Oak Park and River Forest High School
201 N. Scoville
Oak Park, IHlincis 60302

BOARD POLICY, EVALUATION AND GOALS COMMITTEE MEETING
Thursday, January 20, 2011
Immediately Following Instruction Committee Meeting
Board Room

AGENDA
L Approval of Minutes Sharon Patchak Layman/Dr. Dietra D. Millard
II. Consideration of Policies for Second Reading

A. Policy 4113, Certified Personnel — Certification

III.  Consideration of Policies for First Reading
Al Policy 4122, Substitute Teachers
B. Policy 4015, Equal Employment and Minority Recruitment

IV.  Discussion ltems

PAC Program

Organizational Needs Assessment

Board Policy Manual Evaluation

Superintendent Goals and Indicators

Future Refreats

i. Potential Topics to Finish — Governance, Establishing Policy and Time
Management

MO 0w

V. Additional Matters for PEG Committee Information/Deliberation

Docket: Classification of Non-Affiliated Employees
Superintendent Evaluation Tool: Format and Timeline
Energy Policy

Policy 3310, Contracts/Purchasing

el S e

C: Board Members, Dr. Dietra D. Millard and Sharon Patchak-Layman, Co-Chairs



Oak Park and River Forest High School
201 N. Scoville
Oak Park, I1. 60302

Policy, Evaluation and Geals (PEG) Committee
Thursday, December 9, 2010
Minutes
Board Room

A Policy, Evaluation and Goals Committee meeting was held on Thursday, December 9, 2010, in
the Board Room. Co-chair Dr. Millard opened the meeting at 9:20 a.m. Committee members
present were Terry Finnegan, Dr. Ralph H. Lee, Amy McCormack, Dr. Dictra D. Millard, and
Sharon Patchak-Layman. Also present were: Dr. Steven T. Isoye, Superintendent; Philip M.
Prale, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction (departed at 9:39 a.m.); Nathaniel
L. Rouse, Principal; Lauren M. Smith, Director of Human Resources; and Gail Kalmerton,
Executive Assistant/Clerk of the Board.

Visttors: Kay Foran, Communications and Community Relations Coordinator; James Paul
Hunter, Faculty Senate Executive Committee Chair (departed at 11:13 a.m.);
Nathan Eklund and Todd Bloom (arrived telephonically at 10:15 am.) of
Blueprint Education Group.

Minutes
It was the consensus of the Policy Committee members to accept the minutes of the November
11, 2010 meeting, as presented.

Consideration for Second Reading and Action

Policy 3910, Identity Protection

Tt was the consensus of the PEG Committee members to recommend to the Board of Education
that it approve Policy 3910, Identity Protection, at its regular December Board of Education
meeting, as presented.

Special mention was made about the importance of educating employees about this policy;
Human Resources will begin Step 1 training.

Policy 5144, Food Management Program

It was the consensus of the PEG Committee members to recommend to the Board of Education
that it approve Policy 5144, Food Management Program, as its regular December Board of
Education meeting, as presented.

Consideration for First Reading and Action

Policy 4113, Certified Personnel — Certification

Tt was the consensus of the PEG Committee members to recommend to the Board of Education
that it approve Policy 4113, Certified Personnel—Certification, for first reading as presented.




The original policy had not addressed highly qualified teachers who are teachers of record who
assign student grades and are qualified in each of their teaching areas. Ms. Smith used the
language provided by IASB’s PRESS service and incorporated it into this policy. Teachers gain
that distinction of highly qualified cither through experience, education, a test, etc. Special
Education teachers who teach self-contained classes must be highly qualified in each of their
teaching areas. No OPRFHS teachers have been removed from their content area teaching
responsibilities because they were not highly qualified.

4122, Substitute Teachers
This policy was removed from consideration as a result of a recent amended veto taking away
the centralized data base.

Superintendent Goals and Indicators

The PEG Committee considered Dr. Isoye’s language for the goals and the language for his
annual performance evaluation. The goals would remain the same during the term of his contract
and the Board of Education would evaluate his annual goals. Dr. Millard had asked Dr. Isoye to
include his goals and indicators in one document and to show the evidence for the outcomes. Dr.
Millard asked for the committee members’ comments as the Board of Education is required,
based on his multi-year contract, to vote on specific goals and indicators. Provisional time was
aiven for this when the contract was first agreed upon.

Dr. Isoye stated that both the IASA and the Board of Education’s attorneys have reviewed this
document. While both Dr. Millard and he were presenting this draft, it is from the Board of
Education’s attorney. Dr, Millard had asked the District’s attorney about what was legally
required for the contract.

Ms. Patchak-Layman felt the goals were more of a mission and she wanted to sce the use of
smart goals included, which usually included numbers or percents. Dr. Millard noted that legal
counsel cautioned the Board of Education about specificity, because when it is time to determine
whether to rehire Dr. Isoye, if the goals of his contract were not attended to, the Board of
Education would not be allowed to extend or remove them from his contract. The state
developed performance contracts because of the practice to continue to renew contracts with
superintendents even if the schools remained status quo or lost ground.

Ms. Patchak-Layman suggested using things that showed positive improvement with
subjectivity. The Board of Education’s liability was that if it liked Dr. Isoye’s work and rehired
him, even if he did not meet the goals, and someone challenged that, he legally would have to be
released. When he was hired, both he and the Board of Education were aware that the contract
needed to be tweaked, thus, the January approval date. Discussion ensued about what might be
acceptable. Even the language “use effective measures,” reflecting a trend in the right direction,
would indicate that there were no measures in effect previously.

Ms. Patchak-Layman suggested using a dashboard saying that the Board of Education wanted to
see a positive direction in the AYP scores, i.e., using the present baseline. Dr. Isoye was
uncomfortable with that suggestion as a statistician may say there was a margin of error and it
was subject to interpretation. He reminded the Board of Education that this is about 1) satisfying



the law, and 2) allowing the Board of Education to have options in the future. Ms. Patchak-
Layman responded that the words are important as they are what the community sees. What faith
will the community have in the Board of Education that there will be a change at the school to
move things forward?

Ms. McCormack, Dr. Lee, and Mr. Finnegan were comfortable with draft. Ms. McCormack
agreed with legal counsel and the language presented. Dr. Lee saw no need for numerical
indicators because it could prohibit options. Mr. Finnegan preferred to leave this as general and
global as possible knowing that further information was available and the Board of Education
would use the annual evaluation tool.

Dr. Millard noted that this would move forward as presented. If there were specific suggestions
they should be brought to her and she will share them with others.

Organizational Needs Assessment

Dr. Isoye reported that there was a contractual agreement with Blueprint Education Group to do
an assessment of the District. That assessment had gone through many variations since the
original and it was decided to have Blueprint present again. Mr. Bloom put together a side-by-
side activity report to compare the two processes. Blueprint Education Group received an
$11,000 payment, representing 50% of the work it had done including expenses. Mr. Rouse
reiterated that last year the District was not able to schedule the 90-minute sessions due to the
work involved with the number of new hires. This had been presented to the Board of Education
as well as to Mr. Bloom, who came back with adaptations, yet still adjustments continued to be
made. Then Dr. Isoye was hired. Dr. Millard noted that on February 15 an alteration was
presented that was not an expectation of the contract and it had been Dr. Weninger’s decision to
pay for that adaption. Subsequent activities were rejected. Dr. Millard noted that she had
discussed this with Mr. Allen and he is cognitive of the alternations and supportive of them.

Ms. Patchak-Layman noted that the Baldrige process provided the school with an opportunity to
have committees in place to discuss activities in a focused way, involving the administration, the
staff, and the Board of Education. Over 100 people would have been involved in the criterion
committees and it was valuable to have that many people using at standard vocabulary at the
table focusing on the school’s problems and assessing the current work. The value was the
communal value that all would be sitting together looking at the school in a focused way. The
discussion is happening within only DLT. Part of the discussion is that the Board of Education
does not know what happens in the classroom and this was a way to have a full-fledged
conversation about that.

Mr. Eklund stated that Blueprint had spent three full days talking with people. It was a posifive
experience for the interviewees who participated, community members, students, staff, and
faculty, in that they were able to speak openly and freely about their own view and the current
state of the school. The dialogue contained a focus and richness and the participants were told
that it would be shared with the Board of Education and the administration. One thing that did
emerge as the core was the fact that people have a deep love and commitment to this school. The
participants were grateful for the opportunity to speak.



Mr. Bloom stated that Blueprint Education Group had not completed its interviewing. Mr.
Bloom underscored the importance of one-on-one meetings. While data collection takes more
time in this format, people feel safer in one-on-one meetings. While not suggesting that one
cannot collect good information through groups, he stated that those groups can change.
Blueprint wants to focus on the quality of data and was willing to meet with other stakeholders.

Dr. Millard noted that the District’s needs have changed over the past two years. Mr. Finnegan
noted there was a more collegial environment and this was a starting point from which to assess
the needs of individuals and to hear the themes. Dr. Lee felt the District was moving in a
positive direction.

Dr. Millard asked the Committee’s opinion about the alteration of the process. Ms. McCormack
acknowledged Ms. Patchak-Layman’s concern and frustration that the game was changed; however,
the methodology for gathering this information was far less important to her. She agreed with the
value of the individual meetings and that would have been her original choice. She hoped the
Board of Education would have the information necessary to move forward. Ms. Patchak-
Layman’s concerns stemmed from the contract and that any amendment should have come before
the Board of Education. The District did not go out for an RFP for these services. What the
contract provides for is not happening: 1) specific things, and 2) the payment of those things.
Would this addendum have been approved? She felt this was a violation of the contract and action
was necessary, i.e. an amendment to the contract that specifies the deliverables should be added.
Dr. Isoye will speak with the attorney about amending the contract. Mr. Rouse stated that the
District asked for the change and Blueprint Education Group graciously adapted to its needs.

Mr. Bloom added that the changes are more in the “how” than the “what.” Blueprint is not
changing the deliverables and he was unconcerned about amending the contract. The work was
unchanged in his perspective. Blueprint is excited about capturing the enthusiasm from the
people they have met within the community. Discussion will occur about a final date to present
to the Board of Education.

Dr. Isoye stated that the District needs to start doing things relative to benchmarks. The District is
doing a variety of things that are not parallel, but they will converge and that will be rich. The key
to change will be the information gathered and how it is synthesized. Ms, Patchak-Layman stated
that the end point might be the report, but it is the “how™ that furnished the rest of the end point,
e.g., the number of people aware of Baldridge, its vocabulary, etc. She agreed that there will be a
list of recommendations, but the only people who will have that will be the administration. She
felt the Baldrige process was part of the expected outcome as well, e.g., the number of people
involved, the vocabulary, the structure of a facilitated conversation to take forward on their own
that come forward to work on other problems, etc. Blueprint was hired because the District
wanted the Baldrige process. Dr. Isoye felt Blueprint would interview DLT members just as it did
everyone else. He wanted to alleviate any fear that there was a tone from the District as to the
outcome. Ms. Patchak-Layman noted that DLT replaced the Steering Committee and that part of
the improvements was prioritization by the Steering Committee. It appears that Blueprint will
make recommendations for immediate improvement and there will be no vetting of it, just a
straight report. Dr. Isoye was unsure of the format for the outcomes.



Nathan Eklund looked forward to the element of this conversation ironed out in a pleasant way
for all involved. It has been a remarkable experience for him and he felt privileged to be let into
this community.

Superintendent Evaluation Tool: Format and Timeline

Dr. Millard asked the Committee members whether they wanted to use the same evaluation tool
that was designed previously. The timeline for completion is June 1 for 2011 and 2013 and
November 2011.

Dr. Lee felt that while it was too bulky and could be more concise, it was not worth the effort to
trim it down, despite its imperfections. Mr. Finnegan noted there was virtue to respecting the
work previously done and concurred with Dr. Lee. Ms. Patchak-Layman noted a deficiency was
the lack of evidence that something had been accomplished. She asked if there were possible to
have a portfolio of evidence. One of the pieces of information she had disseminated was on the
basis of the work by Doug Reeves, “The Best Practice in Assessing Educational Leaders.” In
tatking about leadership, specifics are part of it and feed into a bigger picture of leadership, the
attributes of leadership. Does the Board of Education want leaders to be decision makers?
While one may say they want leaders with vision, there are no criteria that will help one see that
an activity is taking place. What are the attributes of a leader that can implement the vision of
the Board of Education? Ms. Patchak-Layman offered to disseminate the information to see the
foundation of the conversation and to have a further conversation about it. It goes along
governance questions as to what the Board of Education sees and where leadership fits in. She
suggested that other criteria might be developed. Ms. McCormack, while happy to read
information about useful ways to look at evaluations, tended to see the big picture and she
looked at these as being prompts for the Board of Education to be able to address both the
positive and negatives of the superintendent performance. She felt the tool presented was fine
and that the Board of Education would be successful in evaluating the superintendent properly
with it.

Dr. Isoye asked if the Board of Education wanted him to focus on the goals or on everything. If
everything, he may have to change how he does his daily work. He was concerned about the
definitions of “low” and “high” and suggested using a three-number scale, as follows: 1)
unsatisfactory, 2), satisfactory, and 3) exceeding. Originally the Board of Education could not
find an evaluation tool that offered the opportunity of comment and evaluating subjective
verbiage; it wanted the option of writing something that could be shared with other Board
members. Ms. Patchak-Layman added that the Board of Education had talked about rubrics but
it did not want to have that conversation. She felt there should be consistency as the Danielson
model which states that exceeding will look like x so there is consistency across the board. Dr.
Millard did not want to see Dr. Isoye change his focus. Dr. Lee stated that the Board of
Education never settled on the evaluation on the basis of what was important at the time, 1.e., the
goals. He did not believe the Board of Education could come to a meaningful resolution on the
difference between the total job and the goals that are important right now. Dr. Millard did not
feel any tool would be perfect but that she would bring this one back in a couple of months after
possibly making some adjustments. Dr. Isoye and Dr. Millard will work toward that end.



Retreat Evaluation
Fvaluation of the past retreat, consideration of future retreats and suggestions for PEG will be
considered at the next PEG committee meeting.

Additional Matters for Deliberation

Ms. Patchak-Layman questioned whether the present process of reviewing the Policy Manual
was the most efficient use of staff members’ time. Dr. Isoye suggested proposing a process at
the January PEG meeting; he will talk with co-chairs about the next best steps.

Mr. Rouse planned to present a status report on the Courageous Conversations About Race and
additional professional development, including further Board of Education discussion. It will
include a debriefing on the first semester’s work and a budget for next year. Dr. Isoye stated that
the plans for this year and next year were set prior to him coming to the District. The leadership
has focused on training and discussion. The District must itself about its strengths, its mission,
why should people attend various conferences, and should more people attend them. At the
retreat, discussion occurred about working towards an equity policy and Ms. Patchak-Layman
stated that an annual goal might be the creation of such.

Adjournment
The Policy Evaluation and Goals Committee adjourned at 11:32 a.m.



Policy 4113, CERTIFIED PERSONNEL - CERTIFICATION

Certified staff members must hold a State of Hlinois certificate valid for their school assignments
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The following qualifications apply;

..}. Each teacher must:

4. Have a valid Mlinois certificate that legally qualifies the teacher for the duties for which
the teacher is emploved,

b Provide the District Office with a compilete transcript of credits earned in institutions of
higher education.

o, On or before September 1 of each vear, unless otherwise provided in an applicable
collective bareaining asreement. provide the District Office with a transcript of any credits
carned since the date the last transcript was filed,

———d. Notify the Superintendent of any change in the teacher’s transcript.

¢ .Certified staff members shall be responsible for notifying the District of and providing
documentation for any additional credits or degrees or certificates earned throughout their
employment with the District. The District shall have the right to rely on the information
c()ntained in a certified staff member's file when making reduction-in-force decisions.
Al teachers with primary resnonsibility for instructing students in the core academic
su.bpcm areas (science, the arts, reading or language arts, English, historv, civies and
— spvernment. economics., zeocraphy, foreign laneuage, and mathematics) must be Aighly
qualified for those assienments as determined by State and federal law,

The Superiniendent or designee shall;

i Monitor comphance with State and federal law requirements that teachers be anpropriately
~certified and highly gualified for their assignments:

2 Throuch incentives for voluntary sransfers. professional development, recruiting programs,
—or other effcctive strategies, ensure that minority students and students from low-income
families are not taueht at hicher rates than other students by ungualified, out-of-field,




inexpericnced teachers: and

3. BEnsure parents/onardians of students in schools receiving Title T funds are notified: (a) of
their rieht to request their students’ classroom teachers’ professional gualifications. and (b)

—whenever their child is assiened 1o, or has been taught for 4 or more consecutive weeks by, a
teacher who is not hichly gualified,

Amended Date(s):

Adopted Date: September 22, 1994

Review Date:

Legal Refer: 20 USC £86319; 34 C.FLR § 200.55, -56, -37 and 61; 105 ILCS 5/10-

20.15, 5/21-1, 5/21-10. 5/21-11 4. and 5/24-23; 23 Tl Admin.Code §1.610
ot seq., 81.705 et seq., and Part 25;
CROSS REE. 6:170 (Title I Programs)




Oak Park and River Forest High School
District 200

201 North Scoville Avenue e Ouk Park, IL 60302-2296

TO: Board of Education

FROM: Lauren Smith, Director of Human Resources

DATE: January 20, 2011

Cc Stephen Isoye, Superintendent

RE: Policy Recommendations for Policy 4122, Substitute Teachers, and Policy 4105, New Equal

Employment Opportunity and Minority Employment

BACKGROUND

As previously communicated to the Board of Education, an audit of the current personnel policies has been
completed. There are several policies that will be presented to the BOE for revision or adoption in the
coming months. There are two policies being presented to the BOE for review and revision.

‘SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Policy 4122, Substitute Teachers, is being presented due to recent changes in illinois as well as to have
clearer language on the legal working ability of substitutes. As of today, the local Regional Offices are

implementing new start requirements as represented in this policy

Policy 4105, Equal Employment Opportunity and Minority Employment, is being presented in support of the
Board of Education’s goals and commitment to diversity and equality.

Next Steps

Motion: Move to present policy as first reading at the next regularly scheduled Board of Education Meeting.

TEL: (708) 383-0700 WEBR: www.oprfhs.org TTY/TBD: (708) 524-5500 FAX: (708) 434-3910



Poﬁcy 4122, SUBSTITUTE TEACHERS

The Superintendent may employ substitute teachers as necessary to replace teachers who are
temporarily absent.

A substitute teacher must hold a valid teaching or substitute certificate and present a certificate
of authorization from the Regional Superintendent showing that he or she is approved to
substitute teach. Substitute teachers with a substitute certificate may teach only when an
appropriate, fully-certificated teacher is unavailable.

A substitute teacher may teach only for a period not to exceed 90 paid school days or 450 paid
school hours in any one school district in any one school term. However, a teacher holding an
early childhood, elementary, high school, or special certificate may substitute teach for a period
not to exceed 120 paid school days or 600 paid school hours in any one school district in any one
school term, unless the subject area is one where the Regional Superintendent has certified that a
personnel shortage exists.

The School Board establishes a daily rate of pay for substitute teachers. Substitute teachers
receive only monetary compensation for time worked and no other benefits.

If members of the professional staff are assigned as substitutes during one of their unscheduled
periods, they will be paid according to a schedule adopted by the Board of Education.

LEGAL REF.:




Amended Date(s):  May 15, 1975; July 18, 1974; December 2010
Adopted Date: September 23, 1968

Review Date:

Law Reference: i

105 ILCR 5/21-9: 24-3,

==23 L Admin Code §1.790

Related Policies:
Related Instructions
And Guidelines:
Cross Ref.:

Amended Date(s):

Adopted Date: September 22, 1994
Review Date:

Law Reference:

Related Policies:

Related Instructions

And Guidelines:

Cross Ref.:


















OAK PARK AND RIVER FOREST HIGH SCHOOL
201 NORTH SCOVILLE AVENUE o OAK PARK. IL 60302-2296

Date: January 20, 2011

To: Policy, Evaluation and Goals (PEG) Committee
From: Pr. Steven T. Tsoye

Subi: Discussion Items for PEG

PAC Program
The first formal delivery of information to the Board of Education was the High School

Subcommittee of PAC’s executive summary of its research. Today’s discussion will focus on
determining next steps for the Board of Education and its wishes on moving forward with the
topics. The administration will work with the Board of Education on development of the next
steps.

Organization Needs Assessment

Follow up information will be given in regards to the progress with Blueprint. Blueprint plans to
spend another day interviewing various individuals, followed by determining a timeframe for the
delivery of its report.

The contract was sent to our atforney to give an opinion on the action the Board of Education may
need or want to consider. I am waiting for more details and hope to be able to present this to the
PEG.

Superintendent Goals

Attached is a copy of my goals for contractual purposes, as delivered for a first read in December.
No changes have been made and this will be presented for approval at the Board of Education’s
regular January meeting.

Other documents are attached as informational items to alert you to the activities that have been
taking place within the school. There are several different formats which I will describe at the
meeting. Feedback about the format and the information that might be conveyed in the future will
be the point of discussion.

Future Retreats

[ would like to recommend that the Board of Education consider future retreats. Some unfinished
business remains in regards to topics on governance, time utilization, and policy. I'would also like
the Board of Education to consider goal sctting during one of the retreats for the next year. The
purpose would be to align its goal setting with the budget process for the upcoming year in order
for the budget to support the Board of Education goals.

AREA (708) 383-0700  TTY/TDD (708) 434-3949  http://www.oprihs.org FAX (708) 434-3910



GOALS — Draft for Contract Purposes

Goal 1 - Provide leadership in review of current programs and recommend appropriate
measures and courses of action to eliminate predictability and disproportionality in student
achievement and eliminate systemic inhibitors to success for students and staff of color.

Indicators for Goal 1; Through the leadership of the Superintendent, the District will: (1)
identify systemic inhibitors of success for students and staff of color, (2) develop effective
measures of student and staff achievement and (3) implement one or more courses of action
designed to eliminate predictability and disproportionality in these areas.

Geal 2 — Provide leadership in review of current programs and recommend appropriate
measures and courses of action to improve student achievement.

Indicators for Goal 2: The results of this review will be communicated through on-going reports
to the Board, Student achievement will be measured through standardized testing and other
measures to be identified and approved by the Board.

Goal 3 — Provide leadership for ongoing programs related to the management of the
organization and recommend appropriate courses of action to effectively and efficiently
provide for a safe learning environment.

Indicators for Goal 3: The Superintendent will provide to the Board an annual report regarding
the safety of students and staff. As part of this process, the Superintendent will develop
appropriate measures of safety and operational conditions that may be linked to fluctuations n
safety. Where appropriate, the Superintendent will also recommend operational modifications
designed to address safety issucs.

Goal 4 — Oversee the financial condition of the school district and recommend steps to
preserve prudent fund balances while maintaining and upgrading facilities and academic
proegrams.

Indicators for Goal 4: The Superintendent will summarize on an annual basis to the Board his
analysis of the financial condition of the District and any recommendations made to preserve
prudent fund balances while upgrading facilities and academic programs. This report will also
reflect on the implementation of previously recommended steps and their impact.

541490.1



Actions/Evidence — Annual Performance Evaluation
1-20-11

Goal 1 - Provide leadership in review of current programs and recommend appropriate measures and
courses of action to eliminate predictability and disproportionality in student achievement and eliminate
systemic inhibitors to success for students and staff of color.

Action Plan to Achieve the Goal

e Begin to develop a plan for further disseminating Courageous Conversations throughout the
faculty and staff.

Evidence

e Courageous Conversations focuses on awareness of race, through conversation. The measure
would be based on increased participation, along with plans for wider audience participation
next year.
“Phase 2” is measured on part with the conferences and meetings attended by various people
to begin to collect information and evaluate steps for the future, beyond Courageous
Conversations.
2 part survey of people that went through the training....effectiveness for learning and degree
that they applied.

Goal 2 — Provide leadership in review of current programs and recommend appropriate measures and
courses of action to improve student achievement. ldentify C&I within this goal.

Action Plan to Achieve the Goal

e Begin a focus on reading and math and begin to develop plans for improving student
performance in these areas. These plans will most likely include changes to existing programs.
Determine appropriate assessment measures for progress monitoring.



e There is a need to create/determine benchmarks and baseline data and a format for a

dashboard.
Evidence
e Prioritize recommendations based on the Blueprint Organizational Needs Assessment for future
focus.

o Determine a plan for future focused work with the Board of Education.

e Develop a plan with Districts 90 and 97 on how to transfer information for student placement.

e Understand the MAP test and develop a plan for use with our ot grade students or targeted ot
grade students for extensive progress monitoring.

e Have a technology plan in place to increase technology tools for utilization by teachers and
students. As we improve in our measures, to work to have our data bases communicate across
platforms, or develop a means to consolidate data.

e  Work with ClO and Director of Communications on the potential changes for the website.

e Have a DIP and SIP in place with continuous updates.

e Have course unpack the common core, and have developed learning targets.

e Begin to determine/create benchmarks. The study may reveal new patterns for student
placement.

Goal 3 — Provide leadership for ongoing programs related to the management of the organization and
recommend appropriate courses of action to effectively and efficiently provide for a safe learning
environment.

Action Plans to Achieve the Goal

—

e  Work closely with the Principal on addressing safety concerns and the necessary actions to
consider for improving safety in the building. This could include student programs, personnel,
or building features.

o  Work closely with the Board and community about proposals for consideration about the PAC
concerns.

e Provide leadership for policy manual updates.

Evidence



Changes in practice in regards to HR, along with policy recommendations going to the Board.
Provide an annual report along with proposed plans for improvements to safety in the building.
Begin discussion and/or implement of proposals brought forward from the community in
regards to drug/alcohol issue. Bring in other constituents (Students and parents) to the
discussion, and work closely with the Board.

Weekly scheduled meetings occur with the Faculty Senate President.

Report about feedback and constituents in regards to the Code of Conduct.

Have a plan for policy development and updates.

Goal 4 — Oversee the financial condition of the school district and recommend steps to preserve prudent
fund balances while maintaining and upgrading facilities and academic programs.

Action Plans to Achieve the Goal

Work closely with DLT to determine the best course of action for determining FTE.
Develop models for the Board to consider with administrative compensation.

Develop a plan to improve the efficiencies of the administration through the administrative
structure.

—

Evidence

Provide a proposal of models or options to consider with administrative compensation.

Provide a recommendation for changes to line and staff charts and descriptions of
administrative positions.

Develop a practice for establishing and periodic review throughout the school year with our FTE
needs.

Provide for contracts for the summer projects.

Present the work from FAC to the Board.



Actions Time Chardt

Page 1/1

# Name Duration | % | Owner ASSIgned Work Apr (|22|\/Ii\())/1|()Jun Jul ?iﬁ%lf Sep | Oct Q|4Ni)(\)/1|0 Dec JaanlFict))lllMar Apr(lgzl\llic))/lll\]un Jul ngAicg];lllSep Oct ?4Ni(\)/1|1 Dec
Courageous conversations 216days? 50 NR NR e ) Courageous conversations
1 Cohort 2 training 216 days 50 S ] Cohort 2 training
2 Train the trainers 216 days 50 Sl —_— ] Train the trainers
3 Beyond Diversity 2 days 100 S § Beyond Diversity
4 Board update 1 day? Sl | Board update
DIP 183 days? 86 Sl SI, AH, CW, KF, LS, MC, NR, e DIP
1 Development 54days | 100 Sl Development
2 Board approval 1 day? 100 S ET Board approval
3 Board Update 9 days Sl » Board Update
SIP 172 days? 87 NR SI, AH, CW, KF, LS, MC, NR, ] SIP
1 Development 57days | 100 Sl Devel opment
2 Board approval 1 day? 100 Sl ; Board approval
3 Board update 9 days Sl » Board update
PAC Initiatives 95 days? 1 S SI, KF, NR T ) PAC Initiatives
1 Exec Summary to Board 1 day? 100 Sl Exec Summary to Board
2 Prep for Community input 31 days Sl Li?{ Prep for Community input
3 Community Night 1 day? Sl Community Night
4 Board vetting of information or input for = 27 days Sl 1 Board vetting of information or input for more discussion
5 Board vetting and potential action 45 days Sl [——————"1 Board vetting and potential action
Dashboard devel opment 57 days? 33 MC Sl, AH, KF, MC, NR, PP == Dashboard development
1 Board proposal about dashboard 1 day? 100 Sl # Board proposal about dashboard
2 Potential ideasto be emailed by Board mi 18 days = 100 Sl =] Potential ideas to be emailed by Board members
3 Development of samples 31 days Sl [———1 Development of samples
4 Samplesto Board 8 days Sl @ Samples to Board
Organizational needs assessment 133days? 78 Sl Sl, KF, NR e Organizational needs assessment
1 Conf call 1 day? 100 Sl % Conf call
2 Visit 2 days 100, Sl § Visit
3 Visit 1 day? 100 Sl ¥ Visit
4 Contract issue 51 days 75 Sl [ Contract issue
5 Visit 2 days 100 Sl § Visit
Admin compensation 104 days? = 48 LS SI,CW, LS == Admin compensation
1 Data collection for analysis 50days @ 100 S Data collection for analysis
2 Vet Data 1day? Sl Vet Data
3 Develop Report and options 44 days Sl Develop Report and options
4 Board presentation 9 days Sl Board presentation
Admin Structure 75 days 11 Sl SI,CW, LS E=——— ) Admin Structure
1 Discussions about roles and impacts 47 days 15 Sl Discussions about roles and impacts
2 Potential Board 9 days Sl ET Potential Board
3 L atest to Board 9 days Sl Latest to Board
Hiring 220days? 40 LS SI, CW, LS, NR, PP e ) Hiring
1 Cafe salaries discussion 42 days | 100 [E======| Cafe sdlaries discussion
2 Student Jobs Discussions 36days @ 100 === Student Jobs Discussions
3 Certification 54days | 100 [— Certification
4 Adm fair 1 day 100 8 Adm fair
5 Tchr Fair 1 day I Tchr Fair
6 Student Hire Process 62 days 10 Student Hire Process
7 Student hiring implementation 55 days |:[I>|:| Student hiring implementation
8 Diversity Recruit Goals 22 days — Diversity Recruit Goals
9 Board Update 1 day? | Board Update
10  Implement Diversity recruiting 75 days | ] Implement Diversity recruiting
Reading 160days? 70 PP AH, NR, PP e J Reading
1 Research into programs 131 days 85 e~ Research into programs
2 Report to C& | 1 day? | Report to C&|
3 Determine students and scheduling. 28 days 1 Determine students and scheduling.
Tech plan 145days 60 MC KF, MC —————— JTechpn
1 Meet with various 1st wave of constituen’ 96 days 90 [ ] Meet with various 1st wave of constituent groups
2 Get Board input 8 days @ Get Board input
3 More constituent input 41 days ————"—1 More constituent input
FAC 177days? = 58 CW Sl, AH, CW, KF, LS, MC, NR, v, JFAC
1 Seek Board approval 61 days @ 100 === Seck Board approval
2 Begin internal education 91 days 90 e ] Begin internal education
3 ALT approval from Board 1 day? I ALT approval from Board
4 DLT asWorking Group 1 day I DLT as Working Group
5 Budget process 100 days 5 = ] Budget process
Student Discipline 203 days 5 NR SI, NR, PP = ) Student Discipline
1 Discipline Report 8 days 100 = Discipline Report
2 Discipline Report 13 days [ Discipline Report
3 Specia Education Discipline 66 days ] Special Education Discipline
4 Code of Conduct Development 75 days | 1 Code of Conduct Development
5 Code of Conduct to Board 6 days @ Code of Conduct to Board
strategic planning???? 1 day? | strategic planning????
policy manual ?2?? 1 day? I policy manual ?22?7?
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Name Duration | % | Owner ASSIgned Work Apr(lgzl\/lzacslllo\]un Jul ?3Ai(9)11|08ep Oct Q|4N§)(\)/1|0Dec JaanlFiglllMar Aprlelvli(zllllJun Jul leAi(g);lllSep Oct ?4Nic\)/1|1Dec
Courageous conversations 216days? 50 NR NR e ] Courageous conversations
DIP 183 days? 86 Sl Sl, AH, CW, KF, LS, MC, NR, 1DIP
SIP 172days? 87 NR Sl, AH, CW, KF, LS, MC, NR, e SIP
PAC Initiatives 95 days? 1 Sl SI, KF, NR E ] PAC Initiatives
Dashboard devel opment 57days? 33 MC Sl, AH, KF, MC, NR, PP == Dashboard devel opment
Organizational needs assessment = 133 days? 78 Sl Sl, KF, NR ———— | Organizational needs assessment
Admin compensation 104 days? @ 48 LS S, CW, LS [C—] Admin compensation
Admin Structure 75 days 11 S SI, CW, LS = ] Admin Structure
Hiring 220days? 40 LS SI, CW, LS, NR, PP e ] Hiring
Reading 160days? 70 PP AH, NR, PP e ] Reading
Tech plan 145days @ 60 MC KF, MC | ] Tech plan
FAC 177 days? 58 CW Sl, AH, CW, KF, LS, MC, NR, e 1 FAC
Student Discipline 203 days 5 NR SI, NR, PP = ] Student Discipline
strategic planning???? 1 day? | strategic planning????
policy manual 72?? 1 day? I policy manual ?72??
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