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I . I N TR O D UCTIO N

T

he purpose of this report is to share to outcomes of a Root Cause Analysis (RCA) conducted to
support Bluford Drew Jemison Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM)
Academy West in identifying underlying causes of school performance problems. The report
provides an overview of the RCA process, school profile, problem statement, root cause analysis and
recommendations to address the root causes.
The Maryland Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) Consolidated State Plan requires schools that have
been identified for comprehensive support and improvement (CSI) engage in a root cause analysis process
facilitated by a third party. CSI schools are the lowest achieving five percent of Title I schools; high schools
that do not graduate one third or more of their students; or schools that have federal school improvement
grants (SIG). Bluford Drew Jemison STEM Academy West was identified as a CSI school because it was
one of the lowest achieving 5 percent of Title I schools and had low graduation rates. Outcomes of the
root cause analysis must be used to inform the development of intervention plans to improve school
performance.
CSI schools that were identified in the 2018-2019 school year have three years to exit CSI status. CSI
school leaders will receive a leadership coach to support the development and implementation of the
intervention plan. CSI principals are also required to participate in the Leading for School Improvement
Institute which provides customized professional learning experiences to support school improvement.
CSI principals are also required to engage in monitoring visits by the Maryland State Department of
Education (MSDE) to ensure that progress is being made toward school improvement goals.
MSDE established a memorandum of understanding with the University of Maryland College Park to
facilitate the RCA process. The University of Maryland College Park collaborated with the American
Institutes for Research (AIR) to develop RCA tools and train field teams. Field teams consisted of
researchers, data analysts, and education practitioners from Morgan State University, Johns Hopkins
University, Bowie State University, and other organizations. Field team members worked with all
CSI schools to go through an RCA process. MSDE will support each school to engage in a long-term
continuous improvement process that includes RCA analyses, recommended interventions, and
evaluations of employed interventions. As part of this process, CSI schools were first required to go
through a needs-assessment process that was used to drive the RCA work.

.
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RCA Process for CSI Schools

the problem; 2) identify the root causes; 3)
draft a school report with recommendations for
improvement.

A Root Cause Analysis Facilitator Guide was
developed to promote consistency in the root
cause analysis process. The Facilitator Guide
contains protocols designed to engage school
leaders and stakeholders in identifying a specific
problem and prioritizing root causes for the
problem.
There was a four step process used to facilitate the
root cause analysis:

First, the UMD/BSU/MSU team worked with
school leadership teams to craft a problem
statement in a half-day meeting. Using the
available school, school system, and state data,
the school team selected a problem that relates to
their CSI status and provides a direction for the
root cause analysis.

1. Craft a Problem Statement Based on Data.
2. Brainstorm Causal Factors
3. Analyze Underlying Causes to Identify Root
Causes
4. Prioritize Root Causes for Intervention

Second, the facilitators returned to the school for
a full-day meeting with the school’s stakeholder
team to better understand the root causes of the
problem. Once the stakeholders worked through
the process of determining the root causes, they
prioritized those root causes based on importance,
feasibility, and alignment to CSI status.

The root cause analysis process translates the
successes and challenges identified through the
CSI needs assessment into priorities to inform
actionable improvement planning. The work
with schools was staged in three steps: 1) identify

As a third and final step, the UMD/BSU/MSU
teams created these school-specific reports with
recommendations for addressing the problem and
root causes in improvement planning.

Identify
the Problem
		

Identify
the Root
Causes

½ Day Facilitated Meeting
at Schools with School
Instructional Leadership
Teams

1 Full Day Facilitated
Meeting at Schools with
School Stakeholder Teams

Final Report:
Evidence and
Recommendations
School-specific Report Summarizing
Root Cause Analysis and
Providing Recommendations for
Improvement
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An RCA starts with asking the question: What
problem do we face that, if solved or mitigated,
would most effectively lead to our desired
outcomes (in this case significant improvement in
student outcomes that would lead to the school
being removed from CSI status)? This “Problem
Statement” is then studied and interrogated by
a team of stakeholders through the RCA process
that answers questions such as:

This process led to a small number of “root
causes” to the problem designed to help school
stakeholders design strategies and programs that
are more likely to lead to significant improvement
for students. In addition, the process will
include conducting research on the problem
and prioritized root causes and recommending
evidence-based strategies for improvement.

• Why do we get these outcomes?
• Who are the people involved in this problem?
• What policies, procedures, or rules contribute
to this problem?

• What resources are currently engaging with
this problem?

• What environmental issues impact this
problem?
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School Name: 				
Bluford Drew Jemison STEM Academy West
1500 Harlem Avenue Baltimore, MD 21217
(443) 642-2110

Student Demographics
Total
Students
379

Asian

Black
African
Americans

Hispanic/
Latino

White

<10

367

<10

<10

Other

% Economically
Disadvantaged

% English
Learners

% Students
with
Disabilities

<10

71.71%

<5%

31.21%

Bluford Drew Jemison STEM Academy West Middle School
MSDE School Report Card Profile for 6-8
Academic Progress
Student
Growth
Percentile in
Math
Student
Growth
Percentile in
ELA

27.5

25

Credit for
Well
Rounded
Curriculum
N/A

57.1%

Earned
Points:

6.2/28

School Quality and
Student Success

Students
Not
Chronically
Absent

Progress in Achieving
English Language
Proficiency

Academic Achievement

% Proficient
in Math

1.6%

50.8%

Access to
Well
Rounded
Curriculum

4.8%

Earned
Points:

1.5/25

Average
Performance
Math

1.5/5.0

% Proficient
in ELA

0.8%

Average
Performance
ELA

1.4/5.0

Earned
Points:

3.0/20

Total Earned Percent:

% English
Learners
Making
Progress
Toward
Learning
English

N/A

Earned
Points:

N/A

26%

To view this school’s full report card, visit www.mdreportcard.org
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Bluford Drew Jemison STEM Academy West High School
MSDE School Report Card Profile for 9-12
Academic
Achievement
%
Proficient in
Math

School Quality and
Student Success

6.5%

Average
Performance
Math

1.8/5.0

%
Proficient
in ELA

6.5%

Average
Performance
ELA

2.0/5.0

Earned
Points:

6.8/30

Students
Not
Chronically
Absent

30.8%

Access to a
Well
Rounded
Curriculum

Earned
Points:

50%

6.0/25

Total Earned Percent

Graduation Rate

Four-year
adjusted
cohort
graduation
rate

Five-year
adjusted
cohort
graduation
rate
Earned
Points:

73.9%

Progress in
Achieving English
Language
Proficiency

%
English
Learners
Making
Progress
Toward
Learning
English

Credit
for Well
Rounded
Curriculum

N/A

77.3%

11.3/15

Earned
Points:

Readiness for
Postsecondary Success

N/A

On track
in 9th grade
for
graduation

Earned
Points:

100%

26.4%

6.3/10

26%
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Description of the Process
The first step in the RCA process was to convene
a half-day meeting that was facilitated by a twomember RCA team. Bluford Drew Jemison (BDJ)
convened on April 8, 2019 for day one of the
RCA process. The convening included the school
leadership team, consisting of a local school
system leader (i.e., principal supervisor, school
improvement lead) and other key school staff.
The primary goal of this meeting was to craft a
“Problem Statement” that would drive the root
cause analysis. A Problem Statement can be
defined as a statement describing a situation, issue,
barrier, impediment, or challenge that a school
must address to significantly improve students’
outcomes related particularly to those outcomes
that led to the school being placed on the CSI list.
The goals of the first day were as follows: 1) to determine
a problem statement to drive the analysis of the root
causes, and 2) to identify stakeholders for day two of the
RCA.
The leadership team examined the school-level
data and selected a problem statement. The
primary data sources reviewed were the MSDE
CSI Needs Assessment Report, the Maryland State
School Report Card, and the School Climate Survey
data and qualitative data from school stakeholders.

Problem Statement Criteria
Participants arrived at a problem statement by
examining how CSI schools were identified; by
using data to understand why the school received
CSI status; by organizing data trends into themes; by
evaluating the feasibility of addressing those themes;
and by prioritizing addressable themes to identify
the RCA area of focus. The problem statement was
crafted based on the following criteria:
1. How important is the problem to addressing our needs?
Importance is determined by whether student
outcomes will be improved, teacher efficacy is

increased, and/or organizational systems will be
improved.
2. How feasible is it to address this problem?
Feasibility is defined by the availability of
adequate resources, staff, and capacity, and
whether there is sufficient support and buy-in.
3. How aligned is the problem to our needs?
The problem statement should be related to the
reason the school was identified as a CSI school.
Also the school should be able to address the
problem and its root causes by the effective selection
and implementation of evidence-based practices.

Day One Summary
The attending team members for day one
included the staff from the school: the principal,
the resident principal, the literary academic
content liaison, and content area leads for ELA
and mathematics (both the middle and high
schools). In addition, several Baltimore City
Public Schools (BCPS) staff were in attendance.
During the initial review of the data, several
key issues around academic performance
immediately emerged that underscored what the
staff anecdotally reported experiencing in the
school. Few students were academically prepared
to perform optimally on state and district
assessments. A key corollary issue was the impact
of the numerous staff vacancies and staff absences
that made it difficult for consistent instruction
to take place. In addition, the high chronic
absenteeism and low student achievement rates
were cited as factors playing into a culture of
apathy at the school. The teachers mentioned that
the low attendance rates contributed to teachers
feeling as though they were “falling behind” in
their academic planning and instructional pacing.
Further, the academic performance data revealed
that the teachers felt that current instructional
practices were not fully aligned to the learning
needs of the students.
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Another emerging issue surrounded the traumas
that have affected many students in the school.
For example, a fifteen-year-old BDJ student was
the victim of homicide last summer. The Parent
School Survey reveals a ten percentage point
decline in the Safety Dimension section, from

97 percent to 87 percent, suggesting that school
climate issues are an emerging issue. The move
to a new campus in a new neighborhood also
impacted parents’ favorable perceptions of the
physical dimension, as indicated by a sevenpoint drop from 97 percent to 90 percent.

Key Data Themes
Data Source

Key Takeaways

Needs Assessment

Mathematics and ELA data show less than 5% of students meeting or exceeding standards on state
assessments.

Needs Assessment

Students are more than two grade levels below (average four years and two months below) in
the middle and high schools.

School Profile

Mathematics and ELA data are significantly lower than the district average.

Needs Assessment

This year’s mobility: middle school: 50%, high school: 42.7%

Needs Assessment

Percentage of teachers with conditional certification or uncertified: middle school: 5.26%, high
school: 21.05%

School Profile

About 200 fewer students enrolled from 2017 to 2019.

School Profile

Zero percent of students have scored three or above on high stakes testing.

Needs Assessment

Staffing: five vacancies, several certification issues (25% conditional or uncertified and
29% outside of certification)
The same mathematics vacancy has gone unfilled for three years in a row.

Needs Assessment/
School Profile

High mobility rates, chronic absenteeism, and increases in suspensions mean fewer
students are able to receive instruction in the classroom.

Maryland Report Card

The middle school earned 3 of 20 points and the high school 6.8 of 30 points.

School Profile

Even though graduation rate increased, the number of students passing the state assessments
was still zero.

Needs Assessment

The dropout rate increased in tenth and eleventh grades.

School Profile

BDJ has a greater number of first-year teachers than career teachers.
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Themes Across Data Sources (Topics) (1 being highest priority)

Ranking

Students are not meeting or exceeding expectations on standardized assessments.

1A

Students, on average, are almost four years below grade level.

1B

Student absence rate has increased. If students are not in school, they cannot learn.

2

Teacher quality and teacher and student attendance contribute to inconsistencies in instruction.

3

Final Problem Statement
In grades 6-12, more than 93% of students did not
score at the meets or exceeds level on the 2018 state
assessments for ELA.

Evidence Base for Problem Statement
This section represents a brief research summary
of the evidence related to the significance and/
or impact of the problem statement identified
above.

The low percentage of students who are able
to demonstrate proficiency on standardized
assessments is the central problem that BDJ
STEM Academy West is facing. Low student
achievement is also a significant national issue.
This problem is influenced by multiple factors
that are both inside and outside of the control of
schools. However, school-based factors do play a
significant role in student achievement (Rivkin,
Hanushek, and Kain, 2005).
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IV. ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM STATEMENT
Day Two Summary
The day two meeting took place on May 1, 2019.
Some of the same members of the BDJ instructional
leadership team and BCPS representatives attended
this full-day meeting, along with additional
participants. The appendix includes a full listing of all
participants who attended the meeting. The purpose of
this meeting was as follows: a) to confirm the problem

statement, b) prioritize the list of root causes, and c)
brainstorm collective ideas for improvement.

Casual Factors
The “Fishbone” diagram represents the
stakeholder group’s initial assessment of all of the
individual factors contributing to the existence or
recurrence of the problem statement.

Curriculum/
Instruction

Mindset

Students don’t feel
comfortable/confident
typing their responses

Misalignment of instruction to tests and standards

Lack of clear and consistent expectations across
grade levels

Not enough access to
technology for students
to practice

Lack of certified teachers
with consistent attendance, 4 LT subs

Mindset for teachers
and students

Students do not see
value in testing/not
relevant to lives

Teachers lack sufficient
content knowledge,
instruct. strategies

Student goal setting and
owning education

Too many assessments

Rigor of instruction

Mindset of “these students can’t”

Building relationships
with students and
families

Apathy towards school

Teacher absenteeism affects student attendance

Rewards and consequences for teacher
behavior

Lack of support at home/
homelessness

Lack of instructional/
programmatic draw for
students

Cohesive school culture

Basic need not being met

Underfunded/lack of
funds led to cut programs

Teacher expectations

Fight or flight mentality

Transient population,
chronic absenteeism

Testing

School Culture/
Climate/Staff Morale

Trauma

In grades 6-12,
100% of students
did not score at the
Meet or Exceeds
level on the 2018
Partnership for
Assessment of
Readiness for
College and Careers
(PARCC) , English
Language Arts
(ELA), or Math
Assessments.

Attendance
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Prioritized Root Causes
Following several group exercises, the stakeholder group came to consensus on the priority root causes.
These are the causes most critical to addressing the problem based on the criteria of importance, feasibility,
and alignment.

Ranking

Final Output. Prioritized Root Causes:
A lack of cohesion and connection to the school’s identity, mission, vision, values, and
expectations for students and staff persists.

1

Teachers have insufficient knowledge and skills to differentiate their instructional methods to meet diverse learner needs.

2

Instructional and behavioral supports for students are not consistent across content areas.

3

Evidence Base for Prioritized Root
Causes
To effect turnaround change, school leaders
need to be able to apply transformational and
instructional leadership skills. In The Impact of
Leadership on Student Outcomes, the findings
show that a school’s ability to improve and sustain
effectiveness over the long term is not primarily
the result of the principal’s leadership style, but
of an understanding and diagnosis of the school’s
needs. In addition, the principal must be able to
apply clearly articulated, organizationally shared
educational values through multiple combinations
and accumulations of time and context-sensitive
strategies that are “layered” and progressively
embedded in the school’s work, culture, and
achievements. (Day, Gu, & Sammons, 2016).
The impact of principal turnover: Rapid
principal turnover negatively impacts a school,

affecting the school culture and student
performance. “[T]aking a coordinated approach to
leadership distribution appears to mitigate at least
some of the negative consequences of leadership
turnover” (Mascall & Leithwood, 2010).
In addition, principals need support to cultivate
their staff’s professional learning opportunities.
This support should focus on the following key
points:

• Improving schoolwide instruction, particularly
in helping teachers meet the needs of students
performing below grade level

• Creating collegial organizations focused

on continuous improvement, including
developing distributed leadership structure to
guide professional learning teams

• Using data for change to engage in collective
inquiry and to identify and address needs.
(Stucher, Podolsky, and Espinoza, 2017)
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Brainstormed Ideas for Improvement
Planning from Stakeholders

Recommendations for EvidenceBased Improvement

At the conclusion of day two, the stakeholders
had a brief opportunity to brainstorm ideas and
strategies that might help to address the root
causes identified. This brainstorming activity asked
participants to list any good ideas they have. These
ideas were not prioritized or identified as formal
recommendations to the school.
• Academic planning across content areas
• Leadership position to focus on student data
and academic planning accountability
• Staff allocation and assignments to focus on
areas of strength
• Referencing and connecting to vision
statement and scholar’s creed
• Building intervention inside of the curriculum
and schedule
• Intervention and assessment data compiled for
personnel
• Extended day to accommodate intervention
time and offer enrichment
• Devices in the classrooms that could support
interventions, like Imagine Math Learning
• Interdisciplinary planning
• Outside professional learning around best
practices
• Instructional rigor and scaffolding
• Building relationships (Capturing Kids’ Hearts
aligned to Restorative Practices)
• Mini courses taught by teachers
• A functional team to target student attendance
and failing students
• Restorative Practice Room rather than out-ofschool suspension
• A community room aligned to Restorative
Practices

Final recommendations for this report have been
developed by the University of Maryland College
Park in consultation with UMD/RCA facilitators
and leaders at MSDE. Recommendations were
developed using the following process:

• Reviewing the ideas, notes, and stakeholder
•

•

perspectives gathered throughout the Root
Cause Analysis process;
Conducting a scan of the research literature
related to the problem statement and
prioritized root causes identified throughout
the process. While a comprehensive research
analysis was outside the scope of this project,
the team reviewed research using the standards
of evidence model outlined in the Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) to offer research
that had moderate or strong evidence of
effectiveness (Level 2 or Level 1 on the ESSA
framework);
Compiling, organizing and categorizing over
150 recommendations submitted by UMD/
RCA facilitators.

These recommendations are offered by
the University of Maryland College Park in
consultation with MSDE. They represent only a
portion of the potential strategies and interventions
that will become a part of the school’s three-year
improvement plan developed in concert with the
MSDE Title I office.
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RECOMMENDATION LANGUAGE AND CITATIONS

Four Domains		
Domain of Rapid
School Improvement 1

Invest in professional learning opportunities and support for
principal’s development as an effective instructional leader.

Talent Development

The importance of the principal as the leader for instruction across the
school has been clearly established in the research literature over the last
several decades. However, school leaders encounter difficulty when trying
to focus the bulk of their time and capacity on leading instruction in their
schools, and/or they have not (yet) developed the skills and knowledge to
effectively guide the elevation of instructional practice with their teachers.
In schools where the consistency and quality of instruction is variable,
the research suggests that by focusing on directly supporting teaching
and classroom learning, the principal can directly contribute to improved
student outcomes (Neumerski, 2012; Grissom, Loeb, & Master, 2013;
Knapp, Copeland, Honit, Plecki, and Portin, 2010).

Turnaround
Leadership

To become an effective instructional leader, principals need training and
development across a range of skills, including:

• Re-orienting their daily calendar to prioritize their time in classrooms
for observations and instructional feedback

• Acquiring deep knowledge of all components of high quality
instruction and lesson planning

• Vetting curriculum for standards alignment and quality
• Providing targeted feedback and coaching to teachers to drive
instructional improvement

• Analyzing classroom data and work to monitor students’ growth and to
guide instruction

• Developing and leading differentiated professional learning events for
teachers

Just as teachers grow best through job-embedded, authentic professional
learning supports, so, too, do school leaders. The research on professional
learning indicates that collaborative cohorts and coaching are two
high leverage strategies through which principals can be supported in
acquiring new leadership skills (Sutcher, Podolsky, & Espinoza, 2017).
Additionally, there are a variety of evidence-based instructional leadership
frameworks and tools that can be adapted as resources for principals who
are developing as instructionally-focused leaders (www.k-12leadership.org;
www.wallacefoundation.org).
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RECOMMENDATION LANGUAGE AND CITATIONS
Provide high-quality differentiated instruction in all general
education classes.

Four Domains		
Domain of Rapid
School Improvement 1
Instructional
Transformation

Differentiated instruction serves a wide range of student abilities and
needs in a single classroom. Studies suggest that differentiated classrooms
produce similar or better results in reading compared to traditional
classrooms (Connor et al., 2009; Reis, McCoach, Little, Muller, & Kaniskan,
2011; Tieso, 2002).
Research suggests that high-quality differentiated instruction includes the
following features: 1) identification of each students’ learning needs based
on student performance data; 2) whole group instruction with various
levels of examples and explanations, and sub-group instruction targeted
at individuated students’ skill levels with different levels and kinds of
explanation and practice; 3) regular (informal and formal) assessment
of student learning to identify new needs and goals following initial
adjustment of instruction; and 4) continuous responsive adjustment of both
what is taught and how it is taught based on the latest student assessment
data (Alsalamah, 2017; Prast, Van de Weijer-Bergsma, Kroesbergen, & Van
Luit, 2015; van Geel et al., 2019).
Although much differentiation can occur through small and large group
instruction in the regular classroom, some instruction may need to be
more individualized based on student needs and will lead to pull-out
interventions. Toward this end, randomized control trials on Computer
Assisted Instruction programs, such as TutorMate, have shown remarkably
positive results on elementary students reading performance (Kortecamp,
Harper, & Green, 2016).

1
The MSDE uses the Center on School Turnaround at WestEd’s Four Domains for Rapid School Improvement: A Systems
Framework as a framework for continuous improvement. The framework identifies four areas as central to rapid and
significant improvement: turnaround leadership, talent development, instructional transformation, and culture shift. The
recommendations in this report are aligned to the four domains as a way to organize and frame the improvement efforts.
For more information: https://centeronschoolturnaround.org.
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RECOMMENDATION LANGUAGE AND CITATIONS

Four Domains		
Domain of Rapid
School Improvement 1

Maximize professional learning focused on planning, instruction,
and improving learning conditions for students.

Talent Development

Establish or significantly strengthen a school-wide cycle of professional
learning—coaching, observations, and team planning—that includes
an aligned focus across core instructional activities. Several studies link
teacher professional learning with improvements in instruction and quality
of learning environments (Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008). Professional
learning opportunities are most effective when they are part of coherent
school-wide efforts that link content, assessments, and reflection, rather
than episodic professional workshops (Akiba & Liang, 2016). Two effective
professional learning strategies include professional learning communities
and job-embedded professional learning.

Instructional
Transformation

Professional Learning Communities: Teachers need time spent planning
and learning with colleagues in collaborative planning time and/or
professional learning communities (PLCs) that are focused on teaching
and learning, not on administrative or organizational demands. Research
shows that PLCs are most successful when they are designed and supported
with specific attention to leadership, group dynamics, trust, and respect
(Vangrieken, Meredith, Packer, & Kyndt, 2017). PLCs can form around
topics that teachers can explore together, plan for, and build upon together
using peer observations and deeper capacity-building on areas of need,
such as social emotional learning or trauma-informed teaching. Authentic
PLCs include the following features:

• Dedicated time for the PLC
• Are teacher-led and based on specific needs of students
• Supported by school leaders with training and development activities
Job Embedded Professional Learning: Research emphasizes the importance
of professional learning that emphasizes explicit strategies for conducting
active teaching, assessment, observation, and reflection rather than just
abstract discussions (Darling-Hammond & Richardson, 2009).
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VI.

CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS

Collaboratively with the Local School System
(LSS) and stakeholders, Comprehensive Support
and Improvement (CSI) school teams will
develop intervention plans that identify SMART
(Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant,
Timely) intervention goals with measurable
annual outcomes and progress indicators that will
guide schools toward meeting annual targets and
exit criteria in three years. The outcomes of the
root cause analysis must be used to inform the
development of the SMART intervention goals

and identification of evidence-based strategies
included in the intervention plan. Any evidencebased strategy must meet the Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA) evidence requirements
(level 1, 2, or 3). Intervention Plans will be
approved by the school, LSS, and the Maryland
State Department of Education (MSDE), and
monitored annually by staff from the LSS and the
MSDE. Additional information and resources are
available on the MSDE Resource Hub. https://
www.marylandresourcehub.com/

APPENDICES
Appendix A: List of Stakeholders

Day 1

Day 2

Name			

Position

Ryan Durr
Monica McClain
Tonya Carter
Yasmeen Davis
Jacque Hayden
Shannon Singletary
Urender Hudson
Mary Fe de Armas
Tuere Ganges

Principal
Resident Principal
Literary Academic Content Liaison
Data Monitoring and Compliance Staff Specialist
Instructional Leadership Executive Director
Title I and English Language Arts Lead
Manager School Operations Supports
Title I Teacher – Math Content Lead
Secondary English Language Arts Teacher

Name

Position

Tuere Ganges
Margo Barish
Mary Fe de Armas
J. Richard Perkins
Ryan Durr
Shannon Singletary
Yasmeen Davis
Tonya Carter

Secondary English Language Arts Teacher
Math Academic Content Liaison
Title I Teacher – Math Content Lead
Social Studies Teacher
Principal
Title I and English Language Arts Lead
Data Monitoring and Compliance Staff Specialist
Literary Academic Content Liaison
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APPENDICES
Appendix B: Bios of Facilitators
Nicole Tucker-Smith, is
cofounder and Chief Executive
Officer of Lessoncast, an
online platform for capturing,
measuring, and sharing
effective teaching and learning
practices. She consults with
schools, districts, states,
organizations, and teacher
preparation programs to help educator communities
put professional learning into practice and document
evidence of its impact. Applying her experience as
a turnaround school administrator, she works with
schools to employ customized tools that facilitate
a rapid improvement cycle by ensuring fidelity of
implementation, evaluating pre and post data, guiding
teacher reflection, and helping educators make
adjustments as needed.
Nicole has served as an elementary and middle
school teacher in Alexandria City, VA, and Baltimore
City schools. In Baltimore County, she served as
Supervisor of Parent Support Services, Assistant
Principal, and Coordinator of Systemwide Professional
Development and Training. She also led state-level
initiatives for Johns Hopkins University (JHU) Center
for Technology in Education and currently teaches in
the JHU School of Education, School Administration
and Supervision program. Nicole is an international
presenter on Universal Design for Learning (UDL), a
member of the CAST UDL Cadre, and she provides
her professional learning expertise to support
implementation of UDL in Prekindergarten-12
and higher education learning environments. In
addition, she has presented at national convenings
for the Council of Chief State School Officers, ASCD
(formerly Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development), Learning Forward, International
Society for Technology in Education, Association for
Middle Level Education, Council for Exceptional
Children, American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education, and Common Ground (Maryland Society
for Educational Technology).

Annette C. Anderson, is
a native of Baltimore and
a graduate of BCPS, an
experience that left an indelible
mark on her career interests
in educational equity and
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