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Introduction 

Baltimore City Public Schools (City Schools) developed the School Effectiveness Framework, which 

includes a set of research-based standards and the School Effectiveness Review (SER) process in 2009 in 

collaboration with SchoolWorks, an educational consulting company. (https://www.schoolworks.org/). As 

a foundation for this work, City Schools engaged in a collaborative process to develop and clearly 

articulate the standards that define great schools, great school leaders, and great teachers. Stakeholder 

meetings were conducted to develop an aligned and coherent set of standards across schools, school 

leaders, and teachers. In addition, other districts’ school effectiveness standards were researched. The 

School Effectiveness Standards are also informed by the City Schools’ Instructional Framework and School 

Leadership Framework. The School Effectiveness Standards, organized by domains, key actions and 

performance levels, provide a framework for the SER process (see p. 5). Since 2009, the School 

Effectiveness Standards have been periodically revised with the most recent revision occurring during the 

summer of 2019.   Regular revisions have served to further align the Standards with the updated School 

Leadership and Instructional Frameworks.  

The SER provides schools with an evidence-based analysis of the structures and procedures in place that 

lead to student achievement outcomes.  The process generates a rich layer of qualitative data that may 

not be revealed when evaluating a school solely using quantitative student outcomes. It also provides 

district and school-level staff with useful information that can be used to make strategic decisions that 

impact student achievement. Further, the process culminates with Prioritization, which is a half-day action 

planning session conducted with school-based teams in traditional schools in which one area of focus 

along with supporting steps are created with an expectation of implementation over the following three 

to six months.  

Methodology 

Through a review of documentation provided by the school, as outlined in the School Effectiveness Review 

Protocol, classroom observations, and stakeholder focus groups conducted at the school, the SER team 

uses an evidence-based process to render a professional judgment on the extent to which the school has 

adopted and implemented effective practices, programs, and operations as defined by the School 

Effectiveness Standards. At the end of the visit, the SER team verbally shares the team’s initial findings 

with the school leader; and concludes with an action-planning session to address opportunities for 

improvement that are of highest priority for traditional schools. A written report is then produced based 

on the team’s findings and evidence from the visit. The report includes a Performance Level rating for 

each key action, as well as evidence to support those ratings. The SER team and school leader have an 

opportunity to review a draft of the report. The school leader has the responsibility for making factual 

corrections to the document following their receipt of the draft report. School leaders are also able to 

share general comments on the report to be included in an appendix to the report. The school may also 

file an appeal to contest a rating, according to pre-established timelines. The Office of Achievement and 

Accountability will share the final report with the school leader and the school’s leadership team. City 

Schools’ staff members and others who provide support to the schools will also be given the report. 

Additionally, the final report will be posted to the school’s individual profile page on City Schools’ website, 

under school performance. Moreover, SER results are used as a part of the Renewal Framework for 

charter and operator-led schools.   
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Executive Summary 

Over the past ten years, a School Effectiveness Review (SER) has been conducted at all Baltimore City 

Schools at least once; including all grade configurations (Prek-5th, Prek-8th, 6-8th, 6-12th, and 9-12th), charter 

and operator-led schools, alternative programs (AOP), and separate public day schools.  

During the 2019-2020 school year, the SER team was originally scheduled to conduct 31 site visits including 

9 charter and operator-led schools. All schools had been previously visited in school years 2013-14 or 

2014-15. However, due to school closure as part of the state’s COVID-19 mitigation efforts, only 20 SERs 

were completed (19 traditional schools and 1 charter school).  For the purposes of this report, only the 19 

traditional schools’ data have been analyzed.  

Each school was reviewed over the course of 3 days from October 2019-February 2020 by a team of City 

Schools personnel, all of whom were trained on the SER protocol, including the rating system and 

evaluation procedures. While on-site, the team conducted classroom observations, stakeholder focus 

groups (community partners, parents, students, student support staff, teachers, and school leadership), 

and a review of documentation provided by the school.  

The evidence collected was compiled, reviewed, and rated on the SER performance rubric (see p. 5). 

Schools were assigned ratings for 11 Key Actions across four domains of performance. The rating scale is 

from 1–4, with a 1 indicating that the Key Action was Not Effective and a 4 indicating that the Key Action 

was Highly Effective throughout the school. The graph below provides an overview of each school’s 

absolute performance rating. The overall rating is the average rating from all 11 Key Actions ratings a 

school received. The average SER rating across the 19 schools was 2.7, which represents between a 

developing and an effective rating. Nine schools performed at the average or better with the highest rating 

at 3.3. Ten schools performed below the average with the lowest rating at 1.9.  

Schools rated highest on Key Action 1.4, which addresses teachers’ ability to establish classroom 

environments conducive to teaching and learning. Schools rated lowest in key action 1.2, which relates to 

the process by which teachers use multiple data sources to adjust their practice to meet the needs of their 

learners (see p. 4).  
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The table above displays the results for the nineteen traditional schools that received an SER during the 

2019-20 school year.  Schools with the lowest averages demonstrated inconsistencies in structures and 

processes that support teaching and learning, while schools with the highest averages exhibited more 

strategic and regular implementation of practices.  
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City Schools’ School Effectiveness Framework 

City Schools has identified key areas that they believe must be in place for all students to achieve at the 

highest possible levels to have great schools, school leaders, and teachers. Four domains have been 

identified at the school level: highly effective instruction, talented people, vision and engagement, and 

strategic and professional management. Each of these domains closely aligns with domains held by City 

Schools for great school leaders and great teachers1 and is observable in a set of key actions. Together, 

these domains, key actions, and supporting descriptors form the City Schools’ School Effectiveness 

Standards.  

 

DOMAINS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
1 Domains for school leaders are defined by City Schools’ School Leadership Framework; domains for teachers are 
defined by City Schools’ Instructional Framework. 

Highly Effective Instruction 

• School leadership supports highly effective 
instruction. 
 

• Teacher use multiple data sources to adjust 
practice to meet learner’s unique needs. 
 

• Teachers deliver highly effective instruction. 
 

• Teachers establish a classroom environment in 
which teaching and learning can occur. 

 

Talented People 

• The school implements systems to select effective 
teachers and staff whose skills and beliefs meet the 
needs of the school. 
 

• The school develops teacher and staff capacity 
through individualized support and professional 
development.  
 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vision and Engagement 

• The school has a clear vision and mission that 
promotes student-centered, culturally relevant 
learning that prepares students for future success.   
 

• The school cultivates and sustains open 
communication and decision-making opportunities 
with families and the community. 
 
 

• The climate and culture of the school creates a 
welcoming learning environment that meets the   
academic, social, and emotional needs of each 
student. 

Strategic and Professional Management 

• The school establishes clear goals for student 
achievement and tracks progress towards goals. 
 

• The school leadership allocates and deploys the 
resources of time, human capital, and funding to 
address the priority growth goals for student 
achievement. 
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Performance Level Rubric 

The SER team uses the following guidance to select a performance level for each key action. Note that the 

quality standard for each performance level is based upon 1) the extent to which the SER team finds 

multiple types,2 of evidence 2) multiple sources3 of evidence, and, 3) the extent to which the SER team 

finds evidence of high levels of adoption and/or implementation of a practice or system. The SER team 

will also reflect on the Instructional Framework and School Leadership Framework in their analysis prior 

to assigning a rating for each key action. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rating Performance Level Quality Standard  

1 Not Effective Evidence indicates that the key action is not a practice or system that has been 
adopted and/or implemented at the school, or the level of adoption/implementation 
does not improve the school’s effectiveness. 

2 Developing  Evidence indicates that the key action (including some indicators) is a practice or 
system that is emerging at the school, but that it has not yet been implemented at a 
level that has begun to improve the school’s effectiveness, OR that the impact of the 
key action on the effectiveness of the school cannot yet be fully determined. 

3 Effective Evidence indicates that the key action (including most indicators) is a practice or 
system that has been adopted at the school, and is implemented at a level that is 
improving the school’s effectiveness. 

4 Highly Effective Evidence indicates that the key action (including all indicators) is a practice or system 
that has been fully adopted at the school, and is implemented at a level that has had 
a strong, significant or sustainable impact on the school’s effectiveness. 

 
2 “Multiple types of evidence” is defined as evidence collected from two or more of the following: document 
review, stakeholder focus groups; and classroom observations. 
3 “Multiple sources of evidence” is defined as evidence collected from three or more stakeholder focus groups; 
two or more documents; and/or evidence that a descriptor was documented in 75% or more of lessons observed 
at the time of the visit. 
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2019-2020 SER Rating Average by Key Action 

The SER team uses the domains, key actions, and descriptors to analyze the relationship between people 

and systems that support students in their learning. The domains, key actions, and descriptors guide 

evidence collection, identify trends that emerge from the evidence, determine ratings and serve to 

organize the SER report. The team builds a base of evidence for each of its ratings including data about 

the school’s programs and practices. Moving from evidence to ratings is a cyclical process that depends 

on an open exchange of information between the team and the school. SER team members use a four-

step process to move from evidence to supported ratings. First, the team records evidence by reviewing 

documents, conducting classroom observations and holding focus groups. It reviews evidence to make 

simple claims about how the school operates. The team must determine the extent to which multiple 

types/sources of evidence related to the adoption and/or implementation of a given practice or system 

are found. The SER team then seeks feedback from the school leadership on these claims. This ensures 

that the school has an opportunity to review and verify these claims or present additional evidence, if 

needed, before ratings are finalized.  

Below is the trend analysis per key action for the 19 SERs conducted at traditional schools.  

 

Domain 1: Highly Effective Instruction  

Key action 1.1: School leadership supports highly effective instruction. 

a. School leadership ensures that teachers engage in the planning of the curricula through oversight 

of standards-based units, lessons, and pacing. 

b.  School leadership consistently provides actionable feedback and guidance to teachers, aligned 

with the Instructional Framework. 

c. School leadership ensures the use of a complete student learning data cycle. 

 

This Key Action addresses 1) school leadership’s expectations and oversight of lesson planning and pacing 

which includes identifying and communicating planning requirements such as teacher annotations of 

scripted lessons, opportunities for small group instruction, and the implementation of accommodations 

for special education students; 2) school leadership’s procedures for providing feedback and guidance to 

teachers that includes areas of strength, opportunities for growth and next steps; and 3) school 

leadership’s oversight of a complete student learning data cycle. Schools that were rated Effective (53%) 

successfully met the standards. Schools that were rated Highly Effective (16%) for this Key Action 

exceeded the standards by implementing procedures such as monitoring planning and pacing through 

online submissions of lesson plans, providing opportunities for teachers to plan collaboratively to mitigate 

planning and pacing concerns, regularly instituting informal and formal observations of all teachers in 

various content areas to inform actionable feedback, and establishing a complete student learning data 

cycle to include assessing, reviewing assessment data, remediating and reassessing.  Conversely, schools 

rated as Developing (21%) exhibited unclear expectations of planning and pacing, inconsistent feedback 

to guide instructional practices, and inconsistent use of a complete student learning data cycle. Schools 

rated as Not Effective (10%) offered limited feedback and oversight of lesson planning and pacing, and 
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limited actionable feedback (due to infrequent informal observations).  These schools also lacked a school-

wide student learning data cycle.  

 

 

 

Key action 1.2: Teachers use multiple data sources to adjust practice to meet learners’ unique 

needs. 

a. Teachers plan instruction in response to data. 

b. Teachers appropriately recommend students for structured, school-wide interventions. 

c. Teachers appropriately recommend students for structured, school-wide opportunities for 

acceleration.   

 

This Key Action provides insight on school processes for analyzing student assessment data (e.g. i-Ready, 

DIBELS, exit tickets, etc.) by which teachers make strategic decisions on how best to differentiate 

instruction according to the individual needs of all students to include interventions and advanced 

learning. Schools that were rated Effective (26%) successfully met the standard by establishing systems to 

train teachers on data analysis and monitor their use of data cycles through Data Driven Instruction 

process and the Three Stack Protocol.  These schools also utilized student assessment data to recommend 

appropriate academic interventions and opportunities for acceleration such as advanced placement, 

honors courses and accelerated curricula like Jacob’s Ladder and M3. Also, many schools rated Effective 

in this Key Action conferred with the district’s Gifted and Advanced Learning Office for resources and 

guidance. However, some schools that received a Developing rating (74%) provided lesson plans that 

inconsistently incorporated small group instruction, lacked sufficient evidence that data was analyzed to 

inform appropriate interventions for multiple content areas, or offered no school-wide interventions. 

Moreover, some schools that received a Developing rating began assessing students using diagnostics 

16%

53%

21%

10%

Key Action 1.1 

Highly Effective Effective Developing Not Effective
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such as the Naglieri (NNAT), but had not yet implemented school-wide opportunities for acceleration. 

Additionally, other schools offered insufficient evidence that existing opportunities for acceleration 

addressed multiple content areas/grade bands and were readily accessible during regular school hours 

(i.e. Saturday School, afterschool programming). 

 

 

Key action 1.3 and 1.4 - Classroom Observations 

Information collected from classroom observations provides the SER team an additional source of 

information that is used to better understand school practices and support the team’s ratings. A 

representative sample (60%) of classes were selected for observation during each school visit to indicate 

a range of teacher experience, a variety of subject areas, the range of grades served at the school and 

special services or program classes as reflected by the school’s mission.  

It is important to note that team members do NOT provide feedback to individual teachers and classroom 

visits do NOT factor into the teacher evaluation process. Instead, classroom observations are intended to 

provide information to the SER team about the implementation of the academic program, the availability 

of resources and any additional evidence that demonstrates aspects of school practices and operations.  

Selected classrooms are observed for 20 minutes to allow the team to derive an understanding of the 

lesson and the classroom climate. The SER team uses a Classroom Visit Tool (CVT), which is based on City 

Schools’ Instructional Framework, to collect data about trends in instruction across the school. For each 

indicator, the SER team member documents qualitative evidence of the practices observed or not 

observed. The qualitative information assists the team member in determining whether certain classroom 

practices were evident, partially evident, or not evident. The team uses the information collected from 

each classroom visited to identify trends in classroom practice across the school. The data below was 

collected from 231 classroom observations across 19 schools.  

26%

74%

Key Action 1.2 

Highly Effective Effective Developing Not Effective
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The graph below reflects that as a district, classrooms are strongest around the culture and climate 

indicators, specifically Teach 7, implementing routines to maximize time (74% evident) and Teach 8, 

building a positive, learning-focused classroom culture (85% evident). However, classrooms struggled with 

Teach 9, reinforcing positive behavior and redirecting off-task or challenging behavior, with only 52% 

evident. As for classroom data related to the delivery of instruction, Teach 2 was the highest with 79% 

evident.  Lastly, data reflects that Teach 6 is an area of growth, with only 47% evident. This teach action 

demonstrates a need to extend opportunities for student-to-student interactions which includes 

discussions where students make meaning of content or deepen their understanding. 

 

 

CVT data from 231 classroom observations across 19 traditional schools 

 

Key action 1.3: Teachers deliver highly effective instruction.4  

Teach 1 - Teachers use and communicate standards-based lesson objectives and align learning activities 

the stated lesson objectives. In 53% of classes (n=231), teachers communicated standards-based lesson 

objectives by explaining and/or referencing it during the lesson. Continuing, in 73% of classes, the learning 

activities and resources aligned with the lesson objectives.   

 

Teach 2 - Teachers present content in various ways and emphasize key points to make content clear. In 

87% of classes (n=231), teachers presented students with accurate grade-level content aligned to 

appropriate content standards. Additionally, in 69% of classes, teachers presented content in various ways 

 
4 Indicators for Key Action 1.3 include elements of City Schools’ Instructional Framework, Teach domain. 

Teach 1 Teach 2 Teach 3 Teach 4 Teach 5 Teach 6 Teach 7 Teach 8 Teach 9

Partially Evident 27% 10% 26% 21% 31% 20% 20% 12% 20%

Evident 63% 79% 56% 61% 60% 47% 74% 85% 52%
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(two or more) to make content clear. However, in some classes (20%) the content was presented in only 

one way.  Finally, in 80% of classes, teachers emphasized important points to focus the learning of content.   

 

Teach 3 - Teachers use multiple strategies and tasks to engage all students in rigorous work. In 60% of 

classes observed (n=231), teachers scaffolded and/or differentiated tasks by providing rigorous grade-

level instruction for all students. Continuing, in 52% of classes observed students had opportunities and 

time to grapple with complex texts and/or rigorous tasks.   

 

Teach 4 - Teachers use evidence-dependent questioning. In 52% of classes (n=231), teachers asked 

questions that required students to cite evidence and clearly explain their thought processes. Additionally, 

in 69% of classes, teachers asked questions that were clear and scaffolded.   

 

Teach 5 - Teachers check for student understanding and provide specific academic feedback. In 55% of 

classes (n=231), teachers conducted one or more checks for understanding that yielded useful information 

at key points throughout the lesson.  Also, in 66% of classes, teachers gave students specific academic 

feedback to communicate current progress and next steps to move forward.   

 

Teach 6 - Teachers facilitate student-to-student interaction and academic talk. In only 40% of classrooms 

(n=231), did teachers provide multiple or extended opportunities for student-to-student interactions.  

Moreover, in only 32% of those interactions did students engage in discussions with their peers to make 

meaning of content or deepen their understanding.  Finally, in 68% of classes, students used academic 

talk, and when necessary teachers consistently and appropriately supported students in speaking 

academically.  

 

Key action 1.4: Teachers establish a classroom environment in which teaching and learning can occur.5  

Teach 7 - Teachers implement routines to maximize instructional time. In 84% of classes (n=231), students 

were idle for very brief (less than 2 minutes) periods of time while waiting for the teachers. In 65% of 

classes, routines and procedures ran smoothly with minimal or no prompting from the teacher. 

 

Teach 8 - Teachers build a positive, learning-focused classroom culture. In 90% of classes (n=231), 

teachers’ interactions with students were positive and respectful.  Also, in 87% of classes, students’ 

interactions with the teachers were positive and respectful. In 79% of classes, student-to-student 

interaction was positive and respectful.  

 

Teach 9 - Teachers reinforce positive behavior and redirect off-task or challenging behavior, when needed. 

In 83% of classes (n=231), teachers promoted and reinforced positive behavior.  Continuing, in 61% of 

classes, students were on task and active participants in classwork and discussions. Lastly, in 79% of 

 
5 Indicators for Key Action 1.4 include elements of City Schools’ Instructional Framework, Teach domain. 
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classes, teachers addressed behavioral issues (if any) with minimal interruption to instructional time (2 

minutes or less).    
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Domain 2: Talented People6  

Key action 2.1: The school implements systems to select effective teachers and staff whose skills 

and beliefs meet the needs of the school. 

a. School leadership has implemented organizational structures for selection and/or placement 

across staffing positions that address student well-being and academic performance.  

b. School leadership recruits candidates using multiple stakeholders and measures to assess each 

candidate’s qualifications in alignment with school needs. 

 

This Key Action examines 1) school leadership’s implementation of organizational structures for selection 

and/or placement for staff in support of student well-being and academic performance; and 2) school 

leadership’s recruitment and assessment of candidates during the hiring process.  In schools reviewed, 

nearly all respondents were able to discuss school needs as aligned with identified staffing positions.  For 

example, some schools reported the addition of a Dean of Students position or a wholeness specialist to 

support climate or the social and emotional health of students.  Stakeholders in some schools were even 

able to discuss the impact of certain staffing decisions on the student achievement data.  As mentioned 

above, this key action also examines the hiring processes of schools to determine the appropriateness of 

candidates.  Schools showed the most variability in this indicator.  Schools meeting the standard with an 

Effective rating (53%), reported multi-step hiring processes that included multiple stakeholders such as 

members of school leadership and teachers.  Although several schools reported a comprehensive process, 

only a subset schools rating Highly Effective (16%) demonstrated that this practice was well-established 

in that it happened consistently with each new hire and regularly involved multiple stakeholders; including 

members of school leadership, teachers, and sometimes students. For example, these schools reported a 

panel interview consisting of school leadership and teachers with pre-planned questions and rubrics, 

demonstration lessons with student feedback, and final interviews with school leadership. Schools that 

earned a “Developing” (32%) rating usually did so due to the absence of a consistent, multi-step hiring 

process that included multiple stakeholder groups.  Although, most schools reported a comprehensive 

hiring process as a part of their practice, they were unable to present strong evidence through focus 

groups or documentation to confirm their hiring process as a consistent practice in the school. 

 

 
6 Key Actions and Indicators include elements of City Schools School Leadership Framework, Talented People 
domain 
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Key action 2.2: The school develops teacher and staff capacity through individualized support and                                                                                                

professional development.  

a. School leadership ensures the implementation of a mentoring program, when applicable, to 

support the development of all new teachers and staff and monitors the program’s effectiveness. 

b. School leadership uses multiple methods to provide timely support and interventions to struggling 

teachers and staff as indicated data and/or informal or formal observations. 

c. School leadership engages all staff in differentiated professional development based on identified 

needs. 

 

This Key Action examines 1) school leadership’s implementation of mentoring programs to support early 

career teachers; 2) school leadership’s use of multiple methods to provide professional support to 

identified teachers; and 3) school leadership’s engagement of staff in differentiated professional 

development to meet their needs.  Schools earning an “Effective” rating (63%) in this key action met the 

standard.  Nearly all schools reported having at least one mentor in place to support teachers new to 

teaching and were implementing the district’s framework for new teacher support (i.e. monthly meetings, 

observation and feedback cycles, etc.)  Next, these schools provided evidence of the structures in place 

to provide support to teachers outside of those who are early in their careers.  Schools meeting this 

standard were able to show timely support and interventions provided to teachers in need of support 

according to data, as well as implementation of those interventions such as peer observations, and 

increased observation and feedback cycles.  Also, schools with an Effective rating presented evidence of 

a professional development plan aligned with school needs and/or district initiatives including Literacy, 

Social and Emotional Learning, etc.  Schools with a rating of highly effective (11%) presented evidence to 

16%

53%

32%

Key Action 2.1 

Highly Effective Effective Developing Not Effective
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support the practices as well as exemplar documentation such as strategic coaching and professional 

development plans based upon school-wide data as well as artifacts showing the implementation of the 

plans up until the time of the site-visit.  SER data showed that 26% of schools earned a “Developing” rating 

in this key action.  A close examination of results revealed that schools earning a “Developing” rating most 

often had opportunities for growth in the new teacher mentoring program and supports for struggling 

teachers.   Although many schools had a mentoring program in place, sometimes it was only available for 

first- and second-year teachers, when COMAR requires mentoring for first through third-year and non-

tenured teachers (COMAR 13A.07.01).  In terms of supports for struggling teachers, sometimes schools 

did not present a process of proactive support for teachers; instead, teachers reported that they needed 

to self-identify to receive support or that support was in some way, limited. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

11%

63%

26%

Key Action 2.2 

Highly Effective Effective Developing Not Effective
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Domain 3: Vision and Engagement7 

Key action 3.1: The school has a clear vision and mission that promotes student-centered, culturally 

relevant learning that prepares students for futures success. 

a. The school community shares a clear understanding of the school mission and vision, including a 

clear understanding of initiatives and values that support high student achievement. 

b. School leadership ensures that the school’s programs are culturally relevant and incorporate 

skills for 21st century success. 

 

This key action examines 1) the extent to which schools communicate a clear vision and mission along 

with initiatives aligned to the mission and vision; and 2) school leadership’s implementation of culturally 

relevant programming and skills for 21st century success.   Schools earning an “Effective” rating (53%) in 

this key action showed a clear mission and vision communicated to stakeholders.  Respondents in all 

schools reported a mission and vision and these schools demonstrated evidence that the mission and/or 

vision was a driving force for school programming.  For example, respondents in some schools reported a 

succinct tagline that all stakeholders could communicate as well as some initiatives in place to promote 

the mission and vision. In terms of culturally relevant programming, some schools instituted programming 

reflective of their populations, such as Black History Month as well as global populations through 

celebrations such as International Festivals. Other ways schools reported exposing students to various 

cultures is through field trips to museums and some school assemblies.  Schools earning a Highly Effective 

rating (5%) in this Key Action presented a clear mission and/or vision that was understood by all 

stakeholders as demonstrated by the fact that all stakeholders could speak to initiatives aligned with the 

mission and vision. Furthermore, these schools provided programming representative of diverse cultures 

beyond the cultures represented in the school’s student population.  Conversely, schools earning a 

“Developing” rating (42%) most often did not show that stakeholders had a clear understanding of the 

mission or vision in focus groups. Also, these school had fewer opportunities for students to explore 

diversity either through programming or field trips.  

 

 

 
7 Key Actions and Indicators include elements of City Schools School Leadership Framework, Vision and 
Engagement domain 
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Key action 3.2: The school cultivates and sustains open communication and decision-making 

opportunities with families and the community. 

a. The school implements systems/structures to build strong relationships with families and 

garners feedback in order to make school-wide decisions. 

b. The school builds strong relationships with community partners and leverages resources to 

meet the needs of students and the school. 

 

This Key Action examines 1) the school’s implementation of structures to build relationships with families 

and gather feedback and 2) the school’s building and leveraging of community partnerships. Schools 

earning an “Effective” rating or higher (74%) in this key action reported processes to engage their 

stakeholders in the life of the school.  A large portion of our schools reported engaging stakeholders 

through school-wide events, not only bringing families out to the school, but giving opportunities to 

families to become vital parts of the school community through volunteerism, and sometimes as 

employees. Stakeholders reported that these opportunities existed through parent decision-making 

bodies like organized parent groups, which several schools reported.  Nearly all schools reported being 

reliant upon partnerships with businesses, churches, non-profits organizations, and major corporations. 

In addition, several of these schools leveraged community schools’ coordinators in acquiring partnerships. 

In schools earning a “Highly Effective” (5%), it was evident that families and community partners were 

intricately involved in the “life” of the school in that their feedback was regularly solicited on various 

decisions and structures were in place to keep families and community partners informed of outcomes. 

Also, all stakeholders in these schools reported open and trusting relationships between the school, 

families, and community partners; and multiple events bringing families to the school. On the other hand, 

schools earning a Developing rating (21%) in this key action demonstrated a need for development in 

5%

53%

42%

Key Action 3.1

Highly Effective Effective Developing Not Effective
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engaging families through decision-making opportunities.  Also, opportunities for growth around the 

engagement of community partners emerged as some schools reported a need for additional partnerships 

to meet the needs of their student populations as well as a strategy to engage community partnerships.    

 

 

 

Key action 3.3: The climate and culture of the school creates a welcoming learning environment 

that meets the academic, social, and emotional needs of each student.  

a. The school implements and monitors school protocols that create an environment where student, 

staff, and families feel welcomed and safe. 

b. The school develops proactive systems that support individual students’ social, emotional, and 

socioeconomic needs. 

c. School leadership establishes consistent structures to recognize and celebrate student 

achievement. 

d. School leadership establishes consistent structures that demonstrate value and recognition of 

staff.  

 

This Key Action examines   1) the school’s implementation of protocols that promote a safe and welcoming 

environment; 2) the school’s development of proactive systems to support students’ social, emotional, 

and socioeconomic needs; 3) school leadership’s implementation of structures to celebrate student 

achievement; and 4) school leadership’s implementation of structures that demonstrate value and 

recognition of staff.  Schools earning an “Effective” rating or higher (47%) in this key action presented 

evidence of a safe environment in all respects- physically, socially, and emotionally.  For example, these 

schools were found to have adopted and consistently implemented safety protocols. Nearly all 

5%

74%

21%

Key Action 3.2

Highly Effective Effective Developing Not Effective
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respondents from these schools reported that implementation of these protocols and procedures made 

them feel physically safe on school campuses located in what some perceived as “unsafe” neighborhoods.  

Moreover, respondents in these schools felt emotionally safe due to trusting relationships amongst 

stakeholders cultivated by programs and supports, particularly for students, such as social and emotional 

learning initiatives, lunch bunches, mentoring programs, as well as individual and group counseling.  

Additionally, stakeholders reported a sense of value for staff communicated by school leadership.  Schools 

earning a Highly Effective rating (5%) reported a feeling of safety amongst all members of the school 

community with full scale wrap-around services to support the social and emotional needs of students, 

staff, and families in partnership with community stakeholders.  About half of schools (47%) received a 

Developing rating in this area, in part because of perceptions of safety. While all schools reported safety 

measures in place in accordance with district policies, a moderate number of respondents reported not 

feeling safe due to an escalation in number and/or intensity of student behaviors. This escalation in 

student behaviors was also linked to the need for additional social and emotional supports for students.  

However, with the district’s emphasis on SEL, most schools even without the designation of an SEL 

intensive learning site reported use of restorative practices, morning meetings, and closing circles.  A few 

schools reported the implementation of SEL curriculum programs.  In a few schools, some staff members 

reported a lack of feeling valued for their professional contributions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

5%

47%

47%

Key Action 3.3

Highly Effective Effective Developing Not Effective
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Domain 4: Strategic and Professional Management8 
 

Key action 4.1: The school establishes clear goals for student achievement and tracks progress 

toward goals. 

a. School leadership collaborates with teachers to establish and communicate measurable goals 

for the improvement of student leaning and strategies aligned to the goals. 

b. School leadership and all staff participate in regular analysis of school-wide data and 

instructional practices to monitor progress toward goals, revisiting and adjusting action plans as 

needed. 

This Key Action conveys the processes by which schools 1) establish and communicate measurable school-

wide goals and strategies to stakeholders; and 2) regularly monitors progress towards the goals and 

strategies for adjustment when appropriate. Schools that were rated Effective (5%) successfully met the 

standard by providing opportunities for some stakeholders, such as Instructional Leadership Teams, to 

develop school-wide goals and strategies. Moreover, schools that were rated Effective provided evidence 

that goals and strategies were shared with all teachers. Furthermore, most teachers at these schools could 

articulate nearly all school-wide goals and strategies when asked. Schools rated as Highly Effective (11%) 

implemented a more inclusive model by which all teachers reviewed school-wide data, provided input on 

the development of goals and strategies, and could speak to all school-wide goals and strategies. 

Additionally, these schools regularly established opportunities to review updated data and articulated 

adjustments that were made because of their analysis. Schools that were rated Developing (79%) in this 

Key Action had teachers who could confirm a process for developing, communicating and monitoring 

measurable school-wide goals and strategies, but were able to only articulate some goals and some 

strategies. Some schools that received a Developing rating presented insufficient evidence that school-

wide goals and strategies were routinely reviewed to inform necessary changes. Five percent of schools 

received a Not Effective rating which indicates limited opportunities for teachers to provide input on 

measurable school-wide goals and strategies, teachers’ inability to articulate school-wide goals and 

strategies and insufficient evidence that all school-wide data was regularly analyzed by all staff. In 

comparison to 2018-19 SER cohort data, schools overall rated lower in this Key Action, which may be 

attributed to the district’s requirement regarding an increased number of school-wide goals.  

 
8 Key Actions and Indicators include elements of City Schools School Leadership Framework, Strategic and 
Professional Management domain 
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Key action 4.2: School leadership allocates and deploys the resources of time, human capital and 

funding to address the priority growth goals for student achievement. 

a. Budget distributions and resource allocations are aligned to school goals and priorities that 

support equitable learning environments. 

b. School leadership leverages staff in key roles in support of school-wide goals.  

c. School leadership leverages common staff time to focus on professional learning and 

collaboration in support of student achievement. 

This Key Action captures 1) school practices for allocating resources equitably, 2) leveraging staff to 

support the established school-wide goals, and 3) providing collaborative opportunities for professional 

learning to promote student achievement. Schools that were rated Effective (84%) successfully met the 

standard by collaborating with stakeholders to develop an equitable budget aligned to school priorities 

such as teaching staff, instructional supplies, and technology. Moreover, these schools strategically 

delegated teachers to serve in leadership roles such as professional development facilitators and 

Instructional Leadership Team members. These schools also used collaborative planning time to provide 

coaching and discussions on topics such as lesson planning and data analysis. Schools that received a 

Developing rating (16%) noted inequitable learning environments such as larger class sizes and 

disproportionate access to technology. Additionally, these schools lacked oversight of school committees 

and/or had not established criteria for Instructional Leadership Team membership. 

 

 

11%

5%

79%

5%

Key Action 4.1

Highly Effective Effective Developing Not Effective
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84%

16%

Key Action 4.2

Highly Effective Effective Developing Not Effective
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Prioritization Plan Data 

On the third day of the SER process, traditional schools engage in a prioritization session which is designed 

to assist school teams in identifying areas of improvement based on preliminary SER findings and 

evidence. Ratings are not shared during prioritization. The SER and school team discuss the school’s areas 

of strength and opportunity, prioritize areas of opportunity, and discuss ways to address one of those 

areas.  This discussion is documented in an action plan. 

District network leaders are invited to attend prioritization sessions to provide support as additional 

thought partners. While the SER team lead facilitates the prioritization process, the planning and decision-

making is done by the school team.  The school team is solely responsible for implementation of the 

prioritization plan and ensuring that it is aligned it to larger school goals. 

The SER team facilitated prioritization at nineteen schools during the 2019-20 school year. About 36% 

(n=7) of action plans focused on the Instructional Framework, specifically Teach Action 6 (student-to-

student interactions and academic talk). These plans included actionable steps such as norming 

expectations, professional development, safe practices for teachers and informal observations. Moreover, 

21% (n=4) of schools developed prioritization plans targeting data analysis. On average, these plans 

addressed professional development, adopting a data analysis protocol, and data conversation during 

collaborative planning meetings. 
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School Feedback 

At the end of each SER site visit, the team administers a feedback survey to all participants of prioritization. 

The following information was reported from 51 participants across 16 of 19 schools. Some participants 

(teachers or other staff) may not have been aware of the preparation and communication efforts prior to 

the SER, and therefore may not have been able to answer the first two questions.   

• 71% of participants either agreed or somewhat agreed that the SER principal orientation session 
and protocol, as well as the pre-visit communication (including the initial emails, scheduling 
phone call and/or meeting) prepared school leadership and staff for the site visit.  
 

• 84% of participants either agreed or somewhat agreed that the document review list included in 
the protocol was helpful in preparing for the SER. 

 

• 96% of participants agreed that the SER team Code of Conduct, which includes maintaining 
integrity, keeping the best interests of staff and students in mind, remaining objective, and 
retaining confidentiality, was maintained by the SER team throughout the process. 

 

• 94% of participants either agreed or somewhat agreed that the SER schedule allowed enough 
time for the team to gain a balanced perspective of teaching, learning and the culture that existed 
in the school at the time of site visit. 

 

• 97% of participants either agreed or somewhat agreed that the classroom visit tool (CVT) provided 
valuable information about teaching practices at their schools. 

 

• Once the report was final, the majority (82-86%) of participants indicated that they plan to use 
the SER report to inform strategic planning (SPP, school culture and climate, etc.) and to inform 
professional development. Additionally, 20-30% of participants indicated using the report to 
inform budget/resource allocations as well as staffing needs.   

 

• Once final, the majority (90-84%) of participants indicated that they would share the SER report 
with stakeholders such as the School Leadership Team, Teachers and Staff. Additionally, some 
(59-53%) participants indicated that they would share the report with parents and students, then 
followed by their network team and community members (43%).  

 

• 93% of participants indicated that the prioritization session, immediately following the SER, was 
beneficial or very beneficial.  

 

• 98% of participants indicated that overall the SER process and prioritization session provided the 
school with formative feedback which in turn will influence the action plans, initiatives, and/or 
strategies implemented at the school.   
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Conclusion 

Based on the ratings from the 2019-20 SER reviews, opportunities for improvement were identified in the 

following areas:  data analysis for both student level and school level goals, the instructional framework 

(specifically student-to-student interactions), and safety.   

Regarding data analysis, while schools have increasing comfort levels with the concept of data since the 

SER process began, they continue to struggle with implementing a coherent data analysis process that 

informs instructional decisions. While robust data analysis processes are evident in some schools, 

knowledge and implementation of processes is dependent upon training of internal staff, particularly 

school leadership, and usually acquired in a previous context, such as DDI or CFIP, which were supported 

by district office staff in prior years. More commonly, school leadership and teachers generally highlight 

a loose data analysis process - analysis; groupings; and “next steps” - but have difficulty demonstrating 

evidence of a clear process and instead provide documentation generated by online platforms, such as i-

Ready. Schools are also inundated with a plethora of data, and lack formative/benchmark that 

demonstrates students’ mastery level or progress over time that is clearly aligned to and predictive of 

performance on summative assessments, notably MCAP; this is particularly true for literacy, as the 

district’s Wit and Wisdom curriculum includes a variety of assessment data. Further complicating matters 

is identifying a streamlined data analysis process that can be adapted across grades and content areas. 

Schools could benefit from additional guidance and support from central office staff in this regard, to 

quickly identify those students who are struggling (or excelling) and provide timely interventions.  

Specific to the development of school-wide goals and strategies, all schools complied with district 

mandates regarding School Performance Plans. Schools submitted these plans to the SER team as 

evidence of school-wide goal setting; however, teacher engagement in the development of the plans 

varied across schools. The School Performance Plan were informed by data sources such as MCAP, i-

Ready, student attendance, graduation rates and course completion. In most instances, school leadership 

and teachers reported that school-wide goals were discussed with teachers in faculty and collaborative 

planning meetings. However, the creation of the plan was charged to school leadership and a select group 

of teachers, namely the Instructional Leadership Team. In a fewer number of schools, school leadership 

and teachers reported that all teachers were afforded opportunities to provide input on the plan. Some 

school leaders also shared that district guidance and parameters limited their authority to adjust literacy 

and math goals from the mandated 5% growth. The SER team also discovered that in few reviewed 

schools, school leadership and teachers could articulate all school-wide goals and related strategies. These 

schools implemented practices such as soliciting teacher feedback on the school-wide goals, correlating 

school-wide goals with Student Learning Objectives (SLOs), including goals on school-based documents, 

reviewing the goals in meetings, and posting the goals throughout the building. In most schools observed, 

teachers could articulate some school-wide goals and strategies but reported that the goals and strategies 

were shared with them. Historically, schools have demonstrated a need to improve their collaborative 

efforts to develop and subsequently review goals and strategies for necessary adjustments. However, this 

year collective ratings for Key Action 4.1 fell shorter than average. Some stakeholders speculate that an 

increase in the number of required school-wide goals that schools must adopt may be a contributing 

factor.  

As it relates to classroom observation data, an opportunity for improvement exists in promoting student 

to student interaction, which is aligned to Teach 6 (Facilitate Student-to-Student Interactions and 
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Academic Talk) of City Schools' Instructional Framework. The Classroom Observation Tool that the SER 

uses looks at three specific indicators within Teach 6 (opportunities for student-to-student interaction, 

evidence-based discussions, and student academic talk). It is “Evident” that opportunities for student-to- 

student interaction have occurred if the teacher provides multiple or extended opportunities for students 

to interact. Student-to-student interaction can occur in pairs or in groups and examples of structures for 

pairs or groups can include, but are not limited to: discussion protocols, assignments of clear roles and 

responsibilities for each group member, rubrics for effective group work and sentence stems to facilitate 

conversation. However, a “Partially Evident” was noted during an observation if a teacher only provided 

one opportunity for student-to-student interaction, such as a quick turn and talk.  

This data confirms what many school leaders already know, which is that teachers are still uncomfortable 

releasing students to engage with their peers. Further, when teachers do release them, there is often not 

enough time or the proper structures in place to allow students to engage in discussions with their peers 

and to make meaning of content or deepen their understanding. The indicator marked “Evident” in most 

classrooms was around students using academic talk and content-specific vocabulary. However, this could 

be evident within a whole class discussion where the teacher supported students in speaking 

academically. Over the past three years, the average percentage of classrooms receiving “Evident” has 

remained unchanged, even though this is an area that has been consistently highlighted as needing more 

support. Further, as noted above, during the prioritization session about 36% (n=7) of schools chose to 

focus on the Instructional Framework, specifically T6 Student-to-Student Interactions, when developing 

their goal and action plan. Many principals have shared that the classroom observation data confirm what 

they notice during informal and formal observations and agree that it is an area that requires further 

professional development. 
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Finally, opportunities to increase the safety of stakeholders in all schools and amongst all stakeholders 

continues to be a dominant focus.  Findings over the past three years from School Effectiveness Review 

reports have shown that respondents from various stakeholder groups have reported feeling less safe 

over time.  In 2017-18, the SER Team found that about a third of schools reviewed presented concerns 

regarding safety.  In 2018-19, respondents from over a third of schools highlighted safety concerns. Then 

during the 2019-20 SER season (which was shortened due to the COVID-19 Pandemic), focus group 

participants from over one-half of schools elevated safety concerns. A close review of data collected 

during focus groups showed several reasons for the decrease in feelings of safety. Student behavior, 

specifically in the form of fighting and bullying has been the most recurring trend over the past three 

years.  In addition, lack of implementation as it relates to safety procedures, concerns regarding facilities, 
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and strained relationships amongst school stakeholders have also contributed to a decline in the feeling 

of safety and well-being.  Over the previous two years (SY 2018-19 and 2019-20), while schools have 

continued to engage students and families to support the social and emotional well-being of students, the 

SER team has found that a rise in the number  of students (or populations of students) with increased 

social and emotional needs has had a significant impact on the learning environment and school 

community at-large in terms of unsafe interactions amongst students and staff.  To address feelings of the 

decline in safety, further study is needed.  Based on additional findings, collaboration amongst school-

based and district office stakeholders will be necessary to implement strategies and supports to address 

issues impacting safety. 
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Appendix A: SER History/Timeline 
 

2009-2010 • City Schools awarded a three-year grant from the Michael and Susan Dell Foundation for SER 
work. 

• Protocol and process developed. 
• Pilot in 4 schools. 

2010-2011 • Protocol revised to align with larger effectiveness work of the district. 
• Consultant retained to support implementation. 
• Pilot in 25 schools.  Led by consultants, SERs completed and reports developed to rate 

effectiveness in each domain of the School Effectiveness Framework. 

2011-2012 • SER reports used by schools to inform and align goals with their School Performance Plans. 
• SER teams consisting of district staff join consultants in conducting 24 school visits. 
• SER results used as a part of the 2012-13 renewal rubric for charter schools and schools with 

outside operators. 

2012-2013 • SERs are conducted in 55 schools, ranging in performance levels, throughout the school year. 
• Consultant supports the training of district staff members to lead visits and write reports.  
• SER team consist of district staff and consultants as quality control.  
• Results of the SERs continue to be used as a part of the renewal rubric 
• Protocol revised to align with school leader and instructional frameworks. 

2013-2014 • SERs are conducted in 64 additional schools that have not yet received a SER. 
• SER teams consists of all district staff 
• SER prioritization sessions piloted in 8 schools with SchoolWorks support.  

2014-2015 • SERs conducted in 61 schools, including schools that have not yet received a SER, revisits from 
previous years and schools up for Renewal in 2015-16.  

• SER Prioritization process conducted with 24 schools. 

2015-2016 • SERs conducted in 35 schools, including re-visits from 2012-13 cohorts or prior, as well as 
schools up for renewal in 2016-2017. 

• SER Prioritization conducted with all schools receiving an SER. 
• Reduction of staff due to budget  

2016-2017 • SERs conducted in 33 schools, revisiting schools from 2013-14, prioritizing schools that had 
low SER ratings or a change in leadership, as well as schools up for renewal in 2017-2018. 

2017-2018 • SERs conducted in 33 schools, continuing to revisit schools from 2013-2014. 
• Implemented revised classroom visit tool (CVT), allowing for more differentiation among 

teaching practices observed.  
• Unannounced classroom observations for Charter and operator-led schools  

2018-2019 • SERs conducted in 31 schools, revisiting schools from 2014-2015 or prior. 
• Protocol revised to align with updated school leader framework. 
• Unannounced classroom observations for all schools. 
• All documentation submitted by the school must be copies or electronic versions that the SER 

team can take with them at the end of the visit. 

2019-2020 • SERs conducted in 20 schools, including 1 charter school, continuing to revisit schools from 
2014-2015. NOTE: Fewer schools were conducted due to the COVID 19 outbreak and school 
closure. 

• Protocol updated to look for evidence of impact. 
• SER randomly picks half of students for student focus groups using Infinite Campus 

enrollment data. 
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Appendix B: SER School list for 2019-2020 
 

School 
#  

School Name Community 
Learning 
Network 

(CLN) 

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 2.1 2.2 3.1 3.2 3.3 4.1 4.2 4.3* 

7 Cecil Elementary 3 3 2 2 4 3 2 2 3 3 2 3 N/A 

15 Stadium School 9 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 N/A 

50 Abbottston 
Elementary 

2 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 2 3 N/A 

54 Barclay 
Elementary/Middle 

2 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 2 3 N/A 

66 Mount Royal 
Elementary/Middle 

3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 N/A 

83 William Paca 
Elementary 

4 4 3 2 2 4 3 3 3 2 2 3 N/A 

86 Lakewood 
Elementary 

4 2 2 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 N/A 

87 Windsor Hills 
Elementary/Middle 

1 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 N/A 

134 Walter P. Carter 
Elementary/Middle 

2 3 2 2 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 N/A 

150 Mary Ann Winterling 
Elementary at 
Bentalou  

7 4 2 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 N/A 

159 Cherry Hill 
Elementary/Middle, 
The Historic  

6 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 N/A 

211 Gardenville 
Elementary 

3 3 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 N/A 

221 Mount Washington 
(The) 

1 1 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 1 2 N/A 

240 Graceland 
Park/O'Donnell 
Heights 
Elementary/Middle 

4 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 2 3 N/A 

241 Fallstaff 
Elementary/Middle 

1 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 3 N/A 

243 Armistead Gardens 
Elementary/Middle 

3 3 2 2 4 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 N/A 

249 Medfield Heights 
Elementary 

2 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 N/A 

326 City Neighbors 
Charter School 

13 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 

415 Baltimore School for 
the Arts 

9 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 2 3 N/A 

416 Digital Harbor High 10 4 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 N/A 

*Key Action 4.3 addresses charter and operator governance. As such, 4.3 is only applicable to charter and 

operator-led schools.  
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Appendix C: Classroom Observation Data for 2019-2020 

Data for Key Action 1.3 and 1.4 was collected from classroom observations to provide trends in instruction 
across the schools, as it relates to Teach Actions 1-9 of the Instructional Framework. During each 
classroom visit, the observer collects evidence based on his/her observations and then determines 
whether the indicator was “evident”, “partially evident” or “not evident” for each of the 22 indicators. 
Below is the summary of the 231 classroom observations that were conducted.   

 
Teach 1: Teachers use and communicate standards-based lesson objectives and align learning activities     

to the stated lesson objectives.  

 

Teach 2: Teachers present content in various ways and emphasize key points to make content clear.  

 

 

Communication of objective Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers communicate lesson objectives to students by explaining 
and/or referencing it during lessons. 
Partially Evident: Teachers communicate lesson objectives by posting it. 
Not Evident: Teachers do not communicate lesson objectives to students. 

 
53% 

 
35% 

 
12% 

Learning activities and resources align with lesson objective Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Lesson activities and resources have a clear and intentional purpose 
and are aligned with lesson objectives. 
Partially Evident: Lesson activities and resources are generally aligned with 
lesson objectives and/or some tasks have a clear, intentional purpose.  
Not Evident: Lesson activities and resources are not aligned with lesson 
objectives OR Lesson activities and resources do not have a clear intentional 
purpose. 

 
 

73% 

 
 

19% 

 
 

7% 

Accurate, grade-level content Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers present students with accurate grade level content 
aligned to appropriate content standards.  
Partially Evident: Teachers present students with mostly accurate grade 
level content aligned to appropriate content standards. 
Not Evident: Teachers present students with inaccurate grade level content 
and/or not aligned to appropriate content standards. 

 
 

87% 

 
 

6% 

 
 

6% 

Alternate presentation of content Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers present content in various ways (two or more) to make 
content clear. 
Partially Evident: Teachers attempt to present content in various ways (two 
or more), but attempts do not make content clear.  
Not Evident: Teachers do not present content in various ways. 

 
 

69% 

 
 

11% 

 
 

20% 

Emphasis of key points Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers emphasize important points to focus learning of content. 
Partially Evident: Teachers attempt to emphasize important points to focus 
learning of content, but attempts do not make content clear. 
Not Evident: Teachers do not emphasize important points to focus learning 
of content. 

 
 

80% 

 
 

13% 

 
 

8% 



Baltimore City Public Schools, 2019-20  Page 31 

 

Teach 3: Teachers use multiple strategies and tasks to engage all students in rigorous work.  

 

Teacher 4: Teachers use evidence-dependent questioning.  

 

Teach 5: Teachers check for student understanding and provide specific academic feedback.  

 

 

 

Scaffolded and/or differentiated tasks Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers scaffold and/or differentiate tasks by providing access to 
rigorous grade-level instruction for all students. 
Partially Evident: Teachers attempt to scaffold and/or differentiated tasks, but 
not all students are supported in accessing rigorous grade- level instruction. 
Not Evident: Teachers do not scaffold or differentiated tasks. 

 
 

60% 

 
 

12% 

 
 

29% 

Opportunities to engage with complex texts and tasks Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Students have opportunities and time to grapple with complex texts 
and/or rigorous tasks. 
Partially Evident: Students have opportunities to engage with complex texts 
and rigorous tasks superficially. 
Not Evident: Students have rare or no opportunities to engage with complex 
texts and rigorous tasks. 

 
 

52% 

 
 

40% 

 
 

8% 

Questions requiring justification Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers asks questions that require students to cite evidence and 
clearly explain their thought processes. 
Partially Evident: Teachers ask questions that require students to explain 
their thought processes or cite evidence but not both. 
Not Evident: Teachers does not ask questions that require students to cite 
evidence or explain their though processes. 

 
 

52% 

 
 

29% 

 
 

19% 

Clear and/or scaffolded questions Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers asks questions that are clear and scaffolded. 
Partially Evident: Teachers asks questions that are somewhat unclear to 
students or lack scaffolding.  
Not Evident: Teachers do not ask scaffolded questions.   

 
69% 

 
13% 

 
18% 

Informative checks for understanding Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers conduct one or more checks for understanding that yield 
useful information at key points throughout the lesson.  
Partially Evident: Teachers attempt to conduct checks for understanding, but 
checks may only yield some useful information. 
Not Evident: Teachers do not check for understanding during the lesson. OR 
Teachers’ checks for understanding are inappropriate or ineffective. 

 
 

55% 

 
 

38% 

 
 

7% 

Specific, academic feedback Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers give specific academic feedback to communicate current 
progress and next steps to move forward. 
Partially Evident: Teachers give general academic feedback, but feedback 
may not clarify next steps to move forward.  
Not Evident: Teachers do not give academic feedback. OR When needed, 
teachers do not address student misunderstandings. 

 
 

66% 

 
 

23% 

 
 

11% 
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Teach 6: Teachers facilitate student-to-student interaction and academic talk. 

 

Teach 7: Teachers implement routines to maximize instructional time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Opportunities for student-to-student interaction Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers provide multiple or extended opportunities for student-to-
student interactions. 
Partially Evident: Teachers provide one opportunity for student-to-student 
interactions.     
Not Evident: Teachers provide no opportunity for student-to-student 
interactions. 

 
 

40% 

 
 

20% 

 
 

40% 

Evidence-based discussions Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: In most student-to-student interactions, students engage in 
discussions with their peers to make meaning of content or deepen their 
understanding. 
Partially Evident:  In few student-to-student interactions, students engage in 
discussions with their peers to make meaning of content or deepen their 
understanding. 
Not Evident: Students do not engage in discussions with their peers to make 
meaning of content or deepen their understanding. 

 
 

32% 

 
 

23% 

 
 

44% 

Student academic talk Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Students use academic talk and, when necessary, teachers 
consistently and appropriately support students in speaking academically.  
Partially Evident: Students sometimes use academic talk, and teachers 
inconsistently or inappropriately supports students in speaking academically. 
Not Evident: Students do not use academic talk, and teachers does not 
support students in speaking academically.    

 
 

68% 

 
 

17% 

 
 

16% 

Maximized instructional time Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Students re only idle for very brief (less than 2 minutes) periods of 
time while waiting for teachers.  
Partially Evident: Students may be idle for short periods of time (2-4 
minutes) while waiting for teachers. 
Not Evident: Students may be idle for significant periods of time (4 minutes 
or more) while waiting for teachers. 

 
 

84% 

 
 

13% 

 
 

3% 

Smooth routines and procedures Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Routines and procedures run smoothly with minimal or no 
prompting from the teachers. 
Partially Evident: Routines and procedures run smoothly with some 
prompting from the teachers.    
Not Evident: Routines and procedures are in place but require significant 
teachers prompting and direction. OR There are no evident routines or 
procedures, so the teachers direct all of them. 

 
 

65% 

 
 

27% 

 
 

9% 
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Teach 8: Teachers build a positive, learning-focused classroom culture. 

 

Teach 9: Teachers reinforce positive behavior and redirect off-task or challenging behavior, when needed. 

 

 

Teacher-to-student interactions Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teacher interactions with students are positive and respectful. 
Partially Evident: Some interactions among teachers and students 
demonstrate a positive rapport and respect while other interactions 
demonstrate a lack of rapport/respect. 
Not Evident: Little to no interactions among teachers with students 
demonstrate a positive rapport/mutual respect. 

 
 

90% 

 
 

8% 

 
 

1% 

Student-to-teacher interactions Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Student interactions with teachers are positive and respectful. 
Partially Evident: Some interactions among students and teachers 
demonstrate a positive rapport/mutual respect while other interactions 
demonstrate a lack of rapport/respect.   
Not Evident: Little to no interactions among students with teachers 
demonstrate a positive rapport/mutual respect. 

 
 

87% 

 
 

11% 
 

 

 
 

2% 

Student-to-student interactions Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Student-to-student interactions are positive and respectful. 
Partially Evident: Some interactions among students demonstrate a positive 
rapport/mutual respect while other interactions demonstrate a lack of 
rapport/respect. 
Not Evident: Little to no interactions among students demonstrate a 
positive rapport/mutual respect. 

 
 

79% 

 
 

18% 

 
 

3% 

Reinforce positive behavior Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers promote and reinforce positive behavior. 
Partially Evident: Teachers occasionally acknowledge positive behavior but 
focus more on negative behavior.  
Not Evident: Teachers primarily focus on negative behavior. 

 
 

83% 

 
 

12% 

 
 

4% 

On-task behavior Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Students are on-task and active participants in classwork and 
discussions. 
Partially Evident: Some students exhibit frequent off-task behavior in the 
classroom. AND/OR Most students exhibit occasional off-task behavior in 
the classroom.  
Not Evident: Students exhibit consistent off-task behavior in the classroom. 

 
 

61% 

 
 

35% 

 
 

4% 

Time impact of redirection/discipline of off-task behavior Evident Partially 
Evident 

Not 
Evident 

Evident: Teachers address behavioral issues (if any) with minimal interruption 
to instructional time (less than 2 minutes). 
Partially Evident: Teachers address behavioral issues with some interruption 
to instructional time (2-4 minutes). 
Not Evident: Teachers address behavioral issues in a manner that does not 
fully solve the issue causing significant interruption to instructional time (4 
minutes or more). OR Teachers does not address behavioral issues, allowing 
student misbehavior to continue or escalate.   

 
 

79% 

 
 

13% 

 
 

8% 


