35% are black, 48% are Latino, and 4% are Asian. Sixty-three percent are eligible for free and reduced lunch and the average daily attendance rate is 92.6%. 12% of the student body is students with disabilities; 8% is English language learners (ELLs) and 3% is former ELLs. The school earned a B on its last Progress Report. The school’s most recent Quality Review rating was Developing, with areas for improvement aligned to Quality Indicators 1.1 (rigorous, engaging and coherent curricula), 1.2 (research-based effective instruction yielding quality student work) and 4.2 (teacher teams engaged in collaborative process using an inquiry approach to improve classroom practice.) 

The 5th Grade Team
Urban Elementary has four 5th grade classes. The 5th grade teacher team consists of four general education teachers and one special education teacher, who team teaches the ICT class. This is the second year that this team is working together and it has one period a day of common planning time when 5th grade students are involved in “specials” such as art, music, and physical education. Last year, the team implemented two Common Core-aligned units of study. One was an ELA unit—implemented in February—aligned to the selected Common Core standards outlined in the citywide instructional expectations (R.1, R.10, and W.1), while the second was a science unit entitled “Ecosystems” that was implemented in May. The “Ecosystems” unit assessed writing standard 2 (W.5.2) and reading standards 2 and 9 (RI.5.2 and RI.5.9). The culminating task asked students to describe how human activity has negatively impacted other organisms within ecosystems (See the task on page14). The teachers used two main informational texts—one dealt with tigers and the other dealt with manatees—and a graph (See the texts on pages 10-13). 

As the teachers planned for the upcoming year (2012-13), they thought “Ecosystems” was a strong, interdisciplinary unit that integrated informational texts and engaged students with the science content. However, when the teachers reviewed the collective summative writing assessments, they were surprised that the majority of students scored at only a level 2 on key components of the rubric. The team wanted to use this unit again because they thought it really addressed the DOE selected instructional shift by requiring students to ground their written responses in evidence from the texts. Knowing that their students would be transitioning to middle school where they would be expected to interact with and learn from texts connected to specific disciplines, the teachers wanted to bolster their skills in disciplinary reading. Because academic vocabulary was an impediment to their students’ reading comprehension in science, the teachers saw this as an opportunity to address language standard 6.

The chart below summarizes the “Ecosystems” summative assessment data for all 92 5th-grade students from 2011-12:


	Focus
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4

	Standard W.5.2.a 
Introduce a topic clearly, provide a general observation and focus, and group related information logically; include formatting (e.g., headings), illustrations, and multimedia when useful to aiding comprehension. 
	10 students
	37 students
	32 students
	13 students

	Standard W.5.2.b 
Develop the topic with facts, definitions, concrete details, quotations, or other examples related to the topic. 
	11 students
	45 students

	21 students
	15 students

	Standard W.5.2.c 
Link ideas within and across categories of information using words, phrases, and clauses. 
	7 students
	32 students
	28 students
	25 students

	Standard W.5.2.d 
Use precise language and domain specific vocabulary to inform about or explain the topic.
	8 students
	41 students
	29 students
	14 students

	Standard W.5.2.e 
Provide a concluding statement or section related to the information or explanation presented. 
	12 students
	39 students 
	27 students
	14 students

	Integrating 
Standard RI.5.9*: Integrate information from several texts on the same topic in order to write or speak about the subject knowledgeably. Should be assessed in the final task essay. 
*RI.5.2 was assessed formatively. 
	11 students
	46 students
	20 students
	15 students



(Note: Please read the level 2 student work that is on page 17 of the Common Core task with instructional supports.)

The Instructional Lead and the Achievement Coach
In September 2012, the principal designated each grade’s team leader as an Instructional Lead.  Collectively, the school’s faculty decided that these Instructional Leads would also serve as the principal’s instructional cabinet so that alignment, coherence, and increasing rigor in curricula could be systematically addressed. The 5th grade Instructional Lead would now assist her team with planning its first Common Core-aligned literacy unit using the collaborative inquiry process. The team plans to implement the same units that it did in the previous year: the ELA unit aligned to the selected standards and the science unit aligned to “other key concepts within the literacy standards” as allowed for in the 2012-13 CIE. During that team meeting, the Instructional Lead asked the team to consider what had gone well in the “Ecosystems” unit and what had been challenging as evidenced in the data so they might subsequently revise the unit and adjust their teaching. She recorded what the team said on the following chart:
	Successes
	Challenges

	· Students were engaged with the science content
· Students seemed to quickly learn domain specific vocabulary such as ecosystems
	· Texts are grade level and students don’t read on grade level
· Teachers taught students to use evidence and to refer back to texts, but student work didn’t show it
· Students did not always complete homework assignments
· Some students had never heard of manatees and did not understand the manatee text.



Following the team meeting, the Instructional Lead arranged a meeting with the network Achievement Coach supporting the school to help prepare the literacy unit and move the team’s conversation forward. 

STOP HERE.


CASE STUDY: Part 2
The Instructional Lead and the Achievement Coach

The team decided to first revisit the culminating assessment task data from the “Ecosystems” unit. The Achievement Coach and Instructional Lead recognized that they needed to understand the data better themselves and the Achievement Coach suggested they practice with the “Atlas - Looking at Data” protocol so that they would be better prepared to direct the team toward important data points. This protocol, after describing and interpreting the data, would lead the team to end with discussing the implications for classroom practice. The Instructional Lead and Achievement Coach’s interpretation of the data indicated that students needed more direct instruction on using details from the text to develop their topics. The Achievement Coach helped the Instructional Lead interpret a collection of level-2 student work, which revealed that students did not clearly make a connection between the tiger and manatee texts and therefore did not result in focused writing. Consequently, in the body of the essay, few if any connections were made between tigers and manatees and the larger concept of an ecosystem was rarely mentioned. Similarly, the data from the reading standard (RI.5.9) showed that more than half of the students were unable to integrate information from the three texts. Finally, the Instructional Lead noticed that more than half the students had difficulty using precise and domain specific vocabulary; she hypothesized that the students may not have sufficiently internalized the words to then produce them for the written task. 

Because of the challenges students had with using precise and domain specific language and integrating information from several texts, the Instructional Lead and Achievement Coach concluded that students had difficulty accessing the texts. The challenges the students faced with developing the topic with concrete details also indicated an issue with text accessibility. With these interpretations in mind, the Instructional Lead and the Achievement Coach discussed the importance of the Instructional Lead pushing the team to consider the instructional shift of grounding responses in evidence from text and to discuss the accessibility of the texts and the rigor of the instruction. The Achievement Coach suggested that the segment of the protocol where instructional implications are discussed would be the best place to facilitate this conversation. For example, after the first formative assessment task in the “Ecosystems” unit, the team noticed that level 2 students were including irrelevant and inaccurate details in their summaries: how would they ensure this would be addressed in instruction? The Instructional Lead pointed out that a majority of the students did not even mention the word “ecosystem” in their writing and the Achievement Coach posed the question of how the team would ensure that this critical science concept and its accompanying vocabulary were purposefully and strategically developed in the classroom. The Achievement Coach encouraged the Instructional Lead to set a goal for the team to walk away with a sound instructional plan for increasing access to the texts that would simultaneously address accurate and sufficient supporting details in students’ writing. A second implication of the goal was that if the team increased the rigor of the unit by striving to develop deep understanding of the ecosystem concept, it would help students to make necessary and meaningful connections between tigers and manatees. The Achievement Coach shared resources with the Instructional Lead, such as Tony Stead’s Reading and Analyzing Non-fiction strategy, which gave her concrete instructional strategies for teaching reading comprehension and vocabulary as well as ways to develop deep understanding of scientific concepts. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
2

