
Queen Palmer: Reviewed by Ed Plute and Lyman Kaiser 

Partial Notes, more to follow from Chair Ed Plute.  

 Prior Year/Current Year confusing, might consider indicating the year (for example 2017-18). 

 Need to discuss data from 2018. Seems to be a disconnect because did discuss a lot from 2016-
17.  

 ACT PM tool was part of this USIP, but even there the action steps were not robustly described. 

 Data description was frustrating to read. Refers to PARCC and TCAP, those are not part of 
relevant data.  
 

Keller: Reviewed by Paul Medina and Jan Rennie 

 Suggest using charts in the data narrative to more clearly show the trends.  

 When wrote about reaching a certain target, suggest using mean scale scores to describe 
targets. 

 Performance indicators goal in math had a goal to improve from 18th to 50th percentile. 
Unrealistic goal.  

 Consider adding graphs to reduce length of paragraphs.  

 Please see additional notes- Keller UIP Additional Feedback attachment 
 

Swigert: Reviewed by Clara Hoellerbauer and Lyman Kaiser 

 There were lots of sentence starters without finishing thought. These should be edited.  

 Liked that they had clear connections between growth chart (Bronco chart) and what discussed. 

 There was a typo related to MGP. A digit was left out. It states: MGP of 4 to 38, should be 46 to 
38.  

 Also check for typos with extra words. Read through one more time before submitting.  

 When action steps were outlined, it did not seem like there were clear implementation action 
steps. Action steps are more like lesson planning and data analysis, so they are not student data 
related.  

 Could discuss how you will use ANET data to monitor.  

 Consider being more specific in describing how you will use sacred time. For example, if using a 
data protocol, specify which data protocol.  

 Take out part about transition from TCAP. It is ancient history.  
 

Mitchell: Reviewed by Clara Hoellerbauer and Lyman Kaiser 

 The reviewers thought that there were some strengths: There were two very clear strategies 
that are interwoven throughout.  

 There were lots of sentence starters without finishing thought. Consider revising to make into 
complete sentences. 

 Sentence in narrative is awkward and incomplete. Did not see action steps. [Maybe these are in 
the ACT PM document.] 

 The reviewer that had both documents, thought that the actions steps were a bit incomplete. It 
was noted that there was improvement strategy and major improvement strategy (MIS).  

 Data for monitoring includes Early Warning System.  



 Good points about grants trying to get. Current performance talked about PSAT mean scores, 
but didn’t compare it to target of where students should be. Consider adding such a 
comparison. 

 Be aware since the UIP will be out there for the public that any acronyms should be spelled out.  

 In the document, there is an instance that graduation rate is stated as 66% and another place 
mentions 86%. Be clear which grad rate you are referring to. If it is four-year rate, then state 
that when mentioning rate. Otherwise makes document unclear to public.  

 

Martinez: Reviewed by Manuel Ramsey and Lyman Kaiser  

 Does a good job of using graphs/data tables at beginning of document.  

 Written clearly, fairly easy to follow.  

 Overall, seemed reasonable.  

 Committee is concerned that the document be made available during draft stage to School 
Accountability Members and other parents, if requested. 

 

Fremont: Reviewed by Manuel Ramsey and Lyman Kaiser 

 Overall summary was fairly good. Basics were there.  

 It did seem somewhat disjointed. Difficult to follow data. Even for someone familiar with data it 
was difficult to follow which data you are presenting. It is recommended that if you reference 
some data you indicate what kind of data you are discussing. If it is growth data, state that. For 
example, the Median Growth Percentile for 3rd grade FRL students was xx.  

 There was not much discussion based on CMAS related data (more on READ Act data). It would 
be appropriate to discuss the CMAS data more. 

 Need to fix formatting of portion that was pasted in and appears to be from an Excel workbook. 
Could be pasted in as a picture instead and would format much nicer.  

 Near the end, the discussion addresses FRL student data when header was about ELL. Review 
and correct. 
 

Jenkins: Reviewed by Lyman Kaiser 

 Overall read well. 

 Addressed lack of alignment and rigor on common assessments. Indicated don’t have interim 
growth measures, but will have GK12 ADB growth.  

 Since 8th grade had better growth than 6th and 7th, may need to look at and discuss how will 
improve 6th and 7th. 

 


