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New School Quality Review (NSQR) Memo            Updated: January 17, 2012

In continued partnership with the Division of Academics, Performance and Support and the Office of New Schools, schools that opened in September 2011 will receive a 1-day New School Quality Review organized and performed by a member(s) of their network team with possible additional associate reviewer participant(s) from the Office of New Schools.   Associate reviewers may ask questions during the review and participate in the reflection and feedback sessions. The lead network reviewer fully is responsible for the preliminary scores and report draft.  The purpose of this review is to evaluate the key instructional practices and organizational structures new schools are developing and/or have in place to maximize student outcomes. 

The evaluation criteria for the New School Quality Reviews (NSQR) will be the 2011-12 Quality Review rubric. Five indicators are mandated as part of the process: 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.2, and 4.1. In addition, the new school principals and their network support staff are asked to identify at least 1 other indicator in the rubric upon which the 1-day review will evaluate the school on. As a result, the New School Quality Review requires at least 6 indicators of focus; however, the review can focus on more. 

This year, trainings for the New School Quality Review process were planned alongside the professional development for all Alternative Reviews by the Division of Academics, Performance, and Support in partnership with cluster leaders.  The first training, which includes New School Quality Review, Developing Quality Review, and Peer Quality Review school principals and network point people, will took place in November or December. This training wa mandatory for network representatives regardless of participation in trainings last year. The training was strongly recommended, but not required, for principals. The QR Team will also be holding optional follow-up trainings on the writing of Alternative Review reports in the winter.

Before the Review: 

Networks are responsible for working with the principal to finalize a March or April 2012 date for the NSQR.  The Quality Review team will collect these dates and share them with the Office of New Schools for possible associate reviewer coordination.

· All new schools must complete a New School Self Evaluation Form (NSSEF) at least two weeks before the review begins. The NSSEF should be submitted to the network reviewer and possible associate reviewer from the Office of New Schools with the New School proposal from 2010-11 and the CEP. A copy of the NSSEF can be found on the Quality Review website.


During the Review: (All New School Quality Reviews should occur during March or April, 2012)

· The NSQR is led by a network team member and must include the principal.  Other participants in the review can include: Office of New Schools staff, assistant principals, peer principals, teachers, coaches, CSA or UFT support staff, etc. 
· Sample list of activities and timeframes for the review (required meetings are in bold): 

• Meeting with the principal and leadership (1 hr) 

• Visits to 4-5 classrooms (2 hr) 

• Meeting with teacher team (1 hr) 

• Meeting with students (30 min) 

• Meeting with families/parents (30 min) 

• Reviewer and Principal check-in (30min) 

• Separate reflection time for reviewers and leadership (1 hr) 

• Feedback session (45 min) 

Following the Review: 
· Within two weeks of the review, submit the previously completed New School Self Evaluation Form and the first draft of the NSQR report to AltQReview@schools.nyc.gov. The report will then be read for quality assurance and returned to the network reviewer for revisions, if necessary. After reviewing any revisions, the Quality Review office will e-mail the final report to the network reviewer, the network leader and the school principal.

· The final report to the school will not be made public or posted on the DOE website. However, it is necessary to have this information on file with the Office of New Schools and the Division of Academics, Performance, and Support for reference by future reviewers and other relevant central staff.

Please submit any questions or concerns to AltQReview@schools.nyc.gov.

	
	Quality Review (QR) Report Standards
	(4)
	(3)
	(2)
	(1)

	Alignment to the Rubric and Report Content

(How well do the bullets align with the rating and content of the rubric? How well does the report capture the practices of the school?)
	Each set of bullets, including the overarching and its corresponding sub-bullets:

· Provides bullets that do not contradict each other 

· Uses language and descriptions that align overarching and sub-bullets with the given score and rubric language

· Shows cause and effect 

· Shows a broad impact for overarching bullets and relevant and specific sub-indicator impacts

· Provides coherent sub-bullets that offer relevant and site-specific evidence
	5-6 of the sets of bullets match the QR Report Standards
	3-4 of the   sets of bullets match the QR Report Standards
	1-2 of the sets of bullets match the QR Report Standards
	None  of the   sets of bullets match the QR Report Standards

	Compliance

(How well does the report follow format and style protocols?)
	The report draft:

· Reflects  correct selection of bullets 

· Addresses 2 sub-indicators for each indicator

· Uses a verb to begin the area for improvement (AFI) bullets  

· Provides AFI bullets that state what the school is not doing without making recommendations
	Draft  matches all the QR Report Standards
	Draft  matches most of the   QR Report Standards
	Draft  matches some of the  QR Report Standards
	Draft  matches few of  the  QR Report Standards

	Revisions
	(Rated for 2nd Draft Only)
	Made all requested revisions or provided reasonable justifications for not making changes
	Made most of the requested revisions  or provided reasonable justifications for not making changes
	Made some of the requested revisions  or provided reasonable justifications for not making  some changes
	Made few of the requested revisions  and did not provide reasonable justifications for not making changes


Alternative Quality Review: Quality Assurance Rubric (QAR)
Please Note:  This form will be used by the readers assigned to each report by the Quality Review office.  The scores for the submitted first and second drafts will be provided to the network reviewers and network leaders along with detailed feedback and comments on the first draft.  QAR scores and timeliness reports will be shared regularly with clusters and the Division of Academics, Performance, and Support as part of the Network Performance Management process.

Crafting Suitable Bullets

The underpinning of all effective bullets is the element of impact. Using the writing technique of cause and effect, reviewers are expected to craft bullets that go far beyond merely describing a practice – by evaluating the outcome of the practice on continued school improvement.

	Poor Bullets
	High Quality Bullets

	Not specific

Not clear; requires explanation

Misaligned with rubric
Anomaly between text and scores

Long sentences

Grammar errors

Use passive voice
	Aligned with rubric

Cause and effect

Succinct

Specificity

Support scores

Use active voice 
Shows impact


When drafting a bullet around what a school does well, reviewers should:

· ensure that the 1-2 supporting bullets provide solid site-specific evidence and address two of the three sub-indicators

In writing a bullet that summarizes an area that the school needs to improve, reviewers should:

· be non-prescriptive and  state the next steps in an objective way, opening with an active verb

· link 1-2 supporting bullets that depict the deficient trends identified during the site visit and address two of the three sub-indicators by describing what the school is already doing, what is missing, and what the impact is of the missing practice
Examples (extracted from Sample Abbreviated Report)
What the school does well 

· The administration effectively utilizes resources to support teachers in meeting students’ instructional goals. (1.3) (P rating)
· The school prioritizes funds and scheduling decisions to target professional development. For example, to meet the school’s goals around improving student participation through inquiry projects, Smart Board technology and training were provided so that every teacher could be fully certified in their use.  As a result, teachers are modeling effective on-line research strategies in class using instructional technology and students are better integrating facts from the internet into their social studies projects as evidenced by student work products. (a)

· The school scheduled teacher time strategically to ensure that all grade level teachers have a joint inquiry period and two additional common prep periods this year.  This strategic decision has provided more opportunities for teachers to collaborate effectively and increase internal capacity in analyzing available data and making instructional decisions to engage students in challenging learning tasks. Teachers’ collaborative work during the common planning time has already begun to yield improved scholarship reports across the school and a 70% decrease in the number of students in danger of repeating the first grade as compared to hold-over rates last year. (b)

What the school needs to improve

· Revise curriculum maps to incorporate key standards and rigorous Common Core Learning Standard (CCLS) tasks that provide students with consistent opportunities for critical thinking.  (1.1) (D rating)
· The school provides a wide range of professional development opportunities to support teachers in their on-going work with curriculum mapping aligned to the evolving state standards.  While there is a curriculum map on file for every course and grade in the school, these do not consistently highlight the evolving state standards, key school standards, and/or provide guidance to structure higher order thinking for all students.  As a result, the planning for rigorous tasks at the school is inconsistent across the faculty, hindering the schools’ capacity to close the achievement gap.(a, b)
Part 1: The school context  for the New School  Quality Review visit 

	Name of School
	

	Grade(s) presently in school:
	

	Attendance % to date
	

	Demographics: 

a. % ethnicity

b. % gender

c. % IEP students 

d. % ELLs 

e. % students eligible for Title 1 funding 

f. % other 
	Demographics: 

a.
b.
c. 

d. 

e.
f.

	Participating reviewer, titles, and affiliations:

Network reviewer(s):

Other reviewers:

	

	List the “Indicators of Focus” for this review (minimum of 6 of the 20 QR rubric indicators, including the 5 weighted indicators): 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.2, 4.1, + at least one other indicator
	

	Draft Schedule:  How do you propose to use the time at the school?  Note the New School Quality Review site visit objectives below; these should be addressed in your draft schedule. 

Required Evidence Venues:

· Visiting at least 4 classrooms

· Reflection time for reviewers and host principal

· Feedback session

Objectives:

· Connecting instruction to improvement efforts 
· Review of student work 

· Review of teacher work

· Review of teacher support and supervision systems
· Having a structured, honest discussion of school improvement                             
	


Part 2: Overview of the New School Quality Review Visit 
Indicate in parentheses the Quality Review rubric indicator that each statement relates to. Then describe at least two bullet points of evidence that support this statement, placing in parentheses the related sub-indicators.
What the school does well (minimum of three)
· Area of strength #1 (related QR indicator)
· Evidence #1 (related QR sub-indicator)

· Evidence #2 (related QR sub-indicator)

· Area of strength #2 (related QR indicator)
· Evidence #1 (related QR sub-indicator)

· Evidence #2 (related QR sub-indicator)

· Area of strength #3 (related QR indicator)
· Evidence #1 (related QR sub-indicator)

· Evidence #2 (related QR sub-indicator)
What the school needs to improve (minimum of three)
· Area for improvement #1 (related QR indicator)
· Evidence #1 (related QR sub-indicator)
· Evidence #2 (related QR sub-indicator)

· Area for improvement #2 (related QR indicator)
· Evidence #1 (related QR sub-indicator)

· Evidence #2 (related QR sub-indicator)

· Area for improvement #3 (related QR indicator)
· Evidence #1 (related QR sub-indicator)

· Evidence #2 (related QR sub-indicator)

Part 3: School Quality Criteria 2011-2012 
Based on the evidence collected, score only the relevant indicators of focus for the review (include the five weighted indicators).  Place an ‘X’ in the following chart in the appropriate rows and columns using the scoring key below.  
	Quality Review Scoring Key

	UD
	Underdeveloped
	D
	Developing
	P
	Proficient
	WD
	Well Developed


Note: An overall judgment for the school is not a part of the New School Quality Review Process.  
	New School Quality Review

	School name:

	Quality Statement 1 – Instructional and Organizational Coherence: The school has a coherent strategy to support student learning that aligns curriculum, instruction and organizational decisions.

	To what extent does the school regularly…
	UD
	D
	P
	WD

	1.1  Design engaging, rigorous and coherent curricula, including the Arts, for a variety of learners and aligned to key State standards?
	
	
	
	

	1.2 Develop teacher pedagogy from a coherent set of beliefs about how students learn best, and ensure that it is: aligned to the curriculum, engaging, and differentiated to enable all students to produce meaningful work products? 
	
	
	
	

	1.3  Make strategic organizational decisions to support the school’s instructional goals and meet student learning needs as evidenced by meaningful student work products?
	
	
	
	

	1.4  Maintain a culture of mutual trust and positive attitudes toward learning that support the academic and personal growth of students and adults?
	
	
	
	

	

	Quality Statement 2 – Gather and Analyze Data: School leaders and faculty consistently gather, analyze and share information on student learning outcomes to understand school and student progress over time.

	To what extent does the school … 
	UD
	D
	P
	WD

	2.1  Gather and analyze information on student learning outcomes to identify trends, strengths, and areas of need at the school level?
	
	
	
	

	2.2  Align assessments to curriculum, use on-going assessment practices and analyze information on student learning outcomes to adjust instructional decisions at the team and classroom level?
	
	
	
	

	2.3  Use grading policies and tools to enable school leaders and teachers to organize, aggregate, and analyze student performance trends to inform instruction and curriculum?
	
	
	
	

	2.4  Engage families in school decision-making, activities and an open exchange of information regarding students’ progress toward school and class expectations?
	
	
	
	

	


	Quality Statement 3 – Plan and Set Goals: School leaders and faculty consistently engage the school community and use data to set and track suitably high goals for accelerating student learning.

	To what extent does the school …
	UD
	D
	P
	WD

	3.1  Establish a coherent vision of future development that is reflected in a short list of focused, data-based goals that are understood and supported by the entire school community? 
	
	
	
	

	3.2  Use collaborative and data informed processes to set measurable and differentiated learning goals for student subgroups, and students in need of additional support?
	
	
	
	

	3.3  Ensure the achievement of learning goals by tracking progress at the school, teacher team and classroom level? 
	
	
	
	

	3.4  Communicate high expectations to staff, students and families, and support students and families to achieve them? 
	
	
	
	

	

	Quality Statement 4 – Align Capacity Building: The school aligns its leadership development and structured professional collaboration around meeting the school’s goals and student learning and emotional needs.

	To what extent does the school…
	UD
	D
	P
	WD

	4.1  Use the observation of classroom teaching and the analysis of learning outcomes to elevate school-wide instructional practices and implement strategies that promote professional growth and reflection, with a special focus on new teachers? 
	
	
	
	

	4.2  Engage in structured professional collaborations on teams using an inquiry approach that promotes shared leadership and focuses on improved student learning?
	
	
	
	

	4.3  Provide professional development that promotes independent and shared reflection, opportunities for leadership growth, and enables teachers to continuously evaluate and revise their classroom practices to improve learning outcomes?  
	
	
	
	

	4.4 Integrate child/youth development, guidance/advisement support services and partnerships with families and outside organizations with the school-wide goals to accelerate the academic and personal growth of students? 
	
	
	
	

	

	Quality Statement 5 – Monitor and Revise: The school has structures for monitoring and evaluating progress throughout the year and for flexibly adapting plans and practices to meet its goals for accelerating learning.

	To what extent does the school…
	UD
	D
	P
	WD

	5.1  Evaluate the quality of curricular, instructional and organizational decisions, making adjustments as needed to increase the coherence of policies and practices across the school, with particular attention to the CCLS? 
	
	
	
	

	5.2  Evaluate systems for assessing students, organizing data, and sharing information with student and families, making adjustments as needed to increase the coherence of policies and practices across the school?
	
	
	
	

	5.3  Establish and sustain a transparent, collaborative system for measuring progress towards interim and long term goals and making adjustments during the year and over time? 
	
	
	
	

	5.4  Use data to regularly evaluate the effectiveness of structured professional collaboration, capacity building and leadership development strategies? 
	
	
	
	

	

	Quality Review Scoring Key

	UD
	Underdeveloped
	D
	Developing
	P
	Proficient
	WD
	Well Developed
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