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School Self-Study and Rating Rubric

TOOL MANUAL
Step-by-Step Guidance on Completing the SSRR Tool
Schools to Watch™–Taking Center Stage (STW™–TCS)

Step-by-Step Guidance on Completing the SSRR Tool

Are you looking for a tool to help your school get on the path to continuous improvement?
Are you thinking about applying for model school status in the STW™–TCS program?

This STW™–TCS SSRR Tool is fully aligned with the:
· California Department of Education’s Taking Center Stage—Act II (TCSII) 12 Recommendations for middle grades success; 

· California Department of Education’s Nine Essential Program Components
 embedded within the SSRR’s broader criteria; 
· P-16 Council’s  Framework for Closing California’s Academic Achievement Gap; and 
· National Forum to Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform’s criteria for what high performing schools should be. 
The SSRR is a requirement for schools interested in applying for a state Schools to Watch™–Taking Center Stage designation and is highly recommended by the California Middle Grades Alliance (CMGA)
 as a tool for school improvement in all schools with middle grades students. This manual will provide your school team with the ideas on how to best use this SSRR Tool. If you have questions, contact:
	Middle Grades Improvement Office

California Department of Education
916-322-1892

TCSII@cde.ca.gov

	California League of Middle Schools

STW™–TCS Director
800-326-1880

STWCAL@aol.com 



The School Self-Study and Rating Rubric (SSRR) is a product of the National Forum to Accelerate Middle Grades Reform. The criteria are divided into four inter-related components that work together to improve student achievement and shape excellent middle grades schools that serve the intellectual, physical, and emotional needs of young adolescents. 
These four components are the same inter-related components that organize the Taking Center Stage – Act II Web portal and California Department of Education’s 12 Recommendations for Middle Grades Success.
1)  Academic Excellence 

2)  Developmental Responsiveness 

3)  Social Equity 

4)  Organizational Structures and Processes
· Under each component, there are general criteria followed by concrete, detailed, and expected examples of evidence. 

· Through a collaborative process, schools should study their data and practices and rate themselves with score points for each criterion. 

· Schools applying for a state Schools to Watch™–Taking Center Stage designation should be consistently averaging scores of 3 and above on most of the criteria.
· The ultimate goal is to rate a well evidenced score of 4 in every criterion (general and detailed) of every component. This is a long-term goal and even the highest performing schools will always be striving to reach a score of 4.

Coming to Common Ground on Rating Points

It is difficult to quantify practices and this rubric is not a scientific instrument. The SSRR, however, does help a school ascertain how well or perhaps how poorly it is addressing the various criteria that are components of a high performing middle grades school. The score point is symbolic of degree. When the SSRR is completed, the score points when charted will produce a graphic representation of strengths and weakness. The SSRR Tool is meant to stimulate discussion leading to consensus and requires that the discussion is backed up with evidence, reasoning, and a focus on how to achieve the ultimate score point of 4.
Please review the following rating guide. Focus on the key words in each. When discussing a program or a practice, which of the key words most closely reflects your school’s practice. Use the whole number. 

A 4 in any criterion means the practice is of high quality, highly and completely implemented, systemic, mature, and coherent and consistent in every classroom and by every teacher across the school. The practice or program is nearly perfect and there is little room for improvement.
A 3 in any criterion means the practice is of good quality, strong, not completely implemented, becoming systemic, and maturing in quality of implementation. The program or practice may not be completely coherent and consistent in every classroom and by every teacher, but certainly by most—75 percent or better. The practice or program still has room for modest and continuing refinement, growth, and improvement.
A 2 in any criterion means the practice is of a fair, mixed, or immature quality of implementation. The program or practice is partially systemic or sporadic, not yet institutionalized, and not coherent or consistent in every classroom by every teacher, certainly not by the majority—less than 50 percent. The program may be too new to have realized measurable results or to be evaluated as effective or the practice may simply lack focus and will. Significant improvement, re-analysis, or redesign is necessary.
A 1 in any criterion means the practice is of poor quality or yet to be measured quality, may just be in the discussion not action phase of implementation, is stalled and poorly implemented, is very immature, or is only practiced by a handful of practitioners—25 percent or fewer. The program or practice needs considerable strategic planning, consensus building, and major improvement.
There are many different ways to approach how a faculty conducts a schoolwide assessment. While there is no one correct way, there are more effective ways to conduct the SSRR, which always involve full participation of the staff.
There are no shortcuts when it comes to a schoolwide assessment and development of an action plan. Otherwise, the action plan only becomes a meaningless piece of paper. If a school approaches this SSRR Tool as a checklist, if professionals complete the SSRR in isolation, if there is an absence of discussion and schoolwide consensus, if only a fraction of the staff participates in the final stages of prioritizing and planning the future, self assessment will not be as powerful. This whole-school effort will benefit staff and students not only from the outcome, but also by the whole-school collaborative process.
Learning from the Experts
The guidance following on of how to conduct a comprehensive schoolwide self assessment is a synthesis of how many of School to Watch™–Taking Center Stage applicant schools have approached the process. From the collective and varied experience of these schools, the following process reflects some of the best ways schools have grouped and regrouped to get the work done. The information they gathered was used to generate their single school plan. 
TCS Middle School is the fictitious name for the school that reflects the synthesis from all of the successful applicants. TCS has aspirations of becoming a STW™–TCS model, but after completing the SSRR Tool, the school’s staff felt they needed to do some work first to strengthen some of the components and consistently meet sub-group growth targets on their Academic Performance Index (API).

CASE STUDY
The Process Begins for TCS Middle School
1. Planning.  The TCS leadership team, including the principal, assistant principals, counselors, department chairs, grade-level interdisciplinary team leads, Parent-Teacher Club (PTC) president, and Associated Student Body (ASB) president, agreed to work on the STW™–TCS SSRR Tool. The leadership team also invited the middle grades director from the district office to participate and assist the school with its journey. They knew that district support and understanding is essential to the success of school improvement.
· The leadership team downloaded the SSRR Tool and reviewed all of the components.

· The leadership team thought it would be best for its school’s Professional Learning Community (PLC) to start the discussions at the department level since the first component of Academic Excellence addressed standards, curriculum, assessment, and intervention. 

· The principal wanted all of the staff to reflect on the entire SSRR and the inter-relatedness of all of the criteria even though it would be a longer process. 

· The other components of Developmental Responsiveness, Social Equity, and Organizational Structures and Processes could be better addressed through a different PLC configuration. 

· Both the PTC and ASB presidents worked with the leadership team to develop surveys that would gather parent and student perspectives on the key issues of each component that would be contributed at each PLC meeting.

2. Introducing the SSRR. In an all-staff professional learning community meeting, 

· The leadership team was united and enthusiastic about the journey the school was going to go on together.  

· The expectation that this would be a whole-school process was made clear.

· The SSRR Tool and process was explained.

· The leadership team led the whole staff in a discussion about the rating points so they could establish a common understanding and vocabulary to describe and discern each rating point.

· They handed out the SSRR Tool Rating Scale (see next page).

· First, in small table groups, they encouraged participants to highlight key words, have a discussion of the score points, and think of examples of practices at their school that might fit each of the score points.  

· Each group was then asked to share out to the whole group their examples and the key words from the rating guide that helped them establish a whole-number score. There was much discussion around the score points until everyone felt comfortable attributing a certain score to a practice. With this, there was an important understanding that attributing a score point needed to be backed up with evidence, data, and reason—not feelings.

2. Introducing the SSRR. (continued)

·  PLC members were asked to reflect as individuals on just the first component of Academic Excellence during the next week and be prepared to discuss at scheduled department meetings the following week. 

· PLC faculty not connected with a department (administrators, counselor) were also asked to complete the first component and meet during the time scheduled for the next department meeting in three weeks time. 

· Before the close of the all-staff meeting, the PLC broke into its department groups to develop an efficient strategy for data and research collection that staff would need before coming to a group consensus.

· Each faculty member was given a link to the electronic copy of the SSRR Tool. 

· Individuals could print off a hard copy to complete or use the electronic copy.
· Participants were encouraged to use the links on the electronic copy to access Taking Center Stage – Act II: Ensuring Success and Closing the Achievement Gap for All of California’s Middle Grades Students (TCSII) http://pubs.cde.ca.gov/tcsii, the California Department of Education’s Web portal for middle grades educators, to garner ideas on how to strengthen strategies and to find other schools with “In the Spotlight” practices they could contact about programs they wanted to consider. 

· Because this resource is available 24/7, teachers could access the information easily as individuals from their home computers or at school during prep periods and lunchtime meetings with other colleagues.

3. Department Meetings. After three weeks of independent rating, research, and reflection, teachers brought their rating sheets for Academic Excellence and research to their scheduled departmental team meeting to collectively rate and come to consensus on each of the criteria.
· Each department used a collective rating sheet for the whole team to collect individual ratings, perspectives, evidence, and reasoning and to take notes on how they could strengthen those areas that needed work. 

· Some chairs used the hard copy of the SSRR Tool and document cameras to project consensual notes, 

· Some chairs projected the electronic copy and took notes directly on that, 

· One chair used Survey Monkey, and 

· One chair preferred to use chart paper. 

· Discussion and consensus of general and detailed criteria rating points were based on evidence and attention was paid to key words in rating point descriptions and in the criterion description. In some cases, the vocabulary in the criterion needed some discussion before common ground could be reached, such as what exactly is an “exemplar,” how does a “collaborative and co-teaching resource model differ?.” 

· A sample of the SSRR Tool used by the Math Department’s (single criterion).
· The Math Department rated each criterion to a whole number, averaged the seven criteria, and came up with a rating of 2.857 which they rounded to no more than 1 decimal point of 2.9.
· Staff took notes of their evidence and reasoning in the left portion of the notes page under the criterion with their explanations of why they rated the way they did.
· In the right-hand section, they analyzed their self-rating scores and offered practice and implementation ideas that would  move their rating to a 4.
SAMPLE OF TCS MIDDLE SCHOOL SELF-RATING USING “ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE, CRITERIA 7”
	General Criteria
	Detailed Evidence of Criteria
	Self Rating

	7.  Students are provided the support they need to meet rigorous academic standards.
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Average

2.9

	TCSII 
Recommendation 1
Recommendation 3
Recommendation 4



 HYPERLINK "http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/lp/vl/essentialcomp.asp" 

EPC 8

	· Teachers know what each student has learned and still needs to learn.
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	
	· Students have multiple opportunities to succeed and receive extra help as needed, such as: 

· co-teaching or collaborative resource model
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	
	· support and intervention classes
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	
	· before- and after-school tutoring
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	
	· homework centers
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	
	· other
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	Evidence and reasoning for school’s self-rating score
	Future focus to obtain a score of 4

	Overall, we scored ourselves a 3 but perhaps did an incomplete job in providing support to students in the Math Department on the general criterion.

1. Our pre- and post-math assessments help us pinpoint what students know and still need to learn, so we gave ourselves a 4. However when we review assessment data and students still are not getting it, we move on with the curriculum because of our pacing guide.
2. All students have multiple opportunities to receive extra help; however; they may not take advantage of the opportunity. Only students in the resource program or those who have been identified as below basic and far below basic have a scheduled support class. We gave ourselves a 3 in this area. Multiple opportunities are too optional and loosely structured so that ALL students are not being helped in the way they may need. We do not have a true co-teaching and collaborative resource model.
3. We do have intensive intervention classes for students below and far below basic that are scheduled during the day in lieu of an elective, but these support classes do not seem to be as effective as they could be and do not keep pace with the regular curriculum so it seems as if students are still lagging behind. We do not have support classes for students that are basic and above. When students at this level struggle, our doors are open, but students must come in. We gave ourselves a 2 in this area.  
4. Most teachers, but not all, make themselves available to their students before and after school on an informal basis, which means that some students do not have a good before- and after-school option for tutoring. We do offer three-day-a-week lunchtime tutoring provided by community and high school volunteers in the library. Some of these volunteers have a math background. We gave ourselves a 3 because there is room for improvement.
5. Currently we do not have a homework center. However, our library does serve this function somewhat. This needs significant improvement, so we rate this as a 2.
6. Other: We rated ourselves a 3 on the practices below, as there is still room to grow.
· We all provide a common mathematic daily warm-up that generally supports what students are learning. It could be better aligned to reinforce just learned concepts and require higher order thinking and problem solving.

· All students have a math "study buddy" from the high school assigned to them if they have questions and need some help. However, some of the high school students are not very helpful because their own background in math is weak.

We added the general criterion (3) + detailed criteria (4 + 3 + 2 + 3 + 2 + 3) = 20/7 = 2.857

Calculated to the tenths place as instructed, our score is 2.9
	1. Nothing for now. Examine our pacing guide and come up with some better alternatives for students who need more time.

2. "Multiple opportunities" is not the same as "multiple avenues" of support. We cannot rely on students taking advantage of the opportunities. 

· Support needs to be better structured and not optional for students not doing the work or not “getting it.”
· Basic students automatically should get more support to move up to proficient.

· There needs to be better align curriculum in support classes (resource and intervention) with the regular math classes.

· Bring resource teachers into class to help struggling students during class and to better align their support.

· Include RSP teachers in Math Department meetings to better align curriculum and rigor.

3. Develop structured-flexible (in and out) support class in the media center with tailored online lessons for students needing extra help. Students could be given a pass from their elective or go during lunch. Develop a shadow class as TCSII recommends http://pubs.cde.ca.gov/tcsii/ch2/intrvnmath.aspx 

4. Open up a structured before- and after-school math tutoring to all students on Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday. Teachers taking turns are excused from other duties.
Recruit engineers from local industry to tutor students at lunch in math and start a lunchtime and after-school robotics club. Ms. Hayes will take the lead in organizing this.
5. Work with other departments to create a mandatory lunchtime homework center for students with incomplete or zero homework—Zeros Aren’t Permitted (ZAP) program—and open to students on a voluntary basis as well to get a start on tomorrow’s work. Look at staffing options so that it is not the library/media teacher’s sole responsibility at lunchtime.

6. Work collaboratively to
· Align pacing and make sure daily warm-ups are connected to what has just been learned or needs to be reinforced. Make them interesting and require analysis and synthesis (higher order thinking).

· Strengthen the study buddy program by developing some bonding activities so that our students are not so shy about asking study buddies for help.

· Consider paring proficient freshman students from destination high schools with sixth graders so that all grade levels have study buddies with whom they can grow. By the time sixth graders reach high school in the ninth grade, their buddy will be a senior and help them transition to high school.


4. Coming Back Together.  At the next full staff PLC meeting:
· Each criterion in sequence was discussed in a round-robin activity by each department.
· The principal recorded the consensual departmental ratings for each criterion and the notes were combined. 
· Because of smaller enrollments at the school, a classroom was designated as their PLC meeting place where they could leave up all of their charts. It became the strategic planning room. Eventually, it became the evidence room for the STW™–TCS visitation and selection team.
· There was much energetic discussion around each criterion. Through the different departmental lenses, there were—as expected—variation and surprises.
· Teachers shared research, resources, and professional learning videos they found on TCSII.  
· All evidence, reasoning, and focus for the future were combined in a schoolwide document. 
· Results from the PTC and ASB surveys were also introduced. 
· The group as a whole was asked to come to a schoolwide consensus or average score on each component that best reflected where they were as a school. 
· Discussions were rich and research-based and provided a look at each area from different perspectives.
NOTE:  The staff recognized the process was both rich and time consuming. They found it necessary to extend their timeline and reconvene both as a department and as a whole group a couple of times to finish Academic Excellence.

5. Reconfiguring Groups after Academic Excellence for the Next Phase of Work.  

· PLC groups were reconfigured to tackle the remaining three components of the SSRR.
· Interdisciplinary teams took on Developmental Responsiveness. (At TCS Middle School, there are three interdisciplinary teams at each grade level that share the same set of students and include core academic teachers, PE, resource teachers, ESL, and elective teachers.)
· Grade-level teams tackled Social Equity. (Grade-level teams are comprised of all of the interdisciplinary teams for a grade level including counselor and assigned administrator.)
· In some schools, the interdisciplinary team and grade-level team maybe one and  the same.
· The leadership team tackled Organizational Structures and Processes. 
· Reconfigurations enriched the discussions and allowed for different groups of people to work together.
· Teachers with common planning times and shared lunchtimes watched TCSII videos collaboratively for research that supported what they were doing or wanted to do.
6. Group Process Continues.  The same process was repeated with different groups for each component as it was for Academic Excellence. The new groups were now familiar with the process and contributed strategies from their previous groups to make this second small group process more efficient.  

7. Coming Back Together Again.  Just as in number 4 above, the entire PLC community came back together each time a complete component was finished. Because each group needed to take a turn, it did not matter that they all
complete their group work at the same time. In fact, it worked out better if they didn’t have to be ready simultaneously because:
· They could stagger component discussions, and
· The small group work became more informed and aligned. 

8. Moving to Prioritization.   After several months, when the schoolwide SSRR Tool and reflective group discussions were completed, the staff saw that what was left to do needed to be organized.
· The professional learning community was in consensual agreement about its strengths and areas that needed improvement, but the staff had a huge list of things they wanted to do and needed to prioritize the work over time so they could get their arms around it. 

· They also needed to look at the list as a whole and see how they could align some of the foci to work together.

· The math department chair and technology teacher developed a color-coded spreadsheet to show how different groups scored the various components and where the strengths and weaknesses were the greatest.  The visual helped them “see” the areas that needed the most work. (Reports from other schools said they used Survey Monkey, Statistical Package for Social Sciences [SPSS], and other online data collection services.)
· The leadership team set up a process for prioritizing the Focus for the Future "To Do" list over an initial five-year period. Leadership team members would ask themselves to first identify those programs and practices that would have the highest impact on student success (for all students) and how long it would take to make the changes. 

· What would need to happen in year 1 to prepare for year 2 to prepare for year 3, etc? 
· What could be postponed until year 3, 4, or 5?
· Ultimately, how do these improvements inter-relate and work together?  

· The PLC decided that after year 1 of implementing the five-year plan, the plan would be revised as necessary and a new fifth year would be added so that the plan would become an ongoing action plan for the school, sustainable over time despite changes in leadership.  

9. Analyzing the Findings.

· Since organization is fundamental to getting the work done, the focus area of Organizational Structures and Processes was examined first to see what foundational changes might need to be made in order to facilitate the rest of the work. 

· The PLC thought it would be a good time to review and revise, as necessary, the school’s mission and vision statement to reflect the work they had been doing and to guide them in the future.

· Each of the PLC groups then worked in their original configurations for each of the remaining components (Academic Excellence, Developmental Responsiveness, and Social Equity) to develop a five-year plan.

10. Presenting Plans. When each of the assigned groups had completed their five-year priority plans, the component plans were presented to the entire group for suggestions and consensus. 
· How were each of the practices and programs to be evaluated?
· What benchmarks of student achievement and other data would be used to make sure they were on the right trajectory? 

11. Creating Benchmarks. The PLC decided as a whole that the SSRR was a positive experience that pulled all of their perspectives together. They agreed that each year they would conduct a mini-review of the SSRR completed in year 1 to:
· Make sure they were they on track.
· Make sure they were meeting their agreed-upon benchmarks. 
· Recalibrate the mission, vision, and five-year plan.
· Add an additional year on the outside edge of the plan so that they would always have a five-year plan.

· Refresh everyone and bring new teachers and administrators into the process.

SUMMARY OF THE PROCESS

From the use of this SSRR Tool and process, the school staff:

· Redefined who they were and found common ground in what they were doing.
· Became adept at using TCSII as a resource for change and professional learning by:
· Gleaning ideas from videos, professional learning modules, podcasts, and archived Webcasts,

· Finding research support (or not) for practices they were implementing,

· Analyzing and questioned input data with output results,
· Connecting with schools in the TCSII “Spotlights” to find out more about the practices and programs,
· Contacting other STW™–TCS schools and visited several, some physically, most virtually and by telephone conference.
· Reviewed and refined their school’s mission and vision.
· Established a continuum for a five-year plan that focused on areas that needed strengthening. 

· Committed themselves to applying to become a School to Watch™–Taking Center Stage model middle school as soon as they met the minimum API eligibility requirements and were rating themselves consistently as 3’s in most of the criteria.

By consistently using the SSRR Tool, the school was confident they would have the scores and the evidence to complete a successful application and would maintain their trajectory toward excellence.

Enjoy the journey! 



















� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ti/documents/piyr3c3rubric.doc" ��Rubric for Evaluating Program Improvement Year 3 Local Educational Agency Plan Revisions�.


�CMGA members: Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) of California; Association of California School Administrators (ACSA) – Middle Grades Council; California County Superintendents Educational Services Association (CCSESA) -  Secondary Subcommittee of the Curriculum and Instruction Steering Committee (CISC); California Department of Education (CDE) – Middle Grades Improvement Office; California League of Middle Schools (CLMS); California Middle Grades Partnership Network (CMGPN); California School Boards Association (CSBA); California Schools to Watch™–Taking Center Stage (STW™–TCS) Program; California State Parent Teacher Association (CAPTA); California Teachers Association (CTA); GEAR UP (Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs); and United Way of Greater Los Angeles
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