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About the Instructional Inventory Process  

To ensure the efficacy of its educational program, Duxbury Public Schools decided to formally evaluate 
the district’s current mathematics curriculum at the middle and high school levels. The district chose 
SchoolWorks to conduct an independent, comprehensive, objective third-party evaluation of the 
mathematics curriculum, with specific attention to classroom implementation. SchoolWorks conducted a 
comprehensive review of the delivery of the mathematics curricula through observations of classroom 
instruction, focus groups, and document review. SchoolWorks also conducted an external desk review to 
assess the comprehensiveness of the mathematics curricula. 

The report documents the team’s findings for each of the two domains identified in the Curriculum Review 
protocol: Instruction and Curriculum. Findings provide a response to each Key Question in the protocol.  

 

  



Duxbury Public Schools October 2-3, 2018 
 

© 2018 SchoolWorks, LLC. All rights reserved.  Page 2 
 

Domains and Key Questions  

The following key questions guided the team’s work in the school during the Curriculum Review. All 
evidence was collected in response to these key questions and their respective standards.  

Domain 1: Instruction 

1. Does classroom instruction align with the Massachusetts Curriculum Framework for Mathematics, the 
Standards for Mathematical Practice and include a balance of conceptual understanding, procedural 
fluency, and application?  

2. Do classroom interactions and organization ensure a classroom climate conducive to learning? 

3. Is classroom instruction intentional, engaging, and challenging for all students? 

4. Do teachers regularly assess students’ progress toward mastery of key skills and concepts and utilize 
assessment data to make adjustments to instruction and to provide feedback to students during the 
lesson? 

Domain 2: Curriculum  

5. Does the district ensure that the school has a coherent, comprehensive, and aligned mathematical 
curriculum?  
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Domain 1: Instruction  
1. Does classroom instruction align with the Massachusetts Curriculum Framework for Mathematics, the 

Standards for Mathematical Practice and include a balance of conceptual understanding, procedural 
fluency, and application?  

Classroom instruction incorporates the Standards for Mathematical Practice and the three pillars of 
mathematical instruction - procedural skill and fluency, conceptual understanding, and application. 

 

Standards of Math Practice  

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
0% 5% 40% 55% 

• Classroom instruction incorporates one or more of the eight Standards for Mathematical Practice. Leaders 
reported (and presentation slides from a math department meeting confirmed) that learning about the 
Standards for Mathematical Practice has been a significant focus of the department’s professional 
development in recent years. Teachers stated that they try to incorporate the practices into their daily 
instruction, although they do not always explicitly name the Standards for students. The site visit team 
observed effective inclusion of one or more of the Standards for Mathematical Practice in 55% of lessons 
(n=20). In these classes, all students were meaningfully engaged in one- or- more of the eight Standards for 
Mathematical Practice throughout the lesson. For example, in one class, the teacher asked students to 
evaluate their peers’ solutions to a problem, then asked students to explain whether the same solution 
would work for a new problem the teacher presented on the board (SMP.3: Construct viable arguments and 
critique the reasoning of others). In another class, students analyzed the meaning of each symbol in a 
function in order to recognize the function on a graph and describe the relationship it represents (SMP.4: 
Model with mathematics). The site visit team observed partially effective inclusion of one-or-more 
Standards for Mathematical Practice in 40% of lessons. In these classes, the teacher did most of the 
challenging work for students, or only some students were engaged with the Standards in a meaningful way. 
For example, in one class, the teacher demonstrated how to recognize a regularity and repeated reasoning 
(SMP.7: Look for and make use of structure), but students mainly observed the teacher do the work; they 
were not required to apply the Standard themselves. In another class, students discussed an extension 
problem on which they had been working for several days, for which they had tried multiple approaches 
and entry points (SMP.1: Make sense of problems and persevere in solving them), but only some of the 
students had the opportunity to try to problem solve (those who finished early).  

Three Math Pillars 

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
5% 0% 35% 60% 

• Classroom instruction incorporates one-or-more of the three pillars of mathematical instruction -- 
procedural skill and fluency, conceptual understanding, or application. Leaders reported that 
incorporating these three elements of mathematics instruction has been a focus of the department. 
Teachers noted that including real-world applications is something they especially try to integrate into 
instruction. The site visit team observed effective inclusion of one-or-more of these three pillars in 60% of 
lessons. In these classes, all students were required to apply their mathematical knowledge to at least one 
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of the pillars throughout the lesson. Most lessons focused on procedural skill and fluency and/or real-world 
application. For example, in one class, students completed a packet for which they were required to 
calculate the volume of various figures using a method that had been modeled by the teacher.  In another 
class, students were required to develop expressions to solve problems based on real-world situations. The 
site visit team observed partially effective inclusion of one-or-more of the pillars in 35% of lessons. In these 
classes, students were typically required to demonstrate one of the three pillars, but for only part of the 
lesson and/or in a way that was not meaningful. For example, in one class, students were required to 
perform multiple iterations of the same type of calculation for 10 minutes, but the task was repetitive and 
simplistic. 

2. Do classroom interactions and organization ensure a classroom climate conducive to learning? 

Classroom interactions and organizations ensure a classroom climate conducive to learning. 
 

Structured Learning Environment 

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
5% 10% 40% 45% 

• The learning environment is structured and, in some classrooms, learning time is maximized. The site visit 
team observed that teachers were consistently prepared for instruction, as demonstrated by lesson 
features, such as resources posted to Schoology and readily-available materials including handouts, laptops, 
and calculators. The team observed effective implementation of a structured learning environment in 45% 
of lessons. In these classes, in addition to being well-prepared for the lesson, instructions were clear, 
students understood learning tasks, and learning time was maximized. For example, in one class, the teacher 
provided students a checklist of unit topics on a handout; then students used laptops to access problems 
relating to each topic that the teacher had posted to Google Slides. Students in this class were able to locate 
the materials quickly and transition between whole group discussions and independent work efficiently. In 
another class, students were told to move around the classroom to form new groups for the next task, which 
they were able to do in under a minute, and after the teacher passed out handouts and brief instructions, 
all groups began working. Students who finished early were told to work on challenge problems they kept 
in their folders. The site visit team noted a partially effective establishment of a structured learning 
environment in 40% of lessons. In most of these classes, although the teacher was prepared for the lesson 
in terms of instructional materials, learning time was not maximized. In several classes, students who 
finished their work early did not have additional work to complete. For example, in one class, students who 
finished the problem set waited in line to have their work checked by the teacher; at one point, there were 
9 students waiting in line. In another class, even though there were multiple teachers in the room, several 
students who had finished early sat quietly doing nothing.  

Supportive Learning Environment 

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
0% 5% 10% 85% 

• Classroom interactions are cooperative and conducive to learning. Leaders and teachers reported, and a 
review of the district’s strategic plan confirmed, that there is a district-wide focus on social-emotional 
learning, which includes professional development sessions from Calm Classroom and an option for math 
teachers to develop their professional practice goals based on incorporating social-emotional practices into 
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their instruction. Students reported that teachers are supportive and caring, as indicated by teachers’ 
willingness to always answer their questions and their availability after school to provide extra help. The 
site visit team found that 85% of lessons effectively established a supportive learning environment. In these 
classrooms, teachers and students were respectful of each other and teachers were responsive to student 
needs. For example, in one class, the teacher spoke warmly to students throughout the observation, and 
joked with students appropriately. Students in this class also helped each other with the work as they solved 
problems collaboratively, with the teacher providing some support as needed. In another class, the teacher 
circulated throughout the class, asking students how things were going with their work. When the teacher 
noted that one student had attempted to solve a problem using a different approach than the method the 
teacher had demonstrated, the teacher celebrated the student’s outside-the-box thinking, and told the 
student that they would continue to speak about the solution after the teacher checked in with other 
students. In another class, the teacher monitored group work, and provided encouragement to students, 
such as, “I love the understanding you are showing here.” The site visit team observed a partially effective 
supportive learning environment in 10% of lessons. In these classes, the teachers were supportive and 
caring toward the students, but occasionally were not responsive to students’ needs. For example, in one 
classroom, the teachers did not notice that some students were not following the task directions correctly 
until the end of the lesson.  

3. Is classroom instruction intentional, engaging, and challenging for all students? 

Instruction is intentional and engaging in some classrooms; instruction is not consistently challenging for all 
students. 

Focused Instruction 

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
5% 35% 55% 5% 

• Some teachers provide students with learning goals and focused, purposeful instruction. Leaders and 
teachers reported that teachers are expected to communicate learning objectives to students, but it is up 
to teachers whether they post objectives on the whiteboard, state them aloud, include them in notes or on 
Schoology, or use some other communication method. Leaders and teachers also stated that the 
department holds high expectations for all students. Parents and the town expect high levels of 
achievement and the curriculum has ambitious goals for students at all levels. Students confirmed that 
regardless of their course level, they are expected to learn the same content during the year, even if pacing 
might differ. The site visit team observed partially effective focused instruction in 55% of lessons. In these 
classes, the teacher communicated a clear objective that drove most or all of the lesson activities. However, 
not all students were held accountable for learning. For example, in one classroom, an objective was posted 
on the whiteboard and learning tasks clearly aligned to the objective. However, when the teacher posed 
questions to the class to check understanding, only a few students raised their hands and the teacher only 
called on the volunteers. Similarly, in another class, the teacher communicated a clear objective that aligned 
to the problems on which students worked, but instead of checking students’ individual work, the teacher 
asked students if they had the same answers as their partners as evidence of whether they accomplished 
the learning goal. The site visit team observed partially ineffective focused instruction in 35% of lessons. In 
several classes, the site visit team did not observe the teacher communicate an objective. In other classes, 
the objective did not identify a clear learning outcome. For example, in one lesson, the teacher informed 
students that during the lesson they would complete a review packet.  
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Instructional Strategies 

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
5% 20% 60% 15% 

• Instructional strategies and materials support some students’ diverse needs. Leaders and teachers 
reported that to address students’ diverse learning needs, teachers typically use collaborative groups and 
some classes are co-taught. Leaders and teachers also noted that students have multiple opportunities and 
modes to show mastery, through re-submitting work on assessments and by completing projects that allow 
students to choose how they will demonstrate understanding (examples include video, poetry projects, and 
creative writing projects). However, students stated that use of varied instructional strategies is an area of 
growth for the district, noting that most teachers use one method of instruction (usually class notes and 
work packets), with some variety in assessments. The site visit team observed effective use of instructional 
strategies and materials to support diverse learning needs in 15% of lessons. For example, in one class, the 
teacher used a video to illustrate a concept to the whole class. Then students were able to choose their own 
groups, with whom they completed problems on laptops. The site visit team observed partially effective use 
of instructional strategies and materials to support diverse learning needs in 60% of lessons. In these classes, 
teachers often applied one strategy to meet diverse learning needs, such as using multiple instructional 
formats. For example, in several classes, the teacher provided instruction to the entire class and students 
worked in small groups, but everyone worked on the same packet, completing the same problems. Students 
did not have access to content through multiple modalities and there was little opportunity for self-directed 
learning. In another class, although students were seated in groups and had the option to work with 
partners, most students chose to complete the work independently. The site visit team observed partially 
ineffective use of instructional strategies and materials to support diverse learning needs in 20% of lessons. 
In these classes, most instruction was teacher-led and materials were not used to support diverse needs. 
For example, in one class, students used laptops, but only to check answers; students did some work in 
partners, but most of the class was teacher directed.  

Participation and Engagement 

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
5% 25% 40% 30% 

• Students are cognitively engaged in learning in some classes. Leaders stated that a high level of student 
engagement is an expectation of instruction in the district, and both leaders and teachers reported that an 
emphasis on student talk (versus teacher-talk) during lessons is a common practice across classrooms. The 
site visit team observed effective levels of participation and engagement in 30% of lessons. In these classes, 
students were active participants in learning activities throughout the lesson and teachers employed 
strategies that allowed all students to participate. For example, in one class, all students responded to a 
prompt the teacher had posted on Google Drive, then the teacher had the students turn-and-talk to discuss 
their answers. As students talked, the teacher circulated to encourage participation with groups. The site 
visit team observed partially effective levels of participation and engagement in 40% of lessons. In these 
lessons, students were typically actively engaged for most, but not all, of the lesson. For example, in one 
class, the teacher asked students if there were any questions about the homework. One student asked a 
question and the teacher spent approximately five minutes solving the problem in front of the class while 
everyone else watched. However, after the teacher finished, all students worked actively on problems for 
the remainder of the observation. In another class, students worked on problems collaboratively for the 
majority of the observation, but those who finished early either engaged in off-task conversations with their 
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peers or sat at their desks doing nothing. The site visit team observed partially ineffective levels of 
participation and engagement in 25% of lessons. In these classes, about half of students participated actively 
and/or the teachers employed few strategies that encouraged students to participate in the lessons. For 
example, in one class, the teacher posed questions to the whole class and allowed the same few students 
to repeatedly call out the answers while other students did not respond. In another class in which students 
were supposed to be completing work on laptops, about half the students were not actively working, and 
several students were on alternate websites. 

Higher-order Thinking 

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
25% 45% 20% 10% 

• Instruction does not consistently require all students to use higher order thinking skills. Some leaders and 
teachers reported that the schools do not have a common definition of higher order thinking. Others stated 
that higher-order thinking (HOT) includes inquiry-based work, writing about mathematics, or the “HOT” 
problems from the math textbooks. The site visit team found that 10% of lessons effectively required all 
students to engage in tasks that involved critical thinking skills. In these lessons, all students were asked to 
apply content to new, open-ended problems or situations, answer challenging questions, and/or justify their 
thinking throughout the lesson. For example, in one class, for the duration of the observation, all students 
worked on a multi-part problem based on a real-world situation, for which they were required to represent 
their thinking through calculations and graphs, and justify their solutions in writing. The site visit team found 
that 20% of lessons were partially effective at promoting higher-order thinking skills. In these classes, tasks 
were often challenging for part, but not all, of the lesson. For example, in one class, students were asked to 
solve problems based on articles, then explain how the math connected to the real-world situations 
explained in the articles. However, students spent about half of the observation on this task; the rest of the 
time they were self-correcting a work packet using an answer key the teacher provided. The site visit team 
found that 45% of lessons were partially ineffective at promoting higher-order thinking skills. In these 
classes, teachers often did most of the critical thinking work for students. For example, in one class, the 
teacher completed a sample problem for students, which they copied into their notes, and then students 
spent the remainder of the lesson completing similar problems using the same method the teacher 
demonstrated and posted to the whiteboard. Only the few students who finished the problem set early 
were able to try a challenge problem. In another class, the teacher demonstrated how to complete a 
problem by thinking aloud to the class, without asking for any input or guidance from students. Then for the 
remainder of the lesson, students completed a packet with similar problems to the work they had done for 
homework. The site visit team found that 25% of lessons were ineffective at promoting higher-order 
thinking. In these lessons, tasks did not involve critical thinking; rather, they focused on summary or recall. 
For example, in one class, the teacher instructed students to select a type of problem from the unit they felt 
they knew well. Students were then asked to explain how to solve that type of problem and provide a 
sample, which the teacher stated they could copy from their notes or the textbook. In another class, the 
students spent almost the full duration of the observation correcting their homework using an answer key 
the teacher posted to the board.  
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4. Do teachers regularly assess students’ progress toward mastery of key skills and concepts, and utilize 
assessment data to make adjustments to instruction and to provide feedback to students during the 
lesson? 

Teachers assess some students’ progress toward mastery of key skills and concepts; some students receive 
feedback during the lessons. 
 

Assessment Strategies 

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
15% 40% 30% 15% 

• In-class assessment strategies reveal some students’ thinking about learning goals. Leaders and teachers 
reported that teachers assess students during lessons through circulation, exit tickets, quizzes, and 
classwork. The site visit team observed effective use of assessment strategies in 15% of lessons. In these 
lessons, the teacher used formative assessment strategies to check the understanding of all students, and 
assessments were aligned to key content or the learning objective. For example, in one class, the teacher 
used Quizlet to assess prior knowledge of all students at the start of the lesson; in another class, the teacher 
circulated to all groups to check whether students were solving problems correctly. The site visit team 
observed partially effective use of assessment strategies in 30% of lessons. In these classes, the teacher 
typically used an assessment strategy to check the understanding of most, but not all, students. For 
example, in one class, the teacher met with small groups to check work with students on specific problems, 
but did not get to every student over the course of the observation. The site visit team observed partially 
ineffective use of assessment strategies in 40% of lessons. In these classes, the teacher typically used an 
assessment strategy, but assessed less than half of students. For example, in one class, the teacher 
circulated as students worked on their packets, but spoke to only some students about their work, while 
conversations with other students were more focused on task directions. The site visit team observed 
ineffective use of assessment strategies in 15% of lessons. In these classes, the teacher did not use any 
assessment strategies, or checks addressed procedures, rather than content. For example, in one class, the 
teacher circulated the room as students worked, but focused primarily on managing behavior and giving 
directions, rather on checking for understanding.  

Feedback 

Ineffective Partially 
Ineffective 

Partially 
Effective Effective 

1 2 3 4 
5% 45% 25% 25% 

 
• Timely feedback is provided to some students throughout the learning process. The site visit team 

observed teachers effectively providing timely and specific feedback in 25% of lessons. For example, in one 
class, the teacher circulated to every group, giving specific feedback on students’ work on a problem set 
using math vocabulary and reminders about the specific context of the content with which they were 
working. The teacher also addressed the entire class twice to give feedback to the whole group based on 
trends the teacher observed during circulation. The site visit team observed partially effective feedback 
delivered to students in 25% of lessons. In these classes, teachers often gave high-quality feedback to some 
of the class. For example, in one class, teachers circulated and guided students toward rechecking their 
work, but the teachers provided feedback to only about a quarter of the class over the course of the 20-
minute observation. The site visit team observed partially ineffective feedback delivered in 45% of lessons. 
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In these classes, only a few students received high-quality feedback. For example, in one class, the teacher 
circulated to most groups, but provided feedback on student work to only a few students, while other 
feedback was focused on whether students followed directions correctly. In another class, the teacher 
circulated and provided some specific feedback to several students, but mainly provided general feedback 
such as, “Good job,” or “Keep it up.” 
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Domain 2: Curriculum  
5. Does the district ensure that the school has a coherent, comprehensive, and aligned mathematical 

curriculum?  

The district is working to ensure that the schools have a coherent, comprehensive, and aligned mathematics 
curriculum. 

• The written curriculum defines the content and skills students will learn in each course; coursework 
includes tasks that require procedural fluency, conceptual understanding, and real-world application. 
Curriculum maps for each mathematics course identify the topics and standards teachers should address in 
each instructional unit. The district uses a common curriculum mapping template for most courses. For each 
unit, the curriculum map defines the relevant Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks, Essential Questions, 
Enduring Understandings, Concepts, Skills, and Vocabulary. Several curriculum maps (e.g., grade 7 and 
Geometry) also include suggested pacing and a list of Standards for Mathematical Practice for each unit. 
Leaders and teachers reported that they rely on these maps to develop their instructional plans. Student 
assessments across grade levels indicate that students are required to demonstrate a balance of procedural 
fluency, conceptual understanding, and real-world application. For example, unit assessments for each 
course typically feature a variety of different types of problems, including computation, word problems, and 
brief problems for which students must demonstrate conceptual understanding. Conceptual problems 
typically ask students to answer questions about the correspondence between equations and graphs. 
Occasionally, conceptual problems require students to explain their thinking. At the middle school level, 
sample unit design materials indicate that students are required to demonstrate a balance of procedural 
fluency, conceptual understanding, and application during typical lessons. For example, lesson materials 
include computation work, brief conceptual problems, and word problems. Conceptual problems 
sometimes draw on the essential questions in the textbook series, include graphical representations, or 
require students to explain a concept or solution in words. Some conceptual understanding problems within 
these materials require students to determine whether a statement about a given topic is always, never, or 
sometimes true and require students to apply their knowledge of the concept to support their response. At 
the high school level, sample unit design materials indicate that class work is often more focused on tasks 
that require procedural fluency, with some real-world application work. Conceptual problems are 
occasionally included in typical lesson materials (e.g., problems that involve an expression’s correspondence 
to a graph), or conceptual problems are taught separately. For example, in one course, many conceptual 
understanding tasks include separate investigations or group projects students work on for extended 
periods of time. 

• The district is working to ensure that all students have access to a curriculum that reflects a commitment 
to equity and the learning needs of its diverse learners. In recent years, the mathematics department has 
been implementing changes to its programming that, according to a 2015 presentation to the School 
Committee, are intended to “…provide students [with] equal opportunity and equal access to a rigorous and 
appropriate academic course-load.” Additionally, a presentation from a 2016 mathematics department 
meeting indicates that the district implemented these changes, in part, to provide students more time to 
learn the most critical concepts in the curriculum. For example, according to the math department 
presentation, the district changed its policy for advancing students to Geometry in order to place an 
emphasis on algebra mastery, citing research on the importance of algebra mastery. The same presentation 
states that the district removed Algebra 1 standards from the Geometry curriculum in order to provide 
students at all levels enough time to get to all parts of the Geometry curriculum. However, leaders and 
teachers stated that they have observed that the change to the courses may be negatively impacting student 
performance in algebra. For example, leaders and teachers stated that by the time students get to Algebra 
2, they have not worked with algebra standards for over a year (leaders reported that summer work was 
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also removed from programming), and many students have forgotten key concepts from Algebra 1. Leaders 
and teachers reported that students are making more abundant mistakes on basic problems, and leaders 
noted that it is taking teachers longer to get through topics than previous years because students are taking 
longer to understand the concepts. However, leaders and teachers stated that the department has not 
engaged in formal data analysis during Professional Learning Community (PLC) time or department 
meetings to compare current student performance on standardized or school-based assessments with 
previous years. The 2016 math department presentation also notes that this change to the coursework 
requires the Algebra 2 curriculum to “…sacrifice Trigonometry, Sequences, and Series.” According to a 
review of district curriculum maps and the Math Program Proposal charts, students who take Algebra 2 
during their junior year and elect to take Math Technology Applications and/or business courses during their 
senior year may not receive instruction in standards under certain domains, including Trigonometric 
Functions. Teachers also reported that these students have lost their pathway to getting an introduction to 
calculus, unless they “double up” on math courses, which teachers noted is typically not advisable for most 
students at that level.  

Another significant change made by the department in recent years is to the number of course levels offered 
by the department. According to leaders and teachers (and confirmed by the 2016 department 
presentation), the math department has transitioned from offering three levels of coursework to two levels 
(plus Advanced Placement [AP] during senior year) in order to establish consistency across content areas in 
the district. Leaders, teachers, and some students reported that they are concerned that this new leveling 
system does not allow teachers to provide the depth of instruction that the previous structure allowed. 
Leaders and teachers stated that the range of student abilities is so wide within each course that teachers 
are not able to tailor the curriculum to students’ needs the way they did previously. Leaders noted that they 
are particularly concerned for high-performing students, who may be working through the curriculum at a 
slower pace and at less depth than what they are capable of accomplishing. Students confirmed that they 
were aware of the change in policy. Some students, particularly those in honors courses, stated that they 
notice a large gap among abilities within given classes, and that sometimes classes spend too long on a given 
topic. Students reported that students who finish work early typically have nothing to do until everyone else 
finishes or the period ends.  

Within each course, curricular materials indicate that the district is attempting to address the learning needs 
of diverse learners. For example, the programs the district adopted include options for teachers to use 
virtual manipulatives during lessons, videos to support lesson concepts, vocabulary tools (including 
multilingual glossaries), and many topics feature additional support in the form of “personal tutors,” which 
are short video lessons led by professional educators. Student edition pages include graphics and images 
that support understanding of concepts such as graphs, tables, and diagrams. Contexts for real-world 
application problems are generally accessible to students of varied backgrounds. For example, many 
contexts from the adopted programs are related to money or common situations in school settings. 
Problems that require specialized or background content knowledge typically include a brief introduction 
with background information about the topic or an image with an explanation (e.g., a problem about piano 
keys includes a diagram illustrating what an “octave” is). However, leaders and teachers reported that 
typically, these programs are used more often in the middle school than in the high school. Sample teacher-
designed unit materials indicate that many teachers create interactive class notes and handouts to 
supplement the published programs; however, these materials less frequently address the needs of diverse 
learners. For example, classwork handouts are sometimes text-heavy, with few images or graphics to 
support student comprehension unless the problem includes a graph or geometric figure. Additionally, 
application problems featured on these materials and teacher-created assessments sometimes require 
additional content knowledge, a sophisticated understanding of English vocabulary or idioms, or other 
information students from varied backgrounds may not know. For example, word problems in sample 
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teacher-created assessments include contexts that involve science content, characters from popular 
culture, and sophisticated vocabulary.  

 

  



Duxbury Public Schools October 2-3, 2018 

© 2018 SchoolWorks, LLC. All rights reserved.  Page 13 

 
Appendix A: Site Visit Team Members  

The Mathematics Curriculum Review to Duxbury Middle School and High School was conducted on October 2-
3, 2018 by a team of educators from SchoolWorks, LLC. 

Aubrey Goodman Team Leader & Writer SchoolWorks, LLC 

Keina Newell Team Member        SchoolWorks, LLC 
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Appendix B: Summary of Classroom Observation Data  
During the site visit, the team conducted 20 observations, representing a range of grade levels, courses 
and levels. The following table presents the compiled data from those observations. Note: Due to 
rounding, the percentages for a particular indicator may not appear to total to 100%. 
 

 Indicator 
Distribution of Scores 

% Ineffective (1) à % Effective (4) 
1 2 3 4 

M
a 

Cu
rr
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um
 F

ra
m

ew
or

k 
Al

ig
nm

en
t 

1a. Alignment to Mathematics Content Standards 
Aligned to grade level /course mathematical content standards 0% 5% 40% 55% 

1b. Alignment to Standards for Mathematical Practices 

0% 5% 40% 55% 

1c. Alignment to Math Pillars 
Procedural fluency 
Conceptual understanding 
Real-world application  

5% 0% 35% 60% 

Cl
as

sr
oo

m
 C

lim
at

e 

2. Behavioral Expectations 
Clear expectations 
Consistent rewards and/or consequences 
Anticipation and redirection of misbehavior 

0% 10% 25% 65% 

3. Structured Learning Environment 
Teacher preparation 
Learning time maximized  5% 10% 40% 45% 

4. Supportive Learning Environment 
Caring relationships 
Teacher responsiveness to students’ needs 0% 5% 10% 85% 

Pu
rp

os
ef

ul
 T

ea
ch

in
g 

5. Focused Instruction 
Learning objectives 
High expectations 
Effective communication of academic content 

5% 35% 55% 5% 

6. Instructional Strategies 
Multi-sensory modalities and materials 
Instructional Format 
Student choice  

5% 20% 60% 15% 

7. Participation and Engagement 
Active student participation 
Perseverance   5% 25% 40% 30% 

8. Higher-order Thinking 
Challenging tasks 
Application to new problems and situations 
Student questions and metacognition  

25% 45% 20% 10% 

In
- C

la
ss

 
As

se
ss

m
en

t &
 

Ad
ju

st
m

en
t  

9. Assessment Strategies   
Use of formative assessments 
Alignment to Academic content 15% 40% 30% 15% 

11. Feedback 
Feedback to students 
Student use of feedback 

5% 45% 25% 25% 
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Appendix C: Summary of Reviewed Curriculum Documents  
Prior to the visit, the team conducted a desk review of the middle and high school mathematics curriculum 
to determine if it supports high-level student learning. In order to do so, the team analyzed available 
curricular documents provided by Duxbury Public Schools. Below is a summary of the documents 
reviewed: 

• Assessments (including quizzes, unit assessments, projects, and final assessments)  
• District strategic plan presentation 
• Duxbury High School Program of Studies 
• Duxbury High School Student Handbook 
• Math department meeting schedule 
• Math department meeting presentations 
• Professional learning community notes 
• Published textbook programs and software resources 
• Sample course expectations 
• Sample course syllabi 
• Sample Schoology course 
• Sample teacher feedback 
• Sample unit designs (including classwork, homework, and assessments) 
• Student performance and enrollment data 
 


