
CURRICULUM COUNCIL MEETING
1/11/2018   [4:00PM-5:00PM]  @  Derry Township School District Board 
Room

- CURRICULUM COUNCIL MEETING - JANUARY 11, 2018 -

Roll Call
Present:  Missy Kunder, Traci Landry, Stacy Winslow, Jackie Castleman, Renee Owens, Kathy 
Sicher, Christine Hicks, Donna Cronin, Mary Dague, Lindsay Drew, Lewis Shaw, Tricia Steiner
Absent:  Dave Sweigert, Lisa Sviben Miller, Peter Ebert, R Michael Dotts, Kimberly Vondran, 
David Yingst, Anna Gawel, Ron Wales, Terry Singer, Erick Valentin, Kyle Moll, John Abel, 
Jennifer Mysel, Maria Memmi, Lindsey Schmidt, Derek Dietz, Nancy Kiscadden, Jeffrey Smith, 
Carol Dundorf, Judy Haverstick
Attendance Updates:
 Shari Taylor-Stuckey. (Write-In at 01/12/2018 10:22 AM)

1.  Call to Order
a.  Welcome and Introductions

2.  Elect Committee Chairperson
Minutes
A nomination was made by Donna Cronin and seconded by Tricia Steiner for Kathy Sicher 
to continue her position as Chairperson of the Curriculum Council. Kathy has accepted the 
nomination. All were in favor.

3.  Approval of Summary Minutes
(12.11.17Minutes.pdf attached)

4.  Informational
a.  339 Plan - Career & College Readiness

Minutes
Dr. Winslow spoke on the PA Future Ready Index. Council was informed of the a 
specific aspect of the Ready Index: the 339 Plan - Career and College Readiness. This 
plan begins this year as we begin to keep track of this indicator.  We have very specific 
items already in place at particular grade levels. 
Dr. Winslow elaborated on the three specifics:
1. Fifth grade has moved to the JA Biztown for our fifth grade field trip. This totally 
meets this indicator. Christine Hicks, fifth grade teacher spoke on the actual week to 
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week activities for JA Biztown. The fifth grade meets once a week for an hour lesson. 
There are many roles the students represent. ex. CEO, CFO, etc.  leading up to the 
actual field trip. Once they are at the field trip they will be exploring the job 
assignment. 
2. Jackie Gillespie, DTSD FCS teacher will be organizing a Career Fair for 8th grade 
students. The reflection piece from this fair will meet this indicator.
3. Naviance (software) will be a big piece supporting this indicator.  Expanding 
internship opportunities will fit this indicator as well. 

b.  Upcoming Presentations

c.  Suggested Reading
(el200611_reeves.pdf attached)

(Guskey and Grading-1.pdf attached)

(Making the Grade.pdf attached)

(TheGradesGame.pdf attached)

(Five Obstacles to Grading Reform.pdf attached)

5.  Items for Discussion
a.  Curriculum Philosophy/Vision/Beliefs & Organizational Structure

Minutes
Just a reminder that we have a subcommittee working on the Curriculum 
Philosophy/Vision/Beliefs and Organizational Structure. Tricia Steiner and Kip Shaw will 
receive access to this googledoc. 

b.  Roles & Responsibilities
Minutes
The next part to be examined in the Procedure for Curriculum Development document 
are the Roles and Responsibility. Some things are not quite accurate and will need to 
be removed.  

(CurriculumCouncilRoles&Responsibilities.docx attached)

c.  Updated Textbook/Materials Adoption Form
Minutes

(TextbookProposalTemplate.docx attached)

6.  New Business
a.  Speech and Debate Revision - HS English Department 

Minutes
Shari Taylor-Stuckey, HS English Department Chair, presented a proposal to change the 
title of the Speech and Debate course to: Speech and Communications. Students need 
foundational skills developed before the debate begins. This is only a semester course 
and the "debate" is only getting touched on at the end of the semester. Students are 
thinking they can come into the course with the start of debate and teachers feel they 
need the foundational skills first.  The curriculum will not change, just the title. 
Suggestions were made by the council:
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 Divide the course into two categories, first course - Intro to Speech and 
second course - Intro to Debate.

 Scheduling occurs at the beginning of February so it would be difficult to add 
a new course at this time. The Debate Course would need to be written.

 Would interest drop on student sign up if we drop the word "debate? Mrs. 
Stuckey agreed with the comment.  

 Consider calling it "Speech and Introduction to Debate" The suggestion was 
acknowledged and we just want the students to know that the course is not 
all "debate".

A motion was made by Kathy Sicher to change the name of the original proposal from 
"Speech and Communications" to Speech and Introduction to Debate" and seconded 
by Donna Cronin.
A motion was made by Donna Cronin to accept this course title change "Speech and 
Introduction to Debate" for a first read, and seconded by Tricia Steiner.  All were in 
favor.

(Balanda Final SPEECHProposal Form .docx attached)

7.  Old Business
a.  Course Revision: Tech Apps

Minutes
A motion was made by Kathy Sicher to accept for a second read and sent for approval 
by the School Board the Curriculum Revision Tech Apps and seconded by Tricia Steiner. 
The revision was approved.

(Curriculum Revision Tech Apps.pdf attached)

8.  Public Comment

9.  Next Meeting - February 12, 2018

10.  Adjournment
Minutes
The Curriculum Council meeting was adjourned at 4:56 pm.





CURRICULUM COUNCIL MEETING
12/11/2017   [4:00PM-5:00PM]  @  Derry Township School District Board 
Room 


- CURRICULUM COUNCIL MEETING - DECEMBER 11, 2017 -


1.  Call To Order
Minutes
The Curriculum Council meeting was called to order at 4:01 pm


2.  Review of Summary Notes


3.  Informational
a.  Future Ready PA Index


Minutes
Dr. Winslow gave an overview of topics which were covered at the IU15 Curriculum 
Advisory Council from the State.  
School Performance Profile (SPP) scores will not be going away even though they are 
creating the Future Ready PA Index. SPP will be hidden on Pennsylvania Department of 
Education (PDE's) website and so as not so readily public but we can't get rid of it 
because teacher evaluations are tied to it through legislation.
If you are interested in more information, Stacy would be interested and willing to sit 
down with you to look over it. It does have important information with it as far as what 
our targets are in our different schools and what the state is looking for us to do 
performance wise. The Future Ready PA Index will be in the new  public site place of 
the School Performance Profile. It will have career and college readiness benchmarks 
on it. 


b.  Act 55/Project Based Assessments
Minutes
Dr. Winslow read a Pennlink email she received regarding specific Project Based 
Assessments (PBA) 
Currently if a student does not pass the Keystone exams after three tries, they are 
supposed to be taking the Project Based Assessments. After polling other districts, we 
realized we are the only district still offering the assessments. 


-   Evaluations will occur for all Algebra I, Biology, and Literature projects for 
those students graduating in the class of 2020 or beyond via the 
prescribed protocol: All projects will receive two evaluations.  A third 
evaluator will evaluate the project if the two evaluations are not in 
agreement.  Projects received prior to December 8, 2017, will be 
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evaluated, with results posted in the PBA portal no later than January 
29, 2018.


-   For students graduating in 2019, projects received by December 8, 
2017, will be evaluated by one PDE designated evaluator.  Upon 
completion of the evaluations, notification will be available in the PBA 
portal. The results of those evaluations should be available no later than 
January 29, 2018. LEAs will be responsible to score projects completed 
by 2019 graduates submitted after December 8, 2017.


- Per guidance released prior to the changes to the School Code, all PBAs 
submitted for students graduating in the class of 2018 are to be evaluated 
at the local level


We are going to eliminate this PBA course second semester. 


c.  STEM Competition Judges Needed


4.  Items for Discussion
a.  Curriculum Philosophy/Vision/Beliefs & Organizational Structure


Minutes
After reviewing the Curriculum Procedures, we are at the point to look at the 
Philosophy, Vision and Beliefs 
Some suggestions:


 updated this to match our strategic plan vision
 possibly under beliefs change last bullet from data-driven to data-informed.
 current vision and beliefs seem to apply to the district in general  - they do 


not "scream" curriculum. These are more learning environment not 
necessarily how curriculum should be structured or how learning should take 
place. 


 Provide courses that will focus on civic education so as to produce educated 
and informed citizens or voters. 


 How to prepare students for various higher level schooling, Trade School, 
college, etc.


 Another good belief to add: Curriculum Instruction and assessment decisions 
are based on research evidence and best practices.


 Foundation or belief about vo-tech,  learning, internships.
 PA common core standards
 diversity 


Question from Dr. Winslow, would you like to have a subcommittee formed or just 
have Kathy Sicher and Stacy draft comments and  bring back to the committee. 
Suggestion was made to have a google doc with others able to edit or make comments 
on it. John Abel Donna Cronin, Nancy Kiscadden volunteered to be on this committee. 
Dr. Winslow will send out a GoogleDoc. Reminder: you may be asked to request 
permission to see the document. Please click on this. Access will be granted by Dr. 
Winslow. 
Chart  - one change Director of Technology to Director of Instructional Technology.


b.  Textbook Adoption Form
Minutes
Suggested changes to the Textbook Adoption form:
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 breakout the cost from the description
 Cost per book vs number of books needed
 Hardcover or online - what would the number of licenses do we need? How 


long do you have access?
 Which edition of the current textbook


5.  New Business
a.  Course Revision: Tech Apps


Minutes
Laurie Wade presented an updated improved Tech Apps Course. Currently the course 
is designed for the Microsoft Suite. This is important but the course could be strongly 
improved if we put it into some context. Primary learning would be more about Design 
Thinking, as well as Coding as well as Digital Citizenship. This would still be a 2.5 
required course for all ninth graders.  
Questions: would they still learn Microsoft suite? yes
A motion was made by Kathy Sicher to approve this course revision proposal for a first 
read and seconded by John Abel.


6.  Old Business
a.  New Course Proposal - Design Thinking for Innovation


Minutes
A motion was made by Kathy Sicher to approve this new class proposal for a second 
read and seconded by John Abel. This new course proposal: Design Thinking for 
Innovation will be presented to the Board of Directors at the next board meeting for 
full board approval.


b.  New Course Proposal - Digital Production
Minutes
A motion was made by John Abel to approve this new class proposal for a second read 
and seconded by Kathy Sicher. This new course proposal: Digital Production will be 
presented to the Board of Directors at the next board meeting for full board approval.


7.  Public Comment
a.  Suggestions for next agenda:


8.  Next Meeting
a.  January 8, 2018


9.  Adjournment
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Leading to Change / Preventing 


1,000 Failures


Douglas Reeves


What would preventing 1,000 course failures mean for your school 


system? For administrators, it would mean 1,000 fewer repeated 


courses that have to be worked into students' schedules. For teachers, 


it would mean hundreds of students who are more likely to be 


motivated and engaged instead of angry, disengaged, and discouraged. Most important, for 


students, it would mean an opportunity to learn that persisting, listening to teacher feedback, 


and working hard do make a difference. It would mean the chance to say with confidence, “I 


am a successful student.”


The teachers and leadership of Ben Davis High School in Indianapolis, Indiana, engaged in a 


“no failure” campaign in spring 2006 and reduced the number of course failures by an 


astounding 1,006 compared with the previous year. This comprehensive high school serving 


more than 3,000 students has a student population that includes 43 percent minority students, 


9 percent English language learners, and 45 percent students who qualify for free or reduced-


price lunch. Student mobility is on the rise, and the number of low-income and second-


language students is growing. The teachers are dedicated and hardworking, but they had those 


characteristics long before the school's dramatic reduction in student failures. How did teachers 


and school leaders prevent student failures? According to Principal Joel McKinney, seven 


strategies were the key.


Early, frequent, and decisive intervention. “Every three weeks throughout the school year, 


teachers give us the names of students who are at risk of failure,” explains McKinney. “We use 


this information to give students personalized assistance and avoid failures.” Teachers, 


counselors, and administrators meet with the student and parents to arrange support, ranging 


from assistance with homework to basic literacy tutoring to instruction in time management 


and guidance in keeping an assignment notebook.


At Ben Davis, teachers identify students' reading challenges immediately. All incoming students 


receive a reading assessment. It takes less than one half-hour and tells counselors immediately 


whether a student needs help in reading.


Personal connection with struggling students. Within weeks of the beginning of each semester, 


teachers at Ben Davis know which students are at risk of failure. The faculty of this large high 







school has learned to “think small” as teachers, counselors, and administrators meet with 


students individually and enter into learning contracts with them. Students meet regularly with 


counselors and academic coaches who provide support, guidance, and most of all, the clear 


signal that adults in the school care about them as individuals.


Parent connections. Rather than wait for a course failure to meet with parents, school officials 


contact parents or guardians as soon as a student has been identified as at risk of a course 


failure, and they schedule individual meetings to plan for additional support.


Tutoring, both personal and electronic. In addition to providing personal connections with 


teachers, paraprofessionals, and peers, the district has enjoyed some success with Web-based 


programs that score student writing. Such programs take advantage of what Jeff Howard of the 


Efficacy Institute has described as the “Nintendo Effect”: Kids respond to feedback from 


electronic games because that feedback is immediate, accurate, and incremental. When 


students receive a rating of 2 on their electronically scored essay, they are as eager to submit 


a revised essay as they would be to get to the next level in a video game. Computerized 


scoring will never replace teachers, but education leaders can leverage teachers' time by 


making maximum use of technology.


Managing students' choices with decisive curriculum interventions. Although educators' respect 


for students and parents is evident, this high school has put into place the radical notion that 


the adult professionals are in charge of the curriculum. Principal McKinney insists that students 


“can make a lot of choices, but we won't let them choose to fail.” Administrators change 


student schedules in the middle of the semester if necessary to provide additional instruction, 


intervention, and assistance to students in need.


In-school assistance. Many high school students have jobs, and some live in homes where 


parents are distracted and exhausted at the end of the day. Even when parents are deeply 


committed to the education of their children, by the time students are in secondary school they 


are largely making their own choices about homework, commitment, planning, and follow-


through. Therefore, Ben Davis does not rely exclusively on after-school or summer school 


programs to intervene with students in danger of failure; instead, the school provides daily 


intervention and support.


Reformed grading systems. The Ben Davis staff is well versed in the research on student 


feedback, grading, and motivation. This research provides abundant evidence that grading 


systems are only effective if they are accurate, fair, and timely (Guskey & Bailey, 2001; 


Marzano, 2000; Reeves, 2004). At Ben Davis, teachers have largely eliminated the use of a 


zero grade, the inappropriate use of averages, and the assignment of poor grades as 


punishment. They know that it is not how students start each semester that counts, but how 


they finish.


Ben Davis is hardly alone in grading reforms. In Douglas County, Colorado, for example, the 


middle school grading policy explicitly states that later grades have more weight than earlier 


grades. A growing number of schools differentiate between academic proficiency and work 


habits because they recognize that students can be proficient in math and deficient in work 







habits; and students can be delightful, compliant, and sociable, yet deficient in math.


The literature on high school reform is full of exaggerated claims and breathless enthusiasm for 


the latest silver bullet. In contrast, educators at Ben Davis—and at many other schools—are 


developing solid, comprehensive programs based on research, hard work, and the 


determination that no student will slip through the cracks. As Principal McKinney notes, “It just 


works.”
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SPECIAL SECTION
IMPLEMENTING STANDARDS IN SCHOOLS


Grading Policies that Work Against
Standards...and How To Fix Them
Thomas R. Guskey


An important element of a sucessful standards-based reform initiative includes
grading and reporting that refers to specific learning criteria rather than nor-
mative criteria, Four grading policies that impose barriers to reform are
described, Specific stategies to correct thse policies are offered.


Most educators welcome the current reform efforts that focus on stan-
dards. By providing consensus about what’s important for students to


learn and what skills they should acquire, standards give direction to mod-
ern reform initiatives. In particular, they bring much needed focus to cur-
riculum development work and provide the impetus for fashioning new
forms of student assessment.


If the true benefits of standards are to be realized, however, educational
leaders must view their reform initiatives systemically. This means that in
addition to essential curriculum and assessment issues, leaders also must
consider organizational factors that exert potentially strong influence on
implementation. Policies and organizational procedures at the district,
school, and classroom levels can profoundly impact reform initiatives and
significantly affect results. Research indicates (see Lieberman 1995) the most
carefully articulated curriculum and best-aligned assessments will make little
difference if school policies stand in the way of implementation.


Described in this article are four school policies that impose procedural
barriers to the implementation of standards-based reforms. Also described
are specific strategies for correcting them. Each of these policies relates to


Note. This article is based on material included in Developing Grading and Reporting Systems for
Student Learning, by T. R. Guskey and J. M. Bailey, to be published in 2001 by Corwin Press.


Thomas R. Guskey is a professor in the Educational Policy Studies and Evaluation department, College
of Education, University of Kentucky, Lexington. His course offerings center on quantitative analysis,
research and evaluation design, educational change, and instructional quality. Correspondence concern-
ing this article may be sent to guskey@pop.uky.edu.
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grading and reporting practices; that is, how students’ learning progress is
summarized and communicated to parents, students, and others. Despite
their importance, grading and reporting are seldom included in discussions
of curriculum or assessment reform. Nevertheless, their powerful influence
can prevent even modest success in any standards-based reform initiative.


Policy 1: Grading “On the Curve”
In a standards-based system, grading and reporting must be done in refer-
ence to specific learning criteria, rather than in reference to normative crite-
ria or “on the curve.” In other words, students must be graded in terms of
what they have learned and are able to do, not in terms of their relative
standing among classmates. The principal advantage of using the normal dis-
tribution curve as a basis for assigning grades is that it ensures consistent
grade distributions from one teacher to the next. Consequently, every teach-
ers’ classes have the same percentage of As, Bs, Cs, etc. But the conse-
quences of this practice are overwhelmingly negative. Research indicates
that it is detrimental to the relationships among students and to the relation-
ships between teachers and students (Krumboltz and Yeh 1996). 


Grading on the curve makes learning a highly competitive activity in
which students compete against one another for the few scarce rewards
(high grades) distributed by the teacher. Under these conditions, students
readily see that helping others become successful threatens their own
chances for success (Gray 1993; R. T. Johnson, Johnson, and Tauer 1979; D.
W. Johnson, Skon, and Johnson 1980). High grades are attained not through
excellence in performance, but simply by doing better than one’s classmates.
As a result, learning becomes a game of winners and losers, and because the
number of rewards is kept arbitrarily small, most students are forced to be
losers (Haladyna 1999; D. W. Johnson and Johnson 1989).


Most students, as well as most adults, can relate horror stories based on
their experiences in classes where they were graded on the curve.  Many
recall the anger they felt toward the high scoring student in their class who
“inflated the curve” and, in their minds, caused other class members to
receive a lower grade.  Some remember being the object of their classmates’
anger because they were that high scoring student.  Stories also abound of
students hiding books in the library so that their classmates could not use
them or removing equipment needed in projects or experiments in order to
enhance their chances for a high grade.  Furthermore, grading on the curve
denies students the opportunity to work together and to help each other
attain valuable, shared learning goals.


Perhaps most important, grading on the curve communicates nothing
about what students have learned or are able to do.  Rather, it tells only a stu-
dent’s relative standing among classmates, based on what are often ill-defined
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criteria.  Students who receive the high grades might actually have performed
very poorly in terms of the established learning standards, but simply less
poorly than their classmates.  Differences between grades, therefore, are diffi-
cult to interpret at best, and meaningless at worst (Bracey 1994).


If the purpose of grading is to reflect what students have learned and
are able to do, then grading on the curve falls far short.  As Bloom, Madaus,
and Hastings (1981) so succinctly put it:


There is nothing sacred about the normal curve.  It is the distri-
bution most appropriate to chance and random activity.
Education is a purposeful activity, and we seek to have students
learn what we have to teach.  If we are effective in our instruction,
the distribution of achievement should be very different from
the normal curve.  In fact, we may even insist that our educa-
tional efforts have been unsuccessful to the extent that the dis-
tribution of achievement approximates the normal distribution
(52–53).


Other unintended but equally adverse consequences for students can
result from grading on the curve.  A study by Wood (1994), for example,
found the percentage of students receiving particular grades in an urban
high school remained virtually the same from the sophomore through
senior years.  At first glance this appears to show that teachers throughout
the school were remarkably consistent in their grading.  However, Wood also
found that each year there were fewer students in the school. Because stu-
dents who leave are generally those with the lowest grades, this consistency
in grade percentages means that as one group of unsuccessful students
drops out, it is replaced by a succession of newly created low grade students
who were formerly successful.  In other words, additional students are at risk
of failing each year.  Some students who got Cs as sophomores will get Ds as
juniors, and so on.


Furthermore, modern research has shown that the seemingly direct rela-
tionship between aptitude or intelligence and school achievement depends
on instructional conditions, not a normal distribution curve (Engel 1991).
When the instructional quality is high and well matched to students’ learn-
ing needs, the magnitude of this relationship diminishes drastically and
approaches zero (Bloom 1976; Bloom, Madaus, and Hastings 1981).
Moreover, the fairness and equity of grading “on the curve” is a myth.


Remedy
In any educational setting where the central purpose is to have students
learn, grading and reporting should always be done in reference to specific
learning criteria, rather than in reference to normative criteria.  Because
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normative criteria or grading on the curve tells nothing about what students
have learned or are able to do, they provide an inadequate description of
student learning. In addition, they promote unhealthy competition, destroy
perseverance and other motivational traits, and are generally unfair to stu-
dents (Haladyna 1999).  At all levels of education, therefore, teachers should
identify what they want their students to learn, what evidence they will use to
verify that learning, and what criteria they will use to judge that evidence.  In
other words, teachers should clarify their standards and their grading crite-
ria on the basis of those standards.  Grades based on specified learning crite-
ria and standards have direct meaning and serve well the communication
purposes for which they are intended.


Policy 2: Selecting Valedictorians
Although many educators today understand the negative consequences of
grading on the curve and have abandoned the practice, most fail to recog-
nize other common school policies that yield similar negative consequences.
One of the most prevalent is the way in which schools select class valedictori-
ans. There is nothing wrong, of course, with recognizing excellence in acad-
emic performance. But in selecting the class valedictorian, most schools
operate under the traditional premise that there can be only one. This com-
monly results in severe and sometimes bitter competition among high
achieving students to be that one. Early in their high school careers top stu-
dents figure out the selection procedures and then, often with the help of
their parents, find ingenious ways to improve their standing in comparison
to classmates.  Again, to gain that honor a student must not simply excel; he
or she must outdo the other students in the class.  And sometimes the differ-
ence among these top students is as little as one-thousandth of a decimal
point in a weighted grade-point average.


Remedy
An increasing number of high schools have resolved this problem simply by
moving away from the policy of having just one valedictorian and, instead,
naming multiple valedictorians.  This is similar to what colleges and universi-
ties do in naming graduates cum laude, magna cum laude, and summa cum
laude.  West Springfield High School in Fairfax County, Va., for example,
typically graduates 15 to 25 valedictorians each year (Smith 1999).  Every
one of these students has an exemplary academic record that includes earn-
ing the highest grade possible in numerous honors and Advanced
Placement classes.  Instead of trying to distinguish among these exceptional
students, the faculty at West Springfield High School decided that all should
be named valedictorians.  In other words, rather than creating additional,
arbitrary criteria in order to discriminate among these high-achieving stu-
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dents (considering, for example, their academic record from middle school
or even elementary school), they decided to recognize the excellent achieve-
ment and performance of the entire group.  And because the faculty at West
Springfield High School believes their purpose as teachers is not to select tal-
ent but rather to develop it, they take great pride in these results.  All of the
valedictorians are named at the graduation ceremony, and one student,
selected by his or her fellow valedictorians, makes a major presentation.


Some might object to a policy that allows multiple valedictorians, argu-
ing that colleges and universities demand such selection and often grant spe-
cial scholarships to students who attain that singular distinction.  But current
evidence indicates this is not the case.  In processing admission applications
and making decisions about scholarships, college and universities are far
more interested in the rigor of the curriculum students have experienced
(Bracey 1999).  In fact, an index composed of the number of Advanced
Placement courses taken, the highest level of math studied, and total num-
ber of courses completed has been shown to be a much stronger predictor
of college success than standardized test scores, grade point average, or class
rank (Adelman 1999).  The rigor of the academic program experienced by
the valedictorians from West Springfield High School has helped them gain
admission and win scholarships to many of the most selective colleges and
universities in the nation.


The process by which class valedictorians are selected is another exam-
ple of a policy that continues not because educators have thought about it
deeply, but simply because they have “always done it that way.” It is also a pol-
icy that hinders the implementation of standards-based reforms.  Better
understanding of the consequences of such a policy allows education to
implement improved and more appropriate policies that benefit students
and teachers alike.


Recognizing excellence in academic performance is a vital aspect in any
learning community. However, such recognition need not be based on arbi-
trary standards and deleterious competition.  Instead, it can and should be
based on clear models of excellence that exemplify our highest standards
and goals for students and for ourselves. And if many students meet these
high standards of excellence, all the better.


Policy 3: Using Grades as a Form of Punishment
Although educators would undoubtedly prefer that motivation to learn


be entirely intrinsic, grades and other reporting methods are important fac-
tors in determining how much effort students put forth (Cameron and
Pierce 1994, 1996; Chastain 1990; Ebel 1979).  Studies show that most stu-
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dents view high grades as positive recognition of their success, and some
work hard to avoid the consequences of low grades (Feldmesser 1971).


At the same time, no studies support the use of low grades or marks as
punishments. Instead of prompting greater effort, low grades more often
cause students to withdraw from learning. To protect their self-images, many
students regard the low grade as irrelevant and meaningless.  Other students
may blame themselves for the low grade, but they may feel helpless to make
any improvement (Selby and Murphy 1992).


Sadly, some teachers consider grades or reporting forms as their “weapon
of last resort.”  In their view, students who do not comply with their requests
must suffer the consequences of the greatest punishment a teacher can
bestow:  a failing grade.  Such practices have no educational value and, in the
long run, adversely affect students, teachers, and the relationship they share.


Remedy
Rather than attempting to punish students with a low grade or mark in the
hope it will prompt greater effort in the future, teachers can better motivate
students by considering their work as incomplete and then requiring addi-
tional effort.  Recognizing this, some schools have initiated grading policies
that eliminate the use of failing grades altogether.  Teachers at Beachwood
Middle School in Beachwood, Ohio, for example, record students’ grades as
A, B, C, or I (Incomplete).  Students who receive an I grade are required to
do additional work in order to bring their performance up to an acceptable
level.  This policy is based on the belief that students perform at a failure
level or submit failing work in large part because teachers accept it.  If teach-
ers no longer accept substandard work, Beachwood educators reason, then
students will not submit it and, with appropriate support, will continue to
work until their performance is satisfactory. (Bernetich 1998).


Beachwood Middle School teachers strongly believe that giving a failing
grade to students who have not performed well, despite their ability to do so,
offers these students an easy way out of schoolwork. By contrast, if teachers
insist that all assignments designed to demonstrate learning be completed
and done well, then students will choose to do their work in a timely fashion
and at a satisfactory level of quality.  The guiding maxim of the teachers at
Beachwood Middle School is “If it’s not done well, then it’s not done!”


Implementing grading policies such as this naturally requires additional
funding for the necessary support mechanisms. Students who receive an I
grade at Beachwood, for example, are required to attend after-school ses-
sions or special Saturday school programs staffed by teachers, volunteer par-
ents, and older students.  Those who are unable or unwilling to do the
make-up work during the school year must attend required summer school
sessions designed to help them bring their performance up to an acceptable
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level (Kuehner 1998).  Although these support mechanisms demand com-
mitment and additional funding, schools implementing such programs 
generally find them to be highly successful (Bernetich 1998).  Many also dis-
cover that they actually save money in the long run. Because this regular and
ongoing support helps students remedy their learning difficulties before
they become major problems, less time and fewer resources need to be spent
in major remediation efforts later on.


At all levels of education, we need to think seriously about the use of fail-
ing grades. Although honesty must prevail in assessment and evaluation of
student learning, we also must consider the negative consequences of assign-
ing failing grades to students’ work or level of performance (see Roderick
and Camburn 1999).  Especially in the early years of school, the negative
consequences of failing grades are quite serious and far outweigh any bene-
fits.  Even in upper grades, the fear of failure is a questionable motivation
device. Better and more effective alternatives to failing grades need to be
found, especially in a standards-based system. The use of I grades or incom-
plete grades present one meaningful alternative, especially if the necessary
policies and resources are put in place to support those students who need
additional assistance.


Policy 4: Using Zeros in Grading
Another related grading policy that hinders the implementation of stan-
dards-based reforms is the use of zeros.  As part of their grading policies,
many teachers assign zeros to students’ work that is missed, neglected, or
turned in late. However, the zero is seldom an accurate reflection of what a
student has learned or is able to do (Raebeck 1993).  Instead, zeros are typi-
cally assigned to punish students for not displaying appropriate effort or
demonstrating adequate responsibility (Canady and Hotchkiss 1989; Stiggins
and Duke 1991). If the grade is to represent how well students have learned
or mastered established learning standards, then the practice of assigning
zeros clearly misses the mark.


The effect of assigning zeros is intensified if combined with the practice
of averaging to attain a student’s overall course grade.  Students readily see
that receiving a single zero leaves them little chance for success because such
an extreme score drastically skews the average.  That is why, for example, in
scoring Olympic events such as gymnastics, diving, or ice-skating; the highest
and lowest scores are always eliminated.  If they were not, one judge could
control the entire competition simply by giving extreme scores.


Some teachers defend the practice of assigning zeros by arguing that they
can not give students credit for work that is incomplete or not turned in—and
that is certainly true.  But there are far better ways to motivate and encourage
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students to complete assignments in a timely manner than through the use of
zeros, especially considering the overwhelmingly negative effects.


Remedy
Students certainly should learn to accept responsibility for their actions and
should be held accountable for their work.  Nevertheless, no evidence dem-
onstrates that assigning zeros helps teach students these lessons.  Unless
educators are willing to admit that grades are used to show evidence of stu-
dents’ lack of effort and responsibility, then alternatives to the practice of
assigning zeros must be found.


One alternative approach is to assign an I (or Incomplete) grade with
explicit requirements for completing the work, as addressed in the preced-
ing discussion. For example, students whose work is incomplete or not
turned in on time might be required to attend after-school study sessions or
special Saturday classes until their work is completed to a satisfactory level.
In other words, they are not “let off the hook” with a zero.  Instead, students
learn that they have certain responsibilities in school and that their actions
have specific consequences.  Not completing assigned work on time means
that students must attend special after-school sessions to complete the work.
Implementing such a policy may require additional funding and support;
still, the payoffs are likely to be great.  Not only is this approach more bene-
ficial to students than simply assigning a zero, it is also a lot more fair. In
addition, it helps make the grade a more accurate reflection of what stu-
dents have learned.


Summary
To successfully implement standards-based reforms, educational leaders
must take a broader and more systemic view of their efforts.  Instead of
focusing narrowly on curriculum and assessment issues, they must expand
their perspective to consider organizational policies that can hinder success,
especially in the area of grading and reporting student learning.  Although
grading will always be a process of professional judgment, making those
judgments requires careful thought and continual reflection on the purpose
of the activity.  If grades are to represent information about the adequacy of
students’ achievement and performance with respect to clear learning stan-
dards, then the evidence used to determine grades must denote what stu-
dents have learned and are able to do.  To allow other factors to influence
grades or marks misrepresents students’ learning attainment.


Grading requires careful planning, thoughtful judgment, a clear focus
on purpose, excellent communication skills, and an overriding concern for
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students.  Such qualities are necessary to ensure grading policies and prac-
tices that provide high-quality information on student learning in any stan-
dards-based learning environment. 
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Five Obstacles to  Grading Reform


Thomas R. Guskey


E
ducation improvement efforts over the past 
two decades have focused primarily on 
articulating standards for student learning, 
refining the way we assess students’ profi-
ciency on those standards, and tying results 


to accountability. The one element still unaligned with 
these reforms is grading and reporting. Student report 
cards today look much like they looked a century ago, 
listing a single grade for each subject area or course. 


Educators seeking to reform grading must combat 
five long-held traditions that stand as formidable obsta-
cles to change. Although these traditions stem largely 
from misunderstandings about the goals of education 
and the purposes of grading, they remain ingrained in 
the social fabric of our society. 


Obstacle 1: 
Grades should  provide the basis for 
 differentiating students. 
This is one of our oldest traditions in grading. It comes 
from the belief that grades should serve to differentiate 
students on the basis of demonstrated talent. Students 
who show superior talent receive high grades, whereas 
those who display lesser talent receive lower grades. 


Although seemingly innocent, the implications of 
this belief are significant and troubling. Those who 
enter the profession of education must answer one 
basic, philosophical question: Is my purpose to select 
talent or develop it? The answer must be one or the 


other because there’s no in-between. 
If your purpose as an educator is to select talent, then 


you must work to maximize the differences among 
students. In other words, on any measure of learning, 
you must try to achieve the greatest possible variation 
in students’ scores. If students’ scores on any measure 
of learning are clustered closely together, discrimi-
nating among them becomes difficult, perhaps even 
im possible. Unfortunately for students, the best means 
of maximizing differences in learning is poor teaching. 
Nothing does it better. 


Assessments also play a role. Assessments used for 
selection purposes, such as college entrance exami-
nations like the ACT and SAT, are designed to be 
instructionally insensitive (Popham, 2007). That is, if a 
particular concept is taught well and, as a result, most 
students answer an assessment item related to that 
concept correctly, it no longer discriminates among 
students and is therefore eliminated from the assess-
ment. These types of assessments maximize differences 
among students, thus facilitating the selection process.


If, on the other hand, your purpose as an educator is 
to develop talent, then you go about your work differ-
ently. First, you clarify what you want students to learn 
and be able to do. Then you do everything possible 
to ensure that all students learn those things well. If 
you succeed, there should be little or no variation in 
measures of student learning. All students are likely to 
attain high scores on measures of achievement, and all 
might receive high grades. If your purpose is to develop 
talent, this is what you strive to accomplish.


Education leaders must recognize obstacles to 
grading reform that are rooted in tradition—


and then meet them head on.
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Obstacle 2: 
Grade distributions should resem-
ble a normal bell-shaped curve. 
The reasoning behind this belief goes 
as follows: If scores on intelligence tests 
tend to resemble a normal bell-shaped 
curve—and intelligence is clearly related 
to achievement—then grade distribu-
tions should be similar. 


A true understanding of normal curve 
distributions, however, shows the error 
in this kind of reasoning. The normal 
bell-shaped curve describes the distri-
bution of randomly occurring events 


when nothing intervenes. If we conducted 
an experiment on crop yield in agri-
culture, for example, we would expect 
the results to resemble a normal curve. 
A few fertile fields would produce a 
high yield; a few infertile fields would 
produce a low yield; and most would 
produce an average yield, clustering 
around the center of the distribution. 


But if we intervene in that process—
say we add a fertilizer—we would hope 
to attain a very different distribution of 
results. Specifically, we would hope to 
have all fields, or nearly all, produce a 
high yield. The ideal result would be for 
all fields to move to the high end of the 
distribution. In fact, if the distribution 
of crop yield after our intervention still 
resembled a normal bell-shaped curve, 
that would show that our interven-
tion had failed because it made no 
difference. 


Teaching is a similar intervention. It’s 
a purposeful and intentional act. We 
engage in teaching to attain a specific 
result—that is, to have all students, 
or nearly all, learn well the things we 


set out to teach. And just like adding a 
fertilizer, if the distribution of student 
learning after teaching resembles a nor-
mal bell-shaped curve, that, too, shows 
the degree to which our intervention 
failed. It made no difference. 


Further, research has shown that the 
seemingly direct relationship between 
aptitude or intelligence and school 
achievement depends on instructional 
conditions, not a normal distribution 
curve (Hanushek, 2004; Hershberg, 
2005). When the instructional qual-
ity is high and well matched to stu-


dents’ learning needs, the magnitude 
of the relationship between aptitude/
intelligence and school achievement 
diminishes drastically and approaches 
zero (Bloom, 1976; Bloom, Madaus, & 
Hastings, 1981).


Obstacle 3:
Grades should be based on 
students’ standing among 
classmates. 
Most parents grew up in classrooms 
where their performance was judged 
against that of their peers. A grade of 
C didn’t mean you had reached Step 3 
in a five-step process to mastery or 
proficiency. It meant “average” or “in 
the middle of the class.” Similarly, a 
high grade did not necessarily rep-
resent excellent learning. It simply 
meant that you did better than most of 
your classmates. Because most parents 
experienced such norm-based grading 
procedures as children, they see little 
reason to change them. 


But there’s a problem with this 
approach: Grades based on students’ 


standing among classmates tell us 
nothing about how well students have 
learned. In such a system, all students 
might have performed miserably, but 
some simply performed less miserably 
than others. 


In addition, basing grades on stu-
dents’ standing among classmates makes 
learning highly competitive. Students 
must compete with one another for the 
few scarce rewards (high grades) to be 
awarded by teachers. Doing well does 
not mean learning excellently; it means 
outdoing your classmates. Such compe-
tition damages relationships in school 
(Krumboltz & Yeh, 1996). Students are 
discouraged from cooperating or help-
ing one another because doing so might 
hurt the helper’s chance at success. 
Similarly, teachers may refrain from 
helping individual students because 
some students might construe this as 
showing favoritism and biasing the 
competition (Gray, 1993).


Grades must always be based on 
clearly specified learning criteria. Those 
criteria should be rigorous, challenging, 
and transparent. Curriculum leaders 
who are working to align instructional 
programs with the newly developed 
common core state standards move 
us in that direction. Grades based on 
specific learning criteria have direct 
meaning; they communicate what they 
were intended to communicate. 


Obstacle 4:
Poor grades prompt students  
to try harder. 
Although educators would prefer that 
motivation to learn be entirely intrin-
sic, evidence indicates that grades and 
other reporting methods affect student 
motivation and the effort students 
put forth (Cameron & Pierce, 1996). 
Studies show that most students view 
high grades as positive recognition of 
their success, and some work hard to 
avoid the consequences of low grades 
( Haladyna, 1999). 


At the same time, no research 


If someone proposed combining measures 


of height, weight, diet, and exercise into a 


single number to represent a person’s physical 


condition, we would consider it laughable.
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Grades based 


on students’ 


standing among 


classmates 


tell us nothing 


about how 


well students 


learned.


supports the idea that low grades 
prompt students to try harder. More 
often, low grades prompt students to 
withdraw from learning. To protect 
their self-images, many students regard 
the low grade as irrelevant or mean-
ingless. Others may blame themselves 
for the low grade but feel helpless to 
improve (Selby & Murphy, 1992). 


Recognizing the effects on students of 
low grades, some schools have initiated 
policies that eliminate the use of failing 
grades altogether. Instead of assigning 
a low or failing grade, teachers assign 
an I, or incomplete, with immediate 
consequences. Students who receive 
an I may be required to attend a special 
study session that day to bring their 
performance up to an acceptable level—
and no excuses are accepted. Some 
schools hold this session after regular 
school hours whereas others conduct it 
during lunchtime.


Such a policy typically requires addi-
tional funding for the necessary support 
mechanisms, of course. But in the long 
run, the investment can save money. 
Because this regular and on going 
support helps students remedy their 
learning difficulties before they become 
major problems, schools tend to spend 
less time and fewer resources in major 
remediation efforts later on (see Roder-
ick & Camburn, 1999).


Obstacle 5:
Students should receive one 
grade for each  subject or course. 
If someone proposed combining 
measures of height, weight, diet, and 
exercise into a single number or mark to 
represent a person’s physical condition, 
we would consider it laughable. How 
could the combination of such diverse 
measures yield anything meaningful? 
Yet every day, teachers combine aspects 
of students’ achievement, attitude, 
responsibility, effort, and behavior 
into a single grade that’s recorded on a 
report card—and no one questions it. 


In determining students’ grades, 


teachers typically merge scores from 
major exams, compositions,  quizzes, 
projects, and reports, along with 
evidence from homework, punctual-
ity in turning in assignments, class 
participation, work habits, and effort. 
Computerized grading programs help 
teachers apply different weights to each 
of these categories (Guskey, 2002a) 
that then are combined in idiosyncratic 
ways (see McMillan, 2001; Mc Millan, 
Myran, & Workman, 2002). The result 
is a “hodgepodge grade” that is just as 
confounded and impossible to interpret 
as a “physical condition” grade that 
combined height, weight, diet, and 
exercise would be (Brookhart & Nitko, 
2008; Cross & Frary, 1996). 


Recognizing that merging these 
diverse sources of evidence distorts 
the meaning of any grade, educators in 
many parts of the world today assign 
multiple grades. This idea provides 
the foundation for standards-based 
approaches to grading. In particular, 
educators distinguish product, process, 
and progress learning criteria (Guskey 
& Bailey, 2010). 


Product criteria are favored by 
educators who believe that the pri-
mary purpose of grading is to com-
municate summative evaluations of 
students’ achievement and performance 
(O’Connor, 2002). In other words, 
they focus on what students know and 
are able to do at a particular point in 
time. Teachers who use product criteria 
typically base grades exclusively on 
final examination scores; final products 
(reports, projects, or exhibits); overall 
assessments; and other culminating 
demonstrations of learning. 


Process criteria are emphasized by 
educators who believe that product cri-
teria do not provide a complete picture 
of student learning. From their perspec-
tive, grades should reflect not only the 
final results, but also how students got 
there. Teachers who consider respon-
sibility, effort, or work habits when 
assigning grades use process criteria. 
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So do teachers who count classroom 
quizzes, formative assessments, home-
work, punctuality of assignments, class 
participation, or attendance. 


Progress criteria are used by educa-
tors who believe that the most impor-
tant aspect of grading is how much 
students gain from their learning 
experiences. Other names for progress 
criteria include learning gain, improve-
ment scoring, value-added learning, and 
educational growth. Teachers who use 
progress criteria look at how much 
improvement students have made over 
a particular period of time, rather than 
just where they are at a given moment. 
As a result, scoring criteria may be 
highly individualized among students. 
Grades might be based, for example, on 
the number of skills or standards in a 
learning continuum that students mas-
tered and on the adequacy of that level 
of progress for each student. Most of the 
research evidence on progress criteria 
comes from studies of individualized 
instruction (Esty & Teppo, 1992) and 
special education programs (Gersten, 
Vaughn, & Brengelman, 1996; Jung & 
Guskey, 2010). 


After establishing explicit indica-
tors of product, process, and progress 
learning criteria, teachers in countries 
that differentiate among these indicators 
assign separate grades to each indica-
tor. In this way, they keep grades for 
responsibility, learning skills, effort, 
work habits, or learning progress 
distinct from assessments of achieve-
ment and performance (Guskey, 2002b; 
Stiggins, 2008). The intent is to provide 
a more accurate and comprehensive 
picture of what students accomplish in 
school.


Although schools in the United States 
are just beginning to catch on to the 
idea of separate grades for product, 
process, and progress criteria, many 
Canadian educators have used the 
practice for years (Bailey & McTighe, 
1996). Each marking period, teachers 
in these schools assign an achievement 


grade on the basis of the student’s 
performance on projects, assessments, 
and other demonstrations of learning. 
Often expressed as a letter grade or per-
centage (A = advanced, B = proficient, 
C = basic, D = needs improvement, 
F = un satisfactory), this achievement 
grade represents the teacher’s judgment 


of the student’s level of performance 
relative to explicit learning goals estab-
lished for the subject area or course. 
Computations of grade-point averages 
and class ranks are based solely on these 
achievement or “product” grades. 


In addition, teachers assign separate 
grades for homework, class participa-
tion, punctuality of assignments, effort, 
learning progress, and the like. Because 


these factors usually relate to specific 
student behaviors, most teachers record 
numerical marks for each (4 = consis-
tently; 3 = usually; 2 = sometimes; and 
1 = rarely). To clarify a mark’s meaning, 
teachers often identify specific behav-
ioral indicators. For example, these 
might be the indicators for a homework 
mark:
 4 = All homework assignments are 


completed and turned in on time.
 3 = There are one or two missing 


or incomplete homework assignments.
 2 = There are three to five missing 


or incomplete homework assignments. 
 1 = There are numerous missing or 


incomplete homework assignments.
Teachers sometimes think that 


reporting multiple grades will increase 
their grading workload. But those who 
use the procedure claim that it actu-
ally makes grading easier and less work 
(Guskey, Swan, & Jung, 2011a). Teach-
ers gather the same evidence on student 
learning that they did before, but they 
no longer worry about how to weigh 
or combine that evidence in calculat-
ing an overall grade. As a result, they 
avoid irresolvable arguments about the 
appropriateness or fairness of various 
weighting strategies. 


Reporting separate grades for prod-
uct, process, and progress criteria also 
makes grading more meaningful. Grades 
for academic achievement reflect pre-
cisely that—academic achievement— 
and not some confusing amalgamation 
that’s impossible to interpret and that 
rarely presents a true picture of stu-
dents’ proficiency (Guskey, 2002a). 
Teachers also indicate that students 
take homework more seriously when 
it’s reported separately. Parents favor 
the practice because it provides a more 
comprehensive profile of their child’s 
performance in school (Guskey, Swan, 
& Jung, 2011b).


The key to success in reporting mul-
tiple grades, however, rests in the clear 
specification of indicators related to 
product, process, and progress criteria. 


Reporting 


separate grades 


for product, 


process, and 


progress criteria 


makes grading 


more meaningful.
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Teachers must be able to describe 
how they plan to evaluate students’ 
achievement, attitude, effort, behavior, 
and progress. Then they must clearly 
communicate these criteria to students, 
parents, and others. 


No More “We’ve Always  
Done It That Way”
Challenging these traditions will not be 
easy. They’ve been a part of our educa-
tion experiences for so long that they 
usually go unquestioned, despite the 
fact that they are ineffective and poten-
tially harmful to students. 


Education leaders who challenge 
these traditions must be armed with 


thoughtful, research-based alternatives. 
You can’t go forward with only passion-
ately argued opinions. To succeed in 
tearing down old traditions, you must 
have new traditions to take their place. 


This means that education leaders 
must be familiar with the research on 
grading and what works best for 
students so they can propose more 
meaningful policies and practices that 
support learning and enhance students’ 
perceptions of themselves as learners. 
Leaders who have the courage to 
challenge the traditional approach and 
the conviction to press for thoughtful, 
positive reforms are likely to see 
remarkable results. EL
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No research supports the idea that low 


grades prompt students to try harder. 


More often, low grades prompt students 


to withdraw from learning.
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II. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES



A. Board of School Directors

Role:  Adopt policies and support practices and procedures that promote the mission of Derry Township School District.

Responsibilities:



1. Provide the necessary time, funds, and facilities and staff for curriculum coordination and implementation.



2. Receive regular reports and presentations from the Curriculum Council regarding the progress of their study.



3. Consider recommendations of the Superintendent concerning the changes in curricula and adoption of policy and administrative guidelines.



4. Make information concerning curriculum policy available to the community.



B. Superintendent of Schools



Roles:

1. Ensure that all aspects of the curriculum coordination process are compatible with the mission of the Derry Township School District.



2. Provide for the overall development, implementation, and evaluation of the curriculum.



3. Support the efforts of staff with the curriculum development process.



Responsibilities:

1. Authorize the Curriculum Council.

2. Receive, review, and provide feedback on reports from the Curriculum Council and committees.



3. Recommend policy based on these reports.

4. Assist the principals, curriculum committee chairpersons, and facilitators in planning and developing the committee functions.

5. Assist the curriculum committee chairpersons in research and information gathering activities.


Assistant to the Superintendent



Role:  Coordinate curriculum integration and articulation, K-12, with school district administrators and committee chairperson(s).



Responsibilities:



1. Chair Curriculum Council and serve on committees when appropriate.



2. Schedule and arrange Curriculum Council meeting times and locations.



3. Plan the Curriculum Council meeting agenda and compile relevant materials to address the current concerns/needs of the committee.



4. Facilitate teachers in providing K-12 curriculum integration and articulation.



5. Communicate with administrators on issues related to curriculum coordination.



6. Assist in the coordination and evaluation of curriculum articulation and integration.



7. Determine department placement on the curriculum and pupil services review schedule.



8. Arrange for the presentation of Curriculum Council progress reports to the Board or other groups.



9. Work with other administrators in the preparation and revision of documents reflecting changes and ordering of related instructional materials.



10. Establish, maintain and disseminate the Planned Program Guide that describes the total district program.



11. Establish and charge the curriculum committees.



12. Assist the principals, curriculum committee chairpersons, and facilitators in planning and developing the committee functions.



13. Assist the curriculum committee chairpersons in research and information gathering activities.



14. Authorize released time, compensatory time, and/or extra duty pay.



C. 
Principals



Role:  In partnership with the Assistant to the Superintendent, facilitate the development, implementation, and evaluation of curricula, policies, and administrative guidelines.



Responsibilities:



1. Serve on the Curriculum Council and assist committees as needed.



2. Work with the Superintendent and Assistant to the Superintendent in curriculum coordination.



3. Supervise curriculum implementation for his/her building.



4. Provide feedback to the Curriculum Council regarding the effectiveness of curricula in assisting students to achieve the student learning outcomes.



5. Recommend areas of study to Curriculum Council based on assessment of building needs.



E.	Curriculum Council Membership:  the Superintendent, the five building Principals, Assistant to the Superintendent, Director of Technology, Director of Special Education, two teachers (Curriculum Coordinators) from each building, three citizen advisors, and the three members of the School Board Curriculum Committee (All School Board members serve as ex-officio members of the Curriculum Council.)



	Roles:



1. Provide a system of continual evaluation, revision, and coordination of curricula, K-12.



2. Provide a structure for ensuring accountability and quality control of curriculum in the district.



3. Establish a system of communication among the professional staff, school board, and general public concerning the district’s curriculum.



4. Make recommendations to the Superintendent of Schools regarding changes in curriculum and its implementation, administrative procedures, and Board policies as they affect student learning outcomes.


Responsibilities:



1. Suggest areas for committee study.



2. Receive and review reports and recommendations from curriculum committees.



3. Provide input and suggestions to these committees regarding their reports.



4. Make recommendations to the Superintendent of Schools.



5. Ensure that district curriculum is integrated and articulated on a  K-12 basis.



6. Promote and encourage communication between buildings and among organizational levels within the Derry Township School District.



7. Make recommendations to the Act 48 Professional Development Committee relevant to curricular issues.



F.	Curriculum Articulation Committees (Membership:  as needed to complete the task)



	Roles:



1. Review specified curricula and curricular components.



2. Recommend changes and revisions to the Curriculum Council.



Responsibility:



To follow the procedure as defined in the Curriculum Development Model.



1. Committee Members



Role:	Work to accomplish the objectives of the committee.



Responsibilities:



a. Attend committee meetings.



b. Serve as a resource person in his/her area of expertise.



2. 
Curriculum Coordinators/Committee Chairpersons



Roles:



1. Direct the work of his/her committee, department or grade level.



2. Develop recommendations as needed that promote continuity and improvement in the K-12 program.



3. Follow the curriculum and Pupil Services review process schedule (Page 21)



Responsibilities:



1. Establish a schedule of meeting dates and locations with the Assistant to the Superintendent’s approval, and conduct regularly scheduled committee meetings.



2. Call special meetings or assign tasks to members to accomplish the committee’s work.



3. Develop specific objectives and a time schedule in cooperation with the Assistant to the Superintendent, principal(s), and the committee facilitator.



4. Encourage shared responsibility among committee members.



5. Ensure that sufficient research and information gathering occurs prior to developing recommendations.



6. Direct the preparation of a written committee report and presentation.



7. Work with the committee facilitator, Assistant to the Superintendent, and principal(s) to resolve any problems that the committee encounters.



8. Channel requests for release time, compensatory time, or extra duty pay to the Superintendent via the Building Principal and/or Assistant to the Superintendent.



9. Request sample materials from publishers or resource materials from other school districts.



10. Lead the presentation of progress reports to the Curriculum Council, Superintendent, or other groups.



11. Submit a written final committee report to the Curriculum Council by a specified date.



12. Attend Curriculum Council meetings when appointed.




3.	Facilitators



Role:   Assist the committee chairperson to ensure the efficient operation 

of the committee.



	Responsibilities:



a. Help the committee chairperson with the group dynamics, clerical services, administrative procedures, research, logistics, and inter-committee communications.



b. Cooperate with the chairperson and the administration in planning and developing the work of the committee.



c. Assist the chairperson in developing presentations for the Curriculum Council or other groups.



d. Assist the chairperson in the preparation of the committee’s report.





G. Teachers



Role:  Assist with the development, implementation, and evaluation of curricula.



Responsibilities:



1. Provide input to Curriculum Council and curriculum committees.



2. Work with the administrative staff in the preparation and revision of curriculum and in the purchase of related instructional materials.



3. Implement the scope and sequence of planned courses appropriate to his/her assigned area(s) of responsibility.



4. Provide feedback regarding the effect(s) of new curricula and instructional strategies.



5. Serve as an active member on the Curriculum Council and/or committees when serving as a Curriculum Coordinator.



H. 
Students



Role:  Provide input on curricular concerns to teachers and administrators.



Responsibilities:



1. Complete surveys/needs assessments.



2. Review proposed curriculum and provide feedback through appropriate channels.
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STATEMENT OF PROPOSAL





|_| Middle School

|_| High School



[bookmark: Check1][bookmark: Check2]|_| Course Addition		|_| Course Revision





[bookmark: Text1]Date of Proposal: December 18, 2017

[bookmark: Check4][bookmark: Text8]
Length of course:	|_|Full Year				Credits: .25

[bookmark: Check5]			|_|Semester

[bookmark: Check6]			|_|Marking Period





[bookmark: Text2]Proposal: Course name change from Speech and Debate to Speech Communications



[bookmark: Text3]Person(s) Making Proposal: Lisa Balanda





Proposal Rationale Description:





 

[bookmark: Text4]Speech and Debate is an elective course open to students in grades 9 through 12.  This elective was developed after the Speech requirement was replaced with Academic Literacy. The elective course was designed in an attempt to generate interest in the Speech and Debate competitive team. 



The content of the course does not meet the needs of students who are interested in improving all fundamental speech skills. Additionally, the students who take this course are not pursuing an affiliation with the competitive team. 



The art of debate is a skill set that must emerge after the persuasive speech unit has been taught. This style of writing and delivery is the content which requires the most time to teach because of the depth required to hone fundamental skills. In order to truly build upon the skills necessary for proper oral delivery, the process of "from page to stage" must be taught and practiced. The preparation of the manuscript is a necessary skill set for all speeches. Thus, revision and rewriting for the spoken word takes priority. By the time we begin the debate unit, there is very little time to thoroughly and effectively teach students the skills they need.  As a result, the current title is misleading.







Systemic Impact: 











[bookmark: Text5] 



[bookmark: Text6]Cost Upfront: 	N/A



Cost Ongoing:	N/A



[bookmark: Text10]Long Term Cost: ex. Licenses, Certifications, etc: N/A



[bookmark: Text7]Date of Implementation: August 2018



The following checklist outlines suggested guidelines for reviewing a planned course of study.  This document may be used as the planned course is being developed or as a means of determining whether or not any changes need to be made in existing courses before submission to the Curriculum Council for review.  It is not intended that every item be met as criteria necessary for approval.  The items are intended to guide planned course development.



1. Are the following components clearly included in the planned course document?



Chapter 4 Requirements							Yes	No

· Standards to be achieved by all students				|_|	|_|	

· Content:

· Materials							|_|	|_|	

· Approximate Instructional Time				|_|	|_|	



District Requirements (does the planned course match the district’s)	

· Goals								|_|	|_|	

· Mission statement							|_|	|_|	

· Scope and sequence						|_|	|_|	



2. Will this planned course require new/revised/additional instructional materials?

If yes, demonstrate need and estimate cost.

A. [bookmark: Text9]Equipment: no	

								

B. Professional Development: no	

						

C. Unique Space Needs: no	

						

	D. Other: none									

										



3. How do the planned courses take into account the entrance level expectations of colleges and universities as well as the expectations of the business and industry community? 

	(Grades 9-12 only.)

N/A







4. How does the planned course prepare students for the achievement of the standards at the next transitional level?

N/A
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