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Introduction
The AdvancED Diagnostic Review is carried out by a team of highly qualified evaluators who examine the institution’s
adherence and commitment to the research aligned AdvancED Standards. The Diagnostic Review Process is designed
to energize and equip the leadership and stakeholders of an institution to achieve higher levels of performance and
address those areas that may be hindering efforts to reach desired performance levels. The Diagnostic Review is a
rigorous process that includes the in-depth examination of evidence and relevant performance data, interviews with
stakeholders, and observations of instruction, learning, and operations.
Standards help delineate what matters. They provide a common language through which an education community
can engage in conversations about educational improvement, institution effectiveness, and achievement. They serve
as a foundation for planning and implementing improvement strategies and activities and for measuring success.
AdvancED Standards were developed by a committee comprised of educators from the fields of practice, research
and policy. These talented leaders applied professional wisdom, deep knowledge of effective practice, and the best
available research to craft a set of robust standards that define institutional quality and guide continuous
improvement.
The Diagnostic Review Team used the AdvancED Standards and related criteria to guide its evaluation, looking not
only for adherence to standards, but also for how the institution functioned as a whole and embodied the practices
and characteristics of quality. Using the evidence they gathered, the Diagnostic Review Team arrived at a set of
findings contained in this report.
As a part of the Diagnostic Review, stakeholders were interviewed by members of the Diagnostic Review Team about
their perspectives on topics relevant to the institution's learning environment and organizational effectiveness. The
feedback gained through the stakeholder interviews was considered with other evidence and data to support the
findings of the Diagnostic Review. The following table lists the numbers of interviewed representatives of various
stakeholder groups.
Stakeholder Groups

Number

District-level Administrators

4

Building-level Administrators

4

Professional Support Staff (e.g., Counselor, Media Specialist, Technology
Coordinator)

6

Certified Staff

15

Non-certified Staff
Students

6
22

Parents
Total

9
66
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AdvancED Standards Diagnostic Results
The AdvancED Performance Standards Diagnostic was used by the Diagnostic Review Team to evaluate the
institution’s effectiveness based on AdvancED’s Performance Standards. The diagnostic consists of three
components built around each of the three Domains: Leadership Capacity, Learning Capacity and Resource
Capacity. Point values are established within the diagnostic, and a percentage of the points earned by the institution
for each Standard is calculated from the point values for each Standard. Results are reported within four categories:
Needs Improvement, Emerging, Meets Expectations and Exceeds Expectations. The results for the three Domains
are presented in the tables that follow.
Leadership Capacity Domain
The capacity of leadership to ensure an institution’s progress toward its stated objectives is an essential element of
organizational effectiveness. An institution’s leadership capacity includes the fidelity and commitment to its purpose
and direction, the effectiveness of governance and leadership to enable the institution to realize its stated objectives,
the ability to engage and involve stakeholders in meaningful and productive ways, and the capacity to implement
strategies that improve learner and educator performance.
Leadership Capacity Standards

Rating

1.1

The institution commits to a purpose statement that defines beliefs about teaching
and learning, including the expectations for learners.

Meets
Expectations

1.2

Stakeholders collectively demonstrate actions to ensure the achievement of the
institution's purpose and desired outcomes for learners.

Meets
Expectations

1.3

The institution engages in a continuous improvement process that produces
evidence, including measurable results of improving student learning and
professional practice.
The governing authority establishes and ensures adherence to policies that are
designed to support institutional effectiveness.
The governing authority adheres to a code of ethics and functions within defined
roles and responsibilities.
Leaders implement staff supervision and evaluation processes to improve
professional practice and organizational effectiveness.
Leaders implement operational process and procedures to ensure organizational
effectiveness in support of teaching and learning.
Leaders engage stakeholders to support the achievement of the institution’s
purpose and direction.
The institution provides experiences that cultivate and improve leadership
effectiveness.
Leaders collect and analyze a range of feedback data from multiple stakeholder
groups to inform decision-making that results in improvement.

1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10
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Learning Capacity Domain
The impact of teaching and learning on student achievement and success is the primary expectation of every
institution. An effective learning culture is characterized by positive and productive teacher/learner relationships;
high expectations and standards; a challenging and engaging curriculum; quality instruction and comprehensive
support that enable all learners to be successful; and assessment practices (formative and summative) that monitor
and measure learner progress and achievement. Moreover, a quality institution evaluates the impact of its learning
culture, including all programs and support services, and adjusts accordingly.
Learning Capacity Standards

Rating

2.1

Learners have equitable opportunities to develop skills and achieve the content
and learning priorities established by the institution.

2.2

The learning culture promotes creativity, innovation and collaborative problemsolving.
The learning culture develops learners’ attitudes, beliefs and skills needed for
success.
The institution has a formal structure to ensure learners develop positive
relationships with and have adults/peers who support their educational
experiences.

2.3
2.4

2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9

2.10
2.11
2.12

Meets
Expectations
Emerging
Emerging
Emerging

Educators implement a curriculum that is based on high expectations and prepares
learners for their next levels.
The institution implements a process to ensure the curriculum is aligned to
standards and best practices.
Instruction is monitored and adjusted to meet individual learners’ needs and the
institution’s learning expectations.
The institution provides programs and services for learners’ educational futures
and career planning.
The institution implements, evaluates, and monitors processes to identify and
address the specialized social, emotional, developmental, and academic needs of
students.
Learning progress is reliably assessed and consistently and clearly communicated.
Educators gather, analyze, and use formative and summative data that lead to
demonstrable improvement of student learning.
The institution implements a process to continuously assess its programs and
organizational conditions to improve student learning.
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Resource Capacity Domain
The use and distribution of resources support the stated mission of the institution. Institutions ensure that resources
are distributed and utilized equitably so that the needs of all learners are adequately and effectively addressed. The
utilization of resources includes support for professional learning for all staff. The institution examines the allocation
and use of resources to ensure appropriate levels of funding, sustainability, organizational effectiveness and
increased student learning.
Resource Capacity Standards
3.1
The institution plans and delivers professional learning to improve the learning
environment, learner achievement, and the institution’s effectiveness.
3.2
The institution’s professional learning structure and expectations promote
collaboration and collegiality to improve learner performance and organizational
effectiveness.
3.3
The institution provides induction, mentoring, and coaching programs that ensure all
staff members have the knowledge and skills to improve student performance and
organizational effectiveness.

Rating
Meets
Expectations

3.4

Needs
Improvement

3.5

3.6
3.7

3.8

The institution attracts and retains qualified personnel who support the institution’s
purpose and direction
The institution integrates digital resources into teaching, learning, and operations to
improve professional practice, student performance, and organizational
effectiveness.
The institution provides access to information resources and materials to support the
curriculum, programs, and needs of students, staff, and the institution.
The institution demonstrates strategic resource management that includes longrange planning and use of resources in support of the institution’s purpose and
direction.
The institution allocates human, material, and fiscal resources in alignment with the
institution’s identified needs and priorities to improve student performance and
organizational effectiveness.

Meets
Expectations
Meets
Expectations

Needs
Improvement
Emerging
Meets
Expectations
Meets
Expectations

The chart below provides an overview of the institution ratings across the three Domains.
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Standards

Needs
Improvement
Emerging

Rating
Needs Improvement

2

Meets
Expectations
Exceeds
Expectations

Emerging

10

Meets Expectations

18

Exceeds Expectations

0
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Effective Learning Environments Observation Tool® (eleot®)
Results
The eProve™ Effective Learning Environments Observation Tool (eleot) is a learner-centric classroom observation
tool that comprises 28 items organized in seven environments aligned with the AdvancED Standards. The tool
provides useful, relevant, structured, and quantifiable data on the extent to which students are engaged in activities
and demonstrate knowledge, attitudes, and dispositions that are conducive to effective learning. Classroom
observations are conducted for a minimum of 20 minutes.
Every member of the Diagnostic Review Team is required to be eleot-certified and pass a certification exam that
establishes inter-rater reliability. Team members conducted 27 observations with eleot during the Diagnostic Review
process, including all learning environments covering core content areas. The following provides the aggregate data
across multiple observations for each of the seven learning environments included in eleot.

Diagnostic Review eleot Ratings
A. Equitable Learning

B. High Expectations

C. Supportive Learning

D. Active Learning

E. Progress Monitoring

F. Well-Managed Learning

G. Digital Learning

2.8
2.4

2.8

2.6

2.3

2.2

1.3

Environment Averages
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Indicators

Average

Not
Observed

Somewhat
Evident

Evident

Very
Evident

A. Equitable Learning Environment

A1

1.7

Learners engage in differentiated learning opportunities
and/or activities that meet their needs.

48%

41%

7%

4%

A2

3.0

Learners have equal access to classroom discussions,
activities, resources, technology, and support.

4%

22%

44%

30%

A3

3.3

Learners are treated in a fair, clear, and consistent manner.

0%

11%

52%

37%

1.7

Learners demonstrate and/or have opportunities to develop
empathy/respect/appreciation for differences in abilities,
aptitudes, backgrounds, cultures, and/or other human
characteristics, conditions and dispositions.

59%

19%

19%

4%

A4

Description

Overall rating on a 4
point scale:

2.4

Indicators

Average

Not
Observed

Somewhat
Evident

Evident

Very
Evident

B. High Expectations Learning Environment

B1

2.3

Learners strive to meet or are able to articulate the high
expectations established by themselves and/or the teacher.

4%

67%

26%

4%

B2

2.6

Learners engage in activities and learning that are challenging
but attainable.

0%

52%

41%

7%

B3

2.0

Learners demonstrate and/or are able to describe high
quality work.

22%

63%

11%

4%

B4

2.3

Learners engage in rigorous coursework, discussions, and/or
tasks that require the use of higher order thinking (e.g.,
analyzing, applying, evaluating, synthesizing).

15%

44%

37%

4%

B5

2.3

Learners take responsibility for and are self-directed in their
learning.

11%

56%

30%

4%

Overall rating on a 4
point scale:
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Indicators

Average

Not
Observed

Somewhat
Evident

Evident

Very
Evident

C. Supportive Learning Environment

C1

2.6

Learners demonstrate a sense of community that is
positive, cohesive, engaged, and purposeful.

0%

48%

41%

11%

C2

2.6

Learners take risks in learning (without fear of negative
feedback).

0%

44%

48%

7%

C3

3.0

Learners are supported by the teacher, their peers,
and/or other resources to understand content and
accomplish tasks.

4%

19%

52%

26%

C4

3.0

Learners demonstrate a congenial and supportive
relationship with their teacher.

4%

19%

56%

22%

Description

Overall rating on a 4
point scale:

2.8

Indicators

Average

Not
Observed

Somewhat
Evident

Evident

Very
Evident

D. Active Learning Environment

D1

2.6

Learners' discussions/dialogues/exchanges with each
other and teacher predominate.

4%

52%

30%

15%

D2

2.5

Learners make connections from content to real-life
experiences.

15%

37%

33%

15%

D3

2.6

Learners are actively engaged in the learning activities.

4%

44%

37%

15%

D4

2.6

Learners collaborate with their peers to
accomplish/complete projects, activities, tasks and/or
assignments.

19%

33%

22%

26%

Overall rating on a 4
point scale:
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Indicators

Average

Not
Observed

Somewhat
Evident

Evident

Very
Evident

E. Progress Monitoring Learning Environment

E1

1.7

Learners monitor their own progress or have
mechanisms whereby their learning progress is
monitored.

37%

56%

4%

4%

E2

2.6

Learners receive/respond to feedback (from
teachers/peers/other resources) to improve
understanding and/or revise work.

4%

41%

44%

11%

E3

2.5

Learners demonstrate and/or verbalize understanding of
the lesson/content.

0%

56%

41%

4%

E4

1.9

Learners understand and/or are able to explain how
their work is assessed.

33%

41%

26%

0%

Description

Overall rating on a 4
point scale:

2.2

Indicators

Average

Not
Observed

Somewhat
Evident

Evident

Very
Evident

F. Well-Managed Learning Environment

F1

3.0

Learners speak and interact respectfully with teacher(s)
and each other.

4%

22%

48%

26%

F2

3.0

Learners demonstrate knowledge of and/or follow
classroom rules and behavioral expectations and work
well with others.

0%

30%

44%

26%

F3

2.6

Learners transition smoothly and efficiently from one
activity to another.

11%

30%

44%

15%

F4

2.7

Learners use classtime purposefully with minimal
wasted time or disruptions.

0%

44%

41%

15%

Overall rating on a 4
point scale:
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Indicators

Average

Not
Observed

Somewhat
Evident

Evident

Very
Evident

G. Digital Learning Environment

G1

1.3

Learners use digital tools/technology to gather,
evaluate, and/or use information for learning.

81%

11%

4%

4%

G2

1.3

Learners use digital tools/technology to conduct
research, solve problems, and/or create original works
for learning.

81%

11%

4%

4%

G3

1.2

Learners use digital tools/technology to communicate
and work collaboratively for learning.

89%

4%

4%

4%

Overall rating on a 4
point scale:

Description

1.3

eleot Narrative
The Diagnostic Review Team conducted 27 classroom observations, which afforded an accurate assessment of
student learning activities and core academic classroom instructional practices. Of the seven, both the WellManaged Learning Environment and the Supportive Learning Environment earned the highest overall ratings of 2.8
on a four-point scale. The Active Learning Environment ranked third with a rating of 2.6. Next, the Equitable Learning
Environment earned a 2.4 rating. The High Expectations Learning Environment was rated a 2.3, and the Progress
Monitoring Learning Environment followed closely with a 2.2. Finally, the Digital Learning Environment earned a 1.3.
Several items emerged as strengths. Students, for example, exhibited friendly relationships with their teachers. They
also interacted respectfully with teachers and classmates. In addition, students knew and followed classroom rules
and routines. Teachers supported students, involved them in classroom activities and actively ensured they
understood classroom assignments and activities.
Several concerns directly related to student performance emerged. The Diagnostic Review Team, for instance,
seldom observed the use of differentiated learning activities. Few students were able to describe or provide
examples of high quality work. Most students did exactly what they were asked. Other than obtaining the right
answer, the criteria for excellence was not consistently clarified. Students, typically, did not self-direct their own
learning; rather, most lessons were teacher-organized and seldom included student self-assessment. Few
opportunities existed for students to self-monitor or record their progress. It also was unclear how student work
was assessed.
Within the Well-Managed Learning Environment, it was evident/very evident in 74 percent of classrooms that
students spoke and interacted “respectfully with teacher(s) and each other” (F1). It was evident/very evident in 70
percent of classrooms that students knew and followed “classroom rules and behavioral expectations” (F2). It was
evident/very evident in 56 percent of classrooms that students used “classtime purposefully with minimal wasted
time or disruptions” (F4). The Diagnostic Review Team observed many students waiting for others to finish their
work, illustrating that instructional time was not maximized.
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Within the Supportive Learning Environment, it was evident/very evident in 78 percent of classrooms that students
demonstrated “a congenial and supportive relationship with their teacher” (C4). In 78 percent of classrooms, it was
evident/very evident that students were “supported by the teacher, their peers, and/or other resources to
understand content and accomplish tasks” (C3). In 52 percent of classrooms, it was evident/very evident that
students demonstrated “a positive, cohesive, engaged, and purposeful” sense of community (C1). Additionally, in 55
percent of classrooms, it was evident/very evident that students took “risks in learning (without fear of negative
feedback)” (C2).
Within the Active Learning Environment, it was evident/very evident in 48 percent of classrooms that students made
“connections from content to real-life experiences” (D2). Instances of students who collaborated “with their peers
to accomplish/complete projects, activities, tasks and/or assignments” (D4) were evident/very evident in 48 percent
of classrooms. Additionally, it was evident/very evident in 45 percent of classrooms that student
“discussions/dialogues/exchanges with each other and teacher” occurred (D1). Classroom instruction, primarily, was
teacher-centric. The Diagnostic Review Team observed few students collaborating with one another in group
learning activities.
Within the Equitable Learning Environment, it was evident/very evident in 74 percent of classrooms that students
had “equal access to classroom discussions, activities, resources, technology, and support” (A2). Additionally, it was
evident/very evident in 89 percent of classrooms that students were “treated in a fair, clear, and consistent manner”
(A3). Teachers ensured students had access to resources to complete learning tasks and provided them with support
as needed. It was evident/very evident in 11 percent of classrooms that students engaged “in differentiated learning
opportunities and/or activities” that met their needs (A1). Team members noted instruction occurred primarily in a
whole group setting. The Diagnostic Review Team rarely observed students working in pairs during learning activities
or discussions.
In the High Expectations Learning Environment, it was evident/very evident in 48 percent of classrooms that students
engaged “in activities and learning” that were “challenging but attainable” (B2). It was evident/very evident in 41
percent of classrooms that students engaged “in rigorous coursework, discussions and/or tasks” that required higher
order thinking (B4). It was evident/very evident in 34 percent of classrooms that students took “responsibility for
and” were “self-directed in their learning” (B5). In 30 percent of classrooms, it was evident/very evident that
students strived to meet or were “able to articulate the high expectations established by themselves and/or the
teacher” (B1). In 15 percent of classrooms, it was evident/very evident that students demonstrated or described
“high quality work” (B3). Collectively these findings suggested the need to create a learning culture of high
expectations based on a viable, rigorous and standards-driven curriculum to engage students as problem solvers,
innovators and creators. These data revealed the need to establish higher academic expectations for student
performance and to provide rigorous activities that support and develop higher order thinking skills.
Within the Progress Monitoring Learning Environment, it was evident/very evident in 55 percent of classrooms that
students responded to teacher feedback to improve their work (E2). Instances of students who monitored their own
work were evident/very evident in eight percent of classrooms (E1). It was evident/very evident in 26 percent of
classrooms that students understood or were “able to explain how their work” was “assessed” (E4). These items
highlighted a need for students to self-monitor their own progress and accept more ownership for their learning.
In the Digital Learning Environment, it was evident/very evident in eight percent of classrooms that students used
digital tools/technology for learning (G1, G2, G3). Increasing students’ use of technology could motivate students to
want to learn and provide additional ways for students to self-monitor.
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Collectively, these data showed students were respectful and well-behaved. Students demonstrated a clear
understanding of classroom behavioral expectations, rules and routines. Teachers were supportive and interacted
positively with students. These descriptors correlated strongly with interview data and revealed a great deal of
teacher time and energy focused on establishing behavioral expectations. Findings from these data also revealed a
need to address the level of curriculum and instructional rigor, which includes improving student critical thinking
skills and increasing student-centered instructional practices. Most instruction was teacher-led and involved
students acquiring information and finding correct answers. Few learning activities required students to use
problem-solving skills to complete activities.
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Findings
Improvement Priorities
Improvement priorities are developed to enhance the capacity of the institution to reach a higher level of
performance and reflect the areas identified by the Diagnostic Review Team to have the greatest impact on
improving student performance and organizational effectiveness.
Improvement Priority
Review, revise and monitor the curriculum framework and instructional process to ensure they are aligned and
increase student achievement. The framework and instructional process should require the following: 1) clearly
defined high expectations for student performance in each subject (content) area, 2) high-yield instructional
strategies that promote high levels of student engagement through inquiry-based and/or hands-on learning
activities, 3) differentiated instruction and learning activities based on student assessment data, 4) self-directed
learning, self-monitoring, higher order thinking and critical problem solving and 5) student use of technology.
(Standards 2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 3.5)
Evidence:
Student Performance Data
Student performance data, as described in an attachment to this report, showed some achievement scores had
improved. The percentage of students scoring proficient/distinguished, for example, increased from 2015-2016 to
2016-2017 in reading at all grade levels, math at the eighth grade level, social studies and language mechanics.
The percentage of students who scored proficient/distinguished in all content areas and at all grade levels was below
state averages for two consecutive years. The percentage of students who scored proficient/distinguished in sixth
and seventh grade math and eighth grade writing declined from 2015-2016 to 2016-2017. Of all content areas,
writing had the lowest number of students who scored proficient/distinguished with 7.5 percent in 2016-2017. No
proficiency or gap delivery targets were met in any content area. Writing earned the lowest actual score of all
content areas in both proficiency and gap delivery targets.
Classroom Observation Data
Classroom observation data, as detailed previously in this report, showed it was evident/very evident in 11 percent
of classrooms that students engaged “in differentiated learning opportunities and/or activities” that met their needs
(A1). Instances of students who were “able to articulate the high expectations established by themselves and/or the
teacher” (B1) were evident/very evident in 30 percent of classrooms. In 41 percent of classrooms, it was evident/very
evident that students engaged “in rigorous coursework, discussions, and/or tasks” that required “higher order
thinking (e.g., analyzing, applying, evaluating, synthesizing)” (B4). It was evident/very evident in 52 percent of
classrooms that students were “actively engaged in the learning activities” (D3). Finally, it was evident/very evident
in eight percent of classrooms that students used technology for learning (G1, G2, G3).
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Stakeholder Interview Data
Many teachers reported that feedback from walkthroughs, typically, focused on student behavior rather than
instructional practices. Administrators reported that the high rate of teacher turnover had necessitated a focus on
student behavior. The phrase, “We have to teach teachers,” was heard multiple times during the review.
Administrators acknowledged that the two Improvement Priorities identified in the 2015-2016 Diagnostic Review
Report were self-rated as “partially addressed” due to teacher turnover and the subsequent administrative decision
to emphasize student behavior. One administrator noted that instructional processes had been presented by
resource teachers and follow-up was provided by coaches. In addition, interview data showed classroom
walkthroughs, generally, were not geared to monitor instructional practices. Several administrators stated teachers
were using the Relationships, Engagement, Assessment and Learning (R.E.A.L) process as an instructional
framework. Walkthrough data supported the use of the R.E.A.L. process; however, the school had not established a
systematic way to monitor and evaluate the use of these strategies.
Interview data showed that several students who had previously attended other schools within and outside of the
district reported the Advance Placement (AP) courses at Thomas Jefferson Middle School were “not as difficult.” In
addition, some students stated that instruction was often interrupted, which slowed the pacing of lessons.
When asked about the low frequency of student technology use, one administrator stated, “You see that most in
the upper level classes.”
Stakeholder Perspective/Experience Data
Climate and Culture Teacher Survey data showed that in response to the question, “Which four of the following
words or phrases best describe, in general, the expectations for students at your school?” (C1) 59 of 64 teachers
selected, “Students are learning,” 50 chose, “Students are able to explain” and 37 selected, “Students understand.”
This contrasted with student performance and classroom observation data, which showed students rarely explained
their learning either orally or in writing. Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) data showed that during 2016-2017
sixth grade students who met “expectations” increased by two percent in reading and decreased four percent in
math. Also seventh grade students who met “expectations” decreased six percent in reading and increased one
percent in math.
Inventory data showed 64 of 64 teachers selected almost always/often in response to the statement, “My lessons
are based on high expectations for students” (C4). To the statement, “Learning goals are different for each student
in my class/course” (C5), 26 of 64 teachers chose almost always/often. Forty-four of 64 teachers selected almost
always/often in response to the statement, “My lessons include opportunities for students to express individual
creativity” (C6). Fifty-seven of 64 teachers picked almost always/often when asked about student engagement, “My
lessons provide opportunities for students to be actively engaged in their learning” (C7). In addition, 18 of 64
teachers chose, “Frequently and regularly” to the statement, “I structure lessons, tasks and activities that require
students' use of digital tools for learning” (C8). Student Inventory data showed 23 percent of students indicated, “In
all of my classes” when responding to the prompt, “I use digital tools to complete assignments, such as conducting
research, finding information, communicating and/or creating something new” (E5). Teachers self-rated themselves
higher than the Diagnostic Review Team did in regards to whether they set high expectations, individualized
instruction and developed critical thinking skills. In fact, discrepancies among teacher self-reporting, student
performance data and classroom observation findings merit additional analysis by school staff members.
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Documents and Artifacts
A review of two previous Improvement Priorities included in the 2015-2016 Diagnostic Review Report that addressed
the school’s instructional process showed both were self-rated as “Partially addressed.” In the Leadership
Assessment/Diagnostic Review Addendum, it showed that the school was emphasizing Charlotte Danielson’s
Domain 2 (The Classroom Environment) over Domain 3 (Instruction), because “Thirty new faculty were added to our
staff in August 2017.” The enrichment curriculum was redesigned as a social/emotional instructional period. The
instructional focus was on The Fundamental Five (foundational instructional process). According to interview data,
the school was focused on classroom environment rather than on the curriculum and instructional process, high
expectations and critical thinking skills.
Many of the concerns (e.g., the instructional process) identified as a result of this Diagnostic Review were also
identified in two previous Diagnostic Review Reports, dating as far back as January 2014. Numerous Opportunity for
Improvement statements addressed the need to evaluate the curriculum for rigor and to “develop a school
instructional process that can be consistently implemented to clearly inform students of learning expectations and
further ensure that students are provided specific and immediate feedback about their learning.” One Improvement
Priority identified the need to “ensure all teachers are engaging students in learning activities such as collaboration,
self-reflection, problem-solving, and development of critical thinking skills that result in achievement of learning
expectations.”
The 2013 Leadership Assessment/Diagnostic Review Addendum identified the following concerns: 1) instruction and
assessment in most classrooms lacked sufficient rigor and relevance to promote student growth and achievement,
2) formative assessments were not used to inform and modify instruction, 3) the focus of school improvement efforts
were hampered by a plethora of instructional and behavior programs and interventions that were being
implemented and 4) intervention services were not efficiently organized to maximize the impact of resources and
eliminate gaps and overlaps of program delivery.
In the School Quality Factors Diagnostic (SQF), the school reported that the Keeping it R.E.A.L. (Relationships,
Engagement, Assessment, and Learning) process drove every decision. In addition, the emphasis was on creating
safe and supportive learning environments. School leadership noted that high expectations for student performance
were inherent in newly adopted curricula in English and math. Also, the next articulated step was “to accelerate
teacher capacity so that rigorous instruction can become fully embedded into the culture of the school.” Another
next step was to “build the capacity of teachers and students to further use achievement data for classroom
feedback/intervention and self-monitoring/goal setting.”
A document titled, “Hardware Technology Access and Availability for each PLC,” supported student use of
technology. Most hardware was for adult use (e.g., SMART Boards, document cameras, projectors). The Diagnostic
Review Team found no written plan for student use of technology for learning.
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Improvement Priority
Develop and implement a process with explicit procedures to hire and retain quality teachers. The process should
include school and district staff members. (Standard 3.4)
Evidence:
Stakeholder Interview Data
The school leadership narrative focused on extensive teacher turnover and the hiring of 30 new teachers beginning
in Fall, 2016. Reasons offered included an unexpected enrollment of 125 new students as well as many teachers
leaving for other schools. Some administrators expressed a need for assistance from the district human resources
staff. In addition, interview data indicated that a two-year old district hiring policy existed whereby each school was
responsible for finding and procuring its own staff. Interview data showed that many stakeholders wanted the
district to establish some incentive-based hiring practices for schools in priority status.
One teacher’s comment captured the sentiment of many, “The best thing about our school is the support provided
to students and teachers. But, teaching at Thomas Jefferson Middle School (TJMS) is intense due to the clientele of
students.” Another interviewee revealed that teachers often left to teach in other schools, “because they go
shopping around to find a school that does not require them to work as hard as they work at T. J.” Another teacher
stated that a disconnect existed in “…what we want kids to do and what they produce.” Many teachers expressed
support for the systems that had been created in the school, and one comment captured that belief, “The leadership
is headed in the right direction with a plan—we need to work on getting teachers to stay here and get all teachers
working the plan.”
When asked about what could be improved, numerous teachers and parents shared similar responses about the
need for smaller class sizes and fully certified teachers in all classrooms.
Stakeholder Perspective/Experience Data
Climate and Culture Teacher Survey data showed the four highest rated responses to the question, “Which four of
the following words or phrases best describe how you feel, in general, when trying to complete your responsibilities
while at work?” (C3) included, “Never enough time” (46 of 64), “Hectic” (35 of 64), “Deliberate” (34 of 64) and
“Pressured” (32 of 64). The four highest responses to the question, “Which four of the following words best describe,
in general, how you feel while at work?” (C8) included, “Supported” (46 of 64), “Challenged” (44 of 64), “Tired” (30
of 64) and “Pressured” (27 of 64).
Teacher Inventory data revealed that the statement, “I am involved in decisions and actions that impact student
achievement and the overall functioning of our school” (D3) was one of the lowest rated items. This response was
notable in that interview data showed many teachers reported they were supported; however, data from this
anonymous survey indicated many teachers were not involved in making decisions that impacted the overall
function of the school.
Results from the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning (TELL) Survey indicated teachers reported they were
“overwhelmed by paperwork, they needed more time to meet student needs and there were too many interruptions
to instruction “ (p.8).
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Documents and Artifacts
A review of the document that contained a table depicting the experience levels of classroom teachers showed there
were 26 teachers who had zero to one year of experience; 19 teachers who had two to four years; 12 teachers with
five to nine years and 12 teachers with 10 or more years of experience. In the School Quality Factors Diagnostic,
school leadership noted, “Despite a large number of new staff, multiple vacancies, and a lack of quality candidates
for hire, leadership was still able to maximize and refine our structures and processes to increase student learning
as measured by KPREP scores in 2016-2017.” Leadership also stated, “As evidenced by our large number of new
staff, multiple vacancies, and a lack of quality candidates, an area for continued improvement is the need to further
develop the capacity of our instructional staff within their content knowledge and instructional effectiveness.”
Leadership also stated, “One of the ways we are currently addressing this is through our KDE recognized best practice
TJ 101.”
The principal’s PowerPoint presentation included an Accelerated Capacity Graph that showed the loss of teachers
from the 2016-2017 school year. Vacancy data indicated the school continued to use long-term substitute teachers
in some classes. Teacher absences also resulted in a situation whereby resource teachers frequently were pulled
from their usual duties to teach general education classes.
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Conclusion Narrative
Strengths:
The school had an experienced, well-established administrative team. Many teachers and support personnel served
in various leadership roles within the school. School administrators, typically, described themselves as having a
“relentless focus on the mission of the school: Student-centered excellence,” which was operationalized through the
Keeping it R.E.A.L. (Relationships, Engagement, Assessment and Learning) process. Administrators and staff had
developed a safe, clean, supportive and inviting environment for students. Administrators monitored the impact of
instruction through classroom walkthroughs, coaching, professional development and data reviews. The primary
focus had been on student behavior and character development activities. A lesser focus also existed on student
engagement as the driving force for improving academic, social and emotional/behavioral student outcomes. The
school had established structures (e.g., professional learning communities, teams, detailed professional
development activities) that focused on specific student and staff needs. Collectively, these many positive
components could be leveraged to increase student performance levels.
The school primarily focused on student behavior and other related student emotional and support needs.
Leadership reported this focus was established to provide an effective learning environment. At the same time,
leadership acknowledged that the instructional focus had essentially been “placed on the back burner.” Classroom
observation and interview data and a review of school documents showed the instructional program lacked rigor,
and high academic expectations had not been established for student performance. The Diagnostic Review Reports
completed in 2013-2014 and 2015-2016 described many of the curriculum and instructional issues that the current
Diagnostic Review Team identified during this Diagnostic Review. Classroom observation data mirrored findings from
the two previous Diagnostic Reviews. In essence, “time stood still” when it came to making progress in student
learning.
On the wall in the team workroom, three posters were displayed that described the instructional issues. One poster
outlined the “Fundamental Five” (i.e., lesson framing, critical writing, purposeful small-group talk, work in the power
zone, reinforce accomplishments), which had been the stated emphasis of the instructional process. The second
poster described the “Instructional Process” and “High Yield Instructional Strategies.” The third poster showcased a
three-part pyramid titled, “Schoolwide Instructional Framework.” The bottom section included “High Yield
Instructional Strategies, Instructional Process” and the “Fundamental Five.” The middle section included
“Differentiation, Student Self-reflection” and “Critical Thinking.” The top section included “Real-world Connections.”
School leadership correctly noted that the school was operating within the bottom section of the framework.
The immediate challenge for the school, therefore, is to implement strategies to move up the pyramid. These
strategies are not new issues for the school as they had been addressed in two prior Diagnostic Review Reports. The
school has the necessary staff and structures to improve teaching and learning; therefore, it is time to establish high
expectations for student performance and place curriculum rigor to the front burner.
Continuous Improvement:
Commitment to Continuous Improvement

Rating

The institution has collected sufficient and quality data to identify school improvement
needs.
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Commitment to Continuous Improvement

Rating

Implications from the analysis of data have been identified and used for the development
of key strategic goals.

Emerging

The institution demonstrates the capacity to implement their continuous improvement
journey.

Emerging

The school possesses the leadership and structures needed for continuous improvement. A data collection process
existed that incorporated data from key stakeholder groups. These data were relevant, valid and reliable and aligned
to the school’s stated primary purpose of “Student-centered excellence.” The school systematically reviewed much
of the data and afforded staff an opportunity to be involved. More staff members, however, need to be trained in
the effective use of data to modify classroom instruction. Strategic goals based on data had been developed.
Monitoring strategies were established for most goals. The school staff clearly had the capacity for continuous
improvement. The school had deliberately aligned human, fiscal and material resources to support the process.
Concurrently, it is imperative that leadership place an unwavering focus on student performance, curriculum and
instructional rigor and significantly increase student engagement, direction and ownership of learning.
Next Steps
The results of the Diagnostic Review provide the next step to guide the improvement journey of the institution with
their efforts to improve the quality of educational opportunities for all learners. The findings are aligned to researchbased criteria designed to improve student learning and organizational effectiveness. The feedback provided in the
Diagnostic Review Report will assist the institution in reflecting on current improvement efforts and adapting and
adjusting their plans to continuously strive for improvement.
Upon receiving the Diagnostic Review Report, the institution is encouraged to implement the following steps:
• Review and share the findings with stakeholders.
• Develop plans to address the Improvement Priorities identified by the Diagnostic Review Team.
• Use the findings and data from the report to guide and strengthen the institution’s continuous improvement
efforts.
• Celebrate the successes noted in the report.
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Team Roster
Diagnostic Review Teams are comprised of professionals with varied backgrounds and professional experiences. All
Lead Evaluators and Engagement Review Team members complete AdvancED training and eleot® certification to
provide knowledge and understanding of the AdvancED tools and processes. The following professionals served on
the Engagement Review Team:
Team Member Name
Dr. George Griffin
Lead Evaluator
North Carolina

Leesa Moman
Associate Lead Evaluator
Kentucky

Dr. Michael D. Dailey
Kentucky

Paula Johnson Gordon
Kentucky
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Brief Biography
Dr. Griffin holds a bachelor’s and master’s degree from Duke University and a
doctorate in special education from The University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill. During his 42 years in education, Griffin served as a special education
teacher, high school principal, central office program director, state department
program director and university professor. Griffin also served as the department
chair in the Department of Educational Leadership, Research and Technology at
North Carolina Central University. Additionally, he was a special education due
process hearing officer in North Carolina.
Leesa Moman is an Educational Recovery Leader with the Kentucky Department
of Education. She provides support to identified focus school districts as they
build systems of continuous improvement that result in increased student
academic performance. Ms. Moman holds a Rank 1 in Educational
Administration and Supervision with certifications in superintendent, principal,
supervisor and director of special education. She also has a master’s and
bachelor’s degree in elementary and special education. Ms. Moman has
experience as a teacher, special education teacher consultant, principal, director
of special education, assistant superintendent and college instructor. She has
served on many AdvancED Diagnostic Reviews.
Dr. Michael D. Dailey is the Associate Director for Federal, State & Magnet
Programs with Fayette County Public Schools. Dr. Dailey rejoined the Fayette
County family after 13 years at the Kentucky Department of Education. His
educational experience spans over 30 years. He served as the Director of Next
Generation Professionals for six years at the Kentucky Department of Education.
Michael earned his doctorate in 2015. He specialized in instructional design for
online learning. His research is specific to communities of practice and a
framework for problem-solving. Dr. Dailey is a field faculty member for the
University of Kentucky in the College of Education.
Paula Johnson Gordon is the principal of Berea Community Elementary School
in Berea, Kentucky. She leads a 60-person staff that includes preschool through
fifth grade. Ms. Gordon holds master’s degrees in both instructional leadership
and elementary education and a bachelor’s degree in elementary education
from Eastern Kentucky University. Ms. Gordon has been an elementary
classroom teacher, certified Reading Recovery teacher and reading
interventionist. She taught intervention for four years in the Madison County
School System. In addition to classroom experience, Ms. Gordon was a
curriculum specialist in Clark County, taking a low achieving elementary school
out of priority status. Ms. Gordon worked as an educational recovery specialist
for the Kentucky Department of Education in both Newport Independent and
Monticello Independent school districts. She became assistant principal in
Fayette County, where she remained until becoming the principal of her alma
mater. Ms. Gordon has participated in numerous AdvancED Diagnostic Reviews.
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Team Member Name
Todd Tucker
Kentucky
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Brief Biography
Todd Tucker is an Educational Recovery Leader at Pulaski County High School
(PCHS). During his five years at PCHS, he assisted the leadership team in the
transformation of PCHS from a school labeled as priority to a distinguished high
school. He led a similar transformation in 2009 when he was the principal at
Green County High School (GCHS). The school improved from a Level III school
in crisis to one that ranked in the top 20 percent of all high schools.
With Tucker serving as Educational Recovery Leader at PCHS, the school was
identified in 2013 by the Department of Education as a HUB School whose
purpose was to provide a lab of support and HUB of learning activity for both
students and adults for schools within the region. Tucker is responsible for
scheduling and providing guidance for visiting schools to support their school
improvement efforts. He is also a trainer for LEAD Kentucky’s National Institute
for School Leadership and served on numerous AdvancED Diagnostic Reviews
during his tenure at the Kentucky Department of Education.
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Student Performance Data
School Name: Thomas Jefferson Middle School
I. School and Student Performance Results
Percentages of Students Scoring at Proficient/Distinguished (P/D) Levels on the K-PREP
Assessments at the School and in the State (2015-2016, 2016-2017)
%P/D School
(2015-16)

%P/D State
(2015-16)

%P/D School
(2016-17)

%P/D State
(2016-17)

24.7
26.3
23.5
24.6
22.5
25.5
22.8
19.7

55.2
55.5
56.6
53.6
47.0
50.2
45.4
45.5

27.5
29.1
26.2
27.1
22.3
20.6
22.2
24.3

56.9
58.9
54.6
57.1
47.0
49.1
43.3
48.7

24.6

59.7

25.7

60.5

16.4

44.4

7.5

37.2

11.1

41.2

18.5

48.0

Content Area

Reading
th

6 grade
th

7 grade
th

8 grade

Math
th

6 grade
th

7 grade
th

8 grade

Social Studies
th

8 grade

Writing
th

8 grade

Language Mech.
th

6 grade

Plus:
•

Delta:
•

The percentage of students scoring proficient/distinguished increased from the 2015-2106 to the 2016th
2017 school year in the following areas: reading at all grade levels; math at the 8 grade level; social
studies and language mechanics.

The percentage of students scoring proficient/distinguished in all content areas and all grade levels was
below state averages for two consecutive years.

•

The following content areas show a decline between the 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 school years in the
percentage of students scoring proficient/distinguished: math at the sixth and seventh grade levels and
writing.

•

Of all content areas, writing has the lowest number of students scoring proficient/distinguished with 7.5
in the 2016-2017 school year.
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II. School Achievement of Proficiency and Gap Delivery Targets (2016-2017)
Tested Area

Proficiency
Delivery Target
for % P/D

Actual Score

Met Target
(Yes or No)

Gap
Delivery
Target for %
P/D

Actual
Score

Met
Target
(Yes or
No)

Combined
Reading &
Math
Reading
Math
Social
Studies
Writing

44.4

25.3

No

43.2

24.4

No

46.1
42.7
53.3

27.9
22.6
26.0

No
No
No

44.8
41.6
51.6

26.9
21.8
24.6

No
No
No

40.9

8.1

No

40.3

7.7

No

Delta:
•
•

No proficiency or gap delivery targets met in any content area.
Writing has the lowest actual score of all content areas in both proficiency and gap delivery targets.
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Schedule
Diagnostic Review Schedule
Thomas Jefferson Middle School
Louisville, KY
Monday – February 5, 2018
Time

Event

Where

Who

3:00 p.m.

Team Meeting

4:30 p.m. –
5:15 p.m.

Principal Overview

5:30 p.m. –
9:00 p.m.

Team Work Session #1

Hotel
Conference
Room
Hotel
Conference
Room
Hotel
Conference
Room

Diagnostic
Review Team
Members
Diagnostic
Review Team
Members
Diagnostic
Review Team
Members

Tuesday – February 6, 2018
Time

Event

Where

Who

7:15 a.m.

Team arrives at school

School

8:00 a.m. –
9:00 a.m.

Principal’s / Superintendent’s Interview / Classroom Observations / Interviews

School

9:00 a.m. –
11:45 a.m.

Classroom observations and stakeholder interviews

School

Diagnostic
Review Team
Members
Diagnostic
Review Team
Members
Diagnostic
Review Team
Members

11:30 a.m.12:30 p.m.
11:45 a.m. –
3:30 p.m.

Lunch – Team Members eat when it can fit into their individual schedule

School

Continued classroom observations
Individual interviews:
1. all administrators
2. minimum of 25% of professional staff (representing a cross-section
of the faculty)
3. leadership team
4. district office (Superintendent and/or the staff person directly
responsible for providing leadership and instructional support to the
school)
5. board members (when appropriate)
Small groups (3-5 persons) interviews should be scheduled for
1. parent leaders
2. students
3. support staff (individual interviews should be scheduled for support
staff that provide direct support to students – i.e., guidance
counselors, graduation coach, etc.)
Team returns to hotel and has dinner on their own
Team Work Session #2
Prepare for Day 2

School

Diagnostic
Review Team
Members
(working in
pairs or as
individuals)

Hotel
conference
room

Diagnostic
Review Team
Members

3:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m. –
9:00 p.m.

© Advance Education,
Inc.

25
www.advanc-ed.org

Diagnostic Review Report

Wednesday – February 7, 2018
Time

Event

Where

Who

7:15 a.m.

Team arrives at school

School

7:35 a.m. –
3:00 p.m.

Continue interviews and artifact review, conduct classroom observations

School

11:30 a.m.12:30 p.m.

Lunch – Team Members eat when it can fit into their individual schedule

School

Diagnostic
Review Team
Members
Diagnostic
Review Team
Members
Diagnostic
Review Team
Members

3:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m. –
9:00 p.m.

Team returns to hotel (after dismissal) and has dinner on own
Team Work Session #3

Hotel
Conference
Room

Diagnostic
Review Team
Members

Thursday – February 8, 2018
Time

Event

Where

Who

8:00 a.m. –
11:00 a.m.

Final Team Work Session at school

School

12:00 p.m.

Conclusion

School/District

Diagnostic
Review Team
Members
Lead Evaluator
/ Associate
Lead Evaluator
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About AdvancED
AdvancED is a non-profit, non-partisan organization serving the largest community of education
professionals in the world. Founded on more than 100 years of work in continuous improvement,
AdvancED combines the knowledge and expertise of a research institute, the skills of a management
consulting firm and the passion of a grassroots movement for educational change to empower
Pre-K-12 schools and school systems to ensure that all learners realize their full potential.
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