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Introduction 
 
The idea that schools serve students more effectively when teachers participate substantively 
in decision-making reflects fundamental commitments to democratic process in American 
education (Dewey, 1916; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). But interest in understanding the alignment 
of the authority of principals with teacher leadership increasingly reflects appreciation for the 
steep challenges posed by transforming instructional practice (Leithwood et al., 1999).  
According to Elmore (2001, 2004), large urban school districts in the U.S. evolved a “loosely 
coupled” relationship between the administrative concerns of principals, and the 
instructional spheres of low-status teachers. This division of influence obscured 
accountability and placed a high value on institutional order, assuming that teaching as a 
practice was idiosyncratic and impervious to professional development. The pattern of 
“loose coupling” has proven robust, and has contributed both to the difficulty of rooting 
and sustaining promising instructional innovations, and the tendency toward conflict 
between teachers and principals in the exercise of leadership (Hargreaves and Fink, 2006). 
 
The advent of standards-based school reform has fundamentally challenged both principals 
and teachers to reframe instruction as a knowledge-intensive practice, amenable to design 
and improvement (Waters et al., 2003). Because knowledge about how to improve 
instruction is distributed throughout faculties, assembling and coordinating that knowledge 
requires leadership from across schools as organizations (Spillane, 2006; Fullan, 2001).  
Schools that adapt proactively to the standards-based challenge tend to design a distribution 
of leadership in which all educational professionals focus on continuous instructional 
improvement (Marzano, 2005). The role of principal shifts toward articulating persuasively a 
vision for improvement, leading strategic planning, and authorizing teacher leaders to pursue 
those plans. Teachers in turn shift their working identities from solo performers to team 
learners, agree to open their teaching to constructive scrutiny, and share accountability for 
ambitious goals in exchange for professional development and support (Darling-Hammond, 
Sykes & Sykes, 1999).   
 
A growing body of research has emerged that explores the grounded reality of “distributed 
leadership,” with particular attention to structures that mediate and align strong principal and 
teacher leader roles. Three themes are prominent. First, teacher influence and leadership are 
notable features of schools that develop cultures of continuous instructional improvement. 
Leithwood and associates studied features of principal and teacher influence in terms of 
transformational leadership in a large sample of teachers in Ontario (Leithwood et al., 1999).  
They reported that “…the leadership of teachers had a significant, independent influence on 
the school.” (p. 122).  Teachers attributed greater overall impact on school mission, vision, 
and organization to principals (42% of total variance), but reported greater impact than 
principals on the quality of school planning and daily instructional organization (33% of total 
variance).  Several empirical studies by the Consortium on Chicago School Research identify 
teacher influence on school decision-making as a distinct if complex contributor to superior 
school performance (Sebring et al., 2006).  McLaughlin and Lambert (2001) reported wide 
variations within large high schools in the vitality and instruction of curricular departments 
based on the formal and informal influence of committed teacher leaders. 
 
Second, several features of the interaction between principals and teachers mediate whether 
their leadership and influence will coalesce around sustainable improvement.  Drawing both 



Teacher Leadership Design at Al Raby High School 3

on survey research and case studies, Bryk and Schneider (2002) have characterized the 
interpersonal and institutional dimensions of relational trust. In schools exhibiting high 
relational trust, teachers, administrators, students, and parents can count on others to 
undertake their roles in ways that express mutual respect, competence, concern for others, 
and personal and ethical integrity.  When these four features cohere in leadership practices 
and institutional arrangements, teachers experience greater motivation to shoulder 
responsibility, expose their practices to scrutiny, and trust fellow teachers to lead them.  
Researchers with a specific interest in conflict as a feature of school improvement have 
emphasized the key role of formal leaders in modeling professional dispositions toward 
critical feedback and cultivating professional processes for airing, negotiating, and resolving 
controversies (Friedman, 1997). 
 
Third, increasing attention is being paid to the features and design of processes, structures, 
and artifacts “…through which teachers can share ideas, make decisions, and develop mutual 
accountability (with meaningful, agreed upon consequences) for carrying through on the 
programs and policies that they agree to enact” (Suffrin, Zemelman, and Talent, 2007). 
Stigler and Hiebert’s studies of “Lesson Study” in Japan illustrate how a deeply supported set 
of routines for collaborative analysis can be designed to cultivate high levels of professional 
initiative, accountability, and knowledge creation.  They provide compelling evidence for 
links between the institutionalization of this methodology across Japan and the superior 
performance of Japanese students on the TIMS assessments (Stigler & Hiebert, 2003).   
 
Uline, Tschannen-Moran, and Perez (2003) have studied the mediating role of “carefully 
structured forums” in channeling inevitable conflicts associated with improving school 
practice into constructive critique and problem-solving routines. Their high school case 
study provides several examples of committee and meeting design that scaffold the explicit 
articulation of conflict, leading to “well managed controversy” that builds relational trust and 
greater transparency of practice.  Their research provides granular illustrations of distributed 
leadership settings whose design becomes constitutive of a faculty’s willingness to examine 
and transform instructional practices (Spillane, Halverson, and Diamond, 2001). 
 
A promising venue for exploring distributed leadership design is the current movement 
toward smaller, more personalized urban high schools. Across the U.S., school districts have 
embraced the view that reducing the size of high schools can increase graduation rates and 
post-secondary success. Research is clear, however, that reducing school size is no panacea. 
Rather, as a recent study of the Chicago High School Redesign Initiative (CHSRI) by the 
Consortium for Chicago School Research (CCSR) reported, “…a combination of strong 
professional community, deep principal leadership, and teacher influence was necessary for 
schools to produce high student achievement” (Stevens, 2008). 
 
In this best practice case study, we describe how one small high school affiliated with 
CHSRI has developed an unusually intentional framework for teacher leadership that 
validates the importance of teacher influence, and emphasizes shared accountability among 
principal and staff for the impacts of teacher collaboration. This framework, focused on an 
explicit and binding Memorandum of Understanding, has allowed the faculty of Al Raby High 
School for Community and Environment (ARHS) to build a shared conversation 
regarding student support and instructional improvement. While both a living document and 
a work in progress, Raby’s MOU framework codifies teacher leadership in ways that usefully 
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integrate principal and teacher leadership, and permit reflection and learning about teacher 
leadership practices. The study combines evidence from principal, teacher, and student 
interviews with survey data and document analysis.  
 
Methodology 
 
Case study research generally aims to provide rich, in-depth descriptions and analysis of 
specific exemplars of categories of phenomena, both to gain insight into functional 
relationships and trajectories of change that characterize the category, and to aid in the 
development of hypotheses for more general studies of the phenomenon. As Robert E. 
Stake notes, “The case study focuses on a bounded system, whether a single actor, a single 
classroom, a single institution, or a single national program (Stake, 1997, p. 406). In the 
present research, the focal unit of study will be the Memorandum of Understanding, a school 
protocol that in turn constitutes a cluster of practices, routines, and protocols that regulate 
teacher and principal prerogatives at Raby HS. Data collection in support of this case study 
occurred between November 2007 and March 2008. The study drew upon four primary 
sources of information: 
 
Individual and group interviews. We conducted two interviews with Janice Jackson, principal of 
Al Raby High School (or ARHS) from its founding in autumn 2003 until July 2008. The first 
interview with the principal mapped the high school’s range of school improvement 
strategies. The second interview focused specifically on teacher leadership practices. Five 
further interviews were conducted with teacher leaders at Raby, including the assistant 
principal, counselor, freshmen team leader, science department chairperson, and a first year 
teacher. One large group interview was conducted with 15 student counsel members to 
explore their perceptions of teacher leadership practice, academic rigor, and approaches to 
supporting student success. The authors also observed one full faculty meeting in April 
2008. Notes from all interviews and observations were integrated into one qualitative data 
source and reviewed for dominant themes and narratives of practice. 
 
Aggregate performance trend data.  Several sources of data aggregated at the school level were 
acquired from publicly available Chicago Public School district data sets. These permitted 
comparisons between ARHS trends and those of similar schools and/or schools within the 
same CPS administrative units. Data categories included: 1) ACT’s Educational Planning and 
Assessment System (EPAS) data; 2) 9th Grade “On-Track” percentages, reflecting the 
percents of students finishing 9th grade on a pace to graduate from high school; 3) 
demographic, attendance, truancy, and mobility trend data. 
 
Aggregate survey data from teachers, parents, and students.  Survey data pertaining to key areas of 
school development (e.g., instructional effectiveness; school safety and climate) were derived 
from three sources, all administered in spring 2007: 1) the bi-annual school surveys of the 
Consortium for Chicago School Research (CCSR; data for teachers and students); 2) the 
2007 Student Connections Survey (students only); and the 2007 Voice of the Parent Survey 
(parents only).  All data provided aggregate indicators of teacher, student, and parent 
opinion, with no subgroup information in any group.  
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Focal school documents. We assembled and analyzed several key ARHS documents, most 
notably the ARHS Faculty Handbook (2006-2007 Edition), and the 2006-2008 School 
Improvement Plan for Advancing Academic Achievement (or SIPAAA). 
 
Al Raby High School for Community and Environment 
 
Al Raby High School for Community and Environment (or Raby, or ARHS) is a small 
public high school located at 3545 W. Fulton in the West Garfield Park neighborhood of 
Chicago.  The school is named for civil rights activist Al Raby, a critical figure in Chicago 
housing and education reform over several decades.1 After two years of intense planning, 
Raby opened in the fall of 2004 on the site of the former Lucy Flower Vocational High 
School.  After four years of operation, ARHS in fall 2007 enrolled 545 students in grades 9 
through 12, with 40+ staff members including administrators and counselors. While students 
are drawn from across the city, the majority of students live on Chicago’s west side, and the 
student body reflects the demographics of West Garfield Park.  The school is 99% African-
American, and the qualification rate for federal free/reduced lunch support is 93%.  The 
15% population of students with special needs is considered low as compared with high 
schools with otherwise similar demographics.2 
 
The concept behind Al Raby High School traces back to Dr. Stephen A. Perkins of 
Chicago’s Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT), who was interested in developing a 
student-centered high school with a focus on community and environmental activism.3  The 
Coalition to Improve Education in South Shore (or CIESS) engaged this concept as one of 
several ideas for organizing four new small high schools within the large South Shore High 
School campus, already the site of two small high schools in 2001.4 Complications arose, 
however, precluding the location of Al Raby at South Shore and necessitating a search for a 
new site. This delayed the school’s opening by one year. In the meantime, South Shore High 
School’s School of Entrepreneurship helped sustain the Al Raby design effort.  
 
 In 2004 the team wrote a winning proposal to locate the school on the site of the recently 
closed Lucy Flower High School campus in West Garfield Park. The team also bolstered an 
earlier version of its CHSRI proposal to clarify and strengthen a college preparatory focus 
within the curriculum.5 Location on the Flower campus entailed challenges, including 
resistance from community members who objected to the district’s decision to close Lucy 
Flower. But the site also presented several advantages, including proximity to a CTA train 
station and the revitalized Garfield Park Conservatory. The school began in autumn 2004 
with 128 ninth-grade students and a staff of ten in addition to the principal. Half the opening 
staff had been part of the original planning team.   
 

                                                 
1 For background on Al Raby and the high school’s connection to his work, see: 
http://www.alraby.cps.k12.il.us/aboutus/alraby.html.  
2 A useful general profile of ARHS was prepared by the Chicago Schools Alliance. See: 
http://www.chicagoschoolsalliance.org/profileraby.  
3 For overview of CNT, see: http://www.cnt.org/. Continued collaboration between CNT and ARHS is reflected in the 
development of the Wangari Maathai Natural Garden. See: http://www.cnt.org/repository/factsheet-AlRaby.pdf.  
4 For overview of CIESS, see: http://improvededucationinsouthshore.org/aboutus.php.  
5 To view the CPS/CHSRI 2003 RFP for the Lucy Flower Campus, see: 
http://smallschools.cps.k12.il.us/Flower_RFP4.pdf.  
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Over four years of establishing itself as a fully operational high school, Raby developed most 
of the lead features of CHRSI small high school design, particularly those referred  
to as the “seven autonomies.” 6  That is, CHSRI schools were granted latitude to design and 
innovate in areas like budgeting, staffing, curriculum, leadership and decision-making, 
scheduling, facility management, and co-curricular activities – all functions extensively 
regulated in standard CPS high schools. Taken together, autonomy in these seven areas was 
intended by CHSRI to build faculty trust and buy-in to the difficult work of overcoming 
contemporary gaps in achievement, graduation, and college readiness.  
 
An Intentional Approach to Teacher Leadership 
 
Raby’s approach to teacher leadership (TL) grew from an earlier effort in one of Chicago’s 
first CHSRI schools, the School of Entrepreneurship (or SE) at South Shore High School.  
With a respected local businessman as principal, the school developed a strong “bottom-up” 
culture of teacher leadership, encouraging teachers to voice their opinions, collaborate 
actively on grant writing, and propose classroom and school-wide projects as individuals or 
from within small collaborative groups. Reflecting commitment to a mission that links 
business expertise to public service, the faculty also helps to staff co-curricular programs that 
connect community activism to business methodologies.  
 
For Raby principal Janice Jackson, working as a lead teacher at SE only reinforced her 
conviction that participatory teacher leadership could be a powerful lever for building a 
professional learning community and modeling youth development. But her experience as a 
teacher-leader at SE also illustrated the challenges of “teacher leadership gone wild,” the 
dilemmas posed by balancing “bottom up” initiative with complementary emphases on 
follow through, shared accountability, and collective attention for instructional 
improvement. A high priority for Ms. Jackson at Raby would be creating an explicit 
framework for aligning teacher voice and teacher initiative with a shared, coherent program 
for school development.  
 
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Regarding Teacher Leadership (TL) 
 
Visit Al Raby High School as the first bell rings, and one gets the impression of a strong 
working balance between youthful exuberance, friendly give-and-take with teachers, and an 
underlying respect for order. And like most well functioning high schools, Raby’s daily order 
is codified and supported with working manuals for students, faculty, and parents.  Most of 
Raby’s faculty manual would be recognizable to any Chicago public school teacher, covering 
everything from bell schedules to personnel policies to course listings.  At the center of the 
manual, however, is one section that would not be familiar – the beginning of Section 2 
(“Professional Standards and Teacher Information”) devoted to clarifying an often deemed 
“vague concept” – Teacher Leadership. The section is presented as a formal Memorandum of 
Understanding (or MOU) that was created by the staff, governs decision-making within the 
entire staff, including the principal, and is subject to on-going revision by the Raby staff (see 
Attachment A).  It is intended to guide and anchor a broader culture of teacher voice, 
initiative, and accountability at every level of professional practice. The MOU itself is two 
pages long, comprising seven subsections, including the following:  
                                                 
6  To review CHSRI design specifications, see: http://smallschools.cps.k12.il.us/Flower_RFP4.pdf.  
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1. A concise definition of teacher leadership with equal emphasis on rights and 

responsibilities. Other emphases include process, teaching and learning, participation, and 
decisions. It is among the first features of Raby introduced to prospective new 
teachers. 
 

2. General performance descriptors, 
communicating the core behaviors associated 
with TL for which individual teachers will be 
responsible. Key ideas include: active participation, 
reciprocity in communication, accountability, follow 
through, support for collective decisions, honesty and 
integrity. 
 

3. A process for teacher voice (considered in 
detail in the next section) that creates multiple 
access points for teachers to raise issues at any 

time on any subject, yet also provides a structured process (including time frames, 
action sequences, and key roles) for clarifying and resolving issues. The process 
adapts a publicly available  technology (i.e. Google Groups) to create an open forum 
for expression. 
 

4. A process for focusing and resolving issues that reaches for consensus, but 
clarifies voting procedures to balance three other organizational considerations: 
procedural transparency, democratic closure, and continuity of policy. Specifically, a 
majority vote can establish policies; a super-majority (two-thirds of faculty) is 
required to change existing policies. In many circumstances, the Appointed Local 
School Council (ALSC) must approve faculty decisions.  
 

5. Specification of faculty behaviors essential to successful teacher leadership, 
highlighting the role of teacher buy-in to successful TL implementation. Teachers 
are responsible to be actively involved in decision-making, policy implementation, 
task follow-through, and teacher hiring. 
 

6. The Principal’s responsibilities, explicitly outlined, balancing the necessity for the 
principal to act unilaterally around issues of CPS policy and school discipline (in re: 
staff and students), yet emphasizing the primacy of collaborative faculty decision-
making (as set out in the MOU) over “all other decisions that affect the school 
culture, policies, and the mission of the school….” 
 

Respect for Teacher Voice: An Evolving Process, an On-Going Activity 
 
Teacher voice at Raby is expressed both formally and informally depending on the forum 
and the issue under consideration.  The MOU details six steps in gathering teacher 
viewpoints and moving them toward full faculty consideration at each month’s faculty 
meeting. The steps include: 
 

Raby’s Definition of Teacher 
Leadership: 
 
“Teacher leadership is a process in 
which all teachers have the right and 
responsibility to participate in 
decisions that impact teaching and 
learning, based on the mission and 
vision of the school.” 
 
Source: ARHS MOU Fall 2007 
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At Step 1, faculty and staff post issues and concerns to the Al Raby Staff group 
website, using Google’s “Google Groups” capability.  Google Groups (or GG) is a free 
service provided by Google that creates a virtual space for groups of email correspondents 
to build conversations around specific topics.7 GG conversations typically are restricted to a 
group of email addresses overseen by a system administrator. (In spring 2008, this was the 
assistant principal). At Raby, all school employees are included within the Raby Google 
Group. Users can elect to receive all postings via email, or engage the conversation only after 
logging in to the Group site.  
 
In practice, and according to Principal Jackson, groups of Raby GG users vary in how they 
engage Google Groups as a communication and collaboration tool. Most teaching staff sign 
onto GG several times weekly and post at least weekly in the course of tracking 
developments on their committees, grade level teams, and departments. The school engineer 
tends not to post comments, but does read new posts in order to track physical plant issues. 
In another arrangement, one member of the cafeteria staff has tended to read and share 
posts with her colleagues, posting occasional collective responses from the cafeteria staff 
when issues directly implicate their school roles.  
 
At Step 2, a designated moderator sets deadlines for postings around specific topics, 
based on the date of the next approaching faculty meeting. Past the deadline, the 
moderator summarizes the range of opinion on issues that appear to have reached tentative 
consensus, or which are no longer generating postings. These summaries will be read at the 
full staff meeting.  The moderator role rotates among staff. 
 
At Step 3, in the case of unresolved issues, the designated moderator will either: 1) 
forward the issue to the chairperson of the appropriate school committee, grade level team, 
or curricular department (see next section) for discussion, or 2) specify the issue as an 
agenda item for discussion and vote at the next full faculty meeting. 
 
At Step 4, members of committees, grade level teams, and departments discuss 
unresolved concerns during their meetings. They may reach a resolution that closes the 
issue, or recommend a course of action to the full faculty for consensus approval. If no 
resolution emerges from their discussion, they may ask the designated moderator to include 
the issue as an agenda item for discussion and vote at the next full faculty meeting. 
 
At Step 5, a full monthly staff meeting considers the unresolved issues in the order of 
the agenda set by the designated moderator.  Issues may be brought to a vote, OR, if the 
issue remains contentious, the issue may be tabled until the next month’s meeting, and 
opened in Google Groups for further discussion. 
 
In addition to the use of the Google Groups for surfacing and processing school issues, it 
functions to a limited extent for informal exchange and communication. In general, Raby 
may be characterized as email intensive, and no faculty member can afford not to check 
email for general and committee messages at least daily. Faculty members are free to post 
announcements, event reminders, and other communications, assuming these are 
professional in nature. Use of Google Groups for personal communication would be 
                                                 
7 For a general overview of Google Groups, see: http://groups.google.com/intl/en/googlegroups/overview.html.  
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considered inappropriate and warrant a one-to-one intervention from the system 
administrator and/or the monthly moderator. 
 
Primary Venues for Teacher Leadership and Decision-Making 
 
Teacher leadership at ARHS involves both an invitation to faculty to initiate projects and 
collaborate on their development, and an expectation of individual and joint accountability 
for assessing the results of those efforts. As such, the MOU supports a general culture of 
teacher leadership that influences both formal and informal interaction among faculty, from 
one-to-one consultations to faculty-wide decision-making.  Four venues organize much of 
the formal collaborative problem-solving and leadership activity at Raby. 
 
Committees.  Raby has developed a committee structure to focus staff teams on priority arenas 
of school development across each school year. Committees are one critical mechanism for 
focusing teacher leadership and teacher voice on a common agenda for school development 
and instructional improvement.  They also function to deploy the energies of a small staff to 
cover the sometimes daunting range of tasks demanding attention in a small CPS high 
school. Teachers are expected to sign-up for one committee at faculty planning sessions in 
August, and sustain involvement in that committee for one year. Given the small size of the 
faculty at Raby, that sign-up procedure has remained as informal as circulating a sign-up 
sheet at a meeting. Committee members often sustain involvement across more than one 
year, promoting continuity. Occasionally the principal will intercede to keep a key staff 
person involved in a committee when they are inclined to leave. But since 2004 the 
committee subscription process has required surprisingly little interference to reach balance 
at about 6 members per committee. 
 
Raby maintained 6 working committees in academic year 2007-2008, in the following areas: 
special events (comprising a wide range of events and ceremonies, including graduation), school 
improvement (with key lead responsibility for staging the 2008 school improvement planning 
process), school culture (focused particularly on developing the school’s action research 
agenda), student development (focusing particularly on developing Raby’s personalization and 
advisory capacity), teacher culture (keyed to teacher professional development and well-being), 
and technology (with comprehensive oversight of technology applications and integration to 
the curriculum).  Ad hoc committees occasionally are added, for example, to oversee new 
teacher hiring. The real point of committees is their flexibility, especially if a general ethos of 
teacher leadership helps assure that workloads and responsibility for initiative are shared 
fairly. 
 
Three incentive structures support the vitality of Raby’s committees and help assure that 
projects advance with quality. The first is Raby’s shared ethos of teacher leadership, 
emphasizing both teacher initiative and accountability as inseparable features of an ambitious 
faculty. Second, most committees implement at least one grant funded project, allowing the 
school to enhance teacher pay for their committee service. Third, the work of committee 
service is integrated as a “local criterion” for individual teacher review. In interviews, 
Principal Jackson and other teacher leaders agreed that Raby’s shared ethos of teacher 
leadership was the most powerful incentive driving the fidelity of faculty to their committee 
duties. Principal Jackson could recall few instances in which poor quality of committee 
service figured importantly in a teacher evaluation. Faculty members whom we interviewed 
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also were candid that committees varied in their vitality and innovation each year, while 
committee members sometimes “piggybacked” on the energy, ingenuity, and commitment of 
one or two lead members.  
 
Departments.  As in most high schools, primary oversight of curriculum and instruction 
occurs within academic departments organized across the four high school years, including 
Fine Arts, Language Arts, Mathematics, Physical Education, Science, and Social Studies. The 
AVID program (Advancement via Individual Determination), a regimen designed to boost 
the college readiness of underachieving students, also is accorded department status.8 Given 
constraints on staff size and the specific challenges of overcoming achievement gaps in 
literacy, math, and science concentrations, Raby’s teacher leadership ethos and practices help 
assure that each department maximizes teacher input and a full team effort. Department 
chairs are expected to engage the ideas of faculty members, seek consensus in decision 
making, and manage meetings in ways similar to the full faculty process. Both targeted email 
and general Google Groups may be used to raise issues for department attention (either 
from within or outside the department), or for departments to solicit ideas from the broader 
faculty. 
 
Grade Level Teams (GLT).  Teachers also contribute to oversight of the progress of each 
student cohort through active participation in grade level teams. Assignment to teams 
corresponds to the degree of a teacher’s contact with each student cohort and the teacher’s 
advisory assignment. A core team of teacher leaders takes primary responsibility for shaping 
the priority agenda for each grade level team, which will include both predictable tasks (i.e. 
tracking post-secondary plans of grade 12 students) and emergent issues (i.e., interventions 
related to student conflicts).  Email is a primary means for gathering teacher input on 
decisions. Google Groups’ place in airing issues pertinent to GLTs is similar to the 
description for departments (above). 
 
Full Faculty Meetings.  Meetings of the full faculty and staff occur monthly at Raby, typically in 
the afternoon following classes, generally lasting 90 minutes. At first glance these meetings 
do not differ remarkably from faculty meetings at most schools that have established a 
functional level of collegiality.  As a relatively small faculty with a stable core of veteran 
teachers, exchanges among teachers are friendly and informal. However, key features of 
Raby’s teacher leadership process help to focus these meetings and expedite decisions on key 
issues based on the synthesis of teacher viewpoints prior to the meeting.  
 
Attachment A also provides a sample agenda for a full faculty meeting in May 2008.  Three 
key procedural roles advance issues from Google discussion through full faculty 
consideration. These roles rotate monthly through the full teaching faculty.  The primary role, 
that of designated moderator, monitors Google issues over the month, sets the deadline for 
resolution of issues, summarizes discussions, forwards summaries to appropriate teacher 
leadership groups (e.g., the 9th grade team), and sets the agenda for the full faculty meeting.  
This agenda is emailed to faculty at least 24 hours before the meeting. 
  

                                                 
8 For an overview of AVID as a student support strategy, see: 
http://lahabra.seniorhigh.net/PAGES/ACAD/pages/avid.html.  For information on AVID in CPS, see: 
http://ccsr.uchicago.edu/AVID/AVID_resources/AVID_sample.pdf.   
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During the faculty meeting the moderator introduces each agenda item, assures orderly 
discussion, focuses discussion to brief exchanges, and orders a vote if appropriate. Timekeeper 
and notetaker roles also rotate through the faculty. The timekeeper is expected to draw 
attention to the time allocated in the agenda, but frequently grants leeway to honor the need 
for more discussion. The notetaker is responsible for preparing minutes to be reviewed and 
approved at the next full faculty meeting. A point person is assigned to introduce each issue 
in the faculty meeting. This often is the person who raised the issue on Google Groups, 
although it may also be a department chair or grade level team member who has agreed to 
monitor that concern.  
 
Our observations of two faculty meetings indicate that the faculty values and honors the 
time constraints. Meetings begin and end at the designated times (in the cases we observed, 
3:00 PM to 4:30 PM). Staff members were seated and attentive at the start time, and there 
were few late arrivals or early departures. Off-line chat was minimal, and we observed no 
off-line activities such as grading papers or reading. If an issue begins to solicit renewed 
faculty discussion, process leaders – particularly the moderator or principal – are likely to 
redirect faculty to Google Groups to continue discussion. Teachers agree that full faculty 
meetings should be disciplined discussions aimed at resolving or clarifying issues rather than 
introducing new issues for deliberation. 
 
The MOU and the Principal’s Role 
 
The MOU frames principal prerogative as a pragmatic consideration – i.e., a “necessity” – 
rather than as a qualitative distinction between the rights of administrators and teachers. 
Principal leadership functions within the broader framework of teacher leadership at Raby – 
Yin and Yan - and is equally accountable to the vision, mission, and instructional excellence 
of the school. Principal Jackson certainly played an important catalytic role in articulating 
this understanding of teacher leadership, and leading development of the first written draft 
of the MOU in 2004. Both our interviews and recent CCSR survey results indicate that Raby 
teachers credit their principal with several leadership practices and strategies that have 
reinforced the daily integrity of the MOU and Raby’s broader culture of collaborative 
decision-making since 2004.  Six key features of her leadership include the following: 
 
A consistently open door.  Ms. Jackson maintains an open door to both scheduled and 
impromptu interactions with faculty whenever her schedule permits. The same practice and 
informal style of interaction is emulated by her leadership team, including the assistant 
principal and committee, department, and grade level team chairs. In general, the 
accessibility of Raby’s positional leaders to informal interaction and problem-solving 
reinforces rather than undermines the MOU’s formal processes of teacher voice in several 
ways. Accessibility also “drains the pool” of everyday problems, freeing the formal MOU to 
focus on more complex issues. Small staff size of course helps make this policy reasonable 
for the principal to pursue. 
 
Engagement and participation.  Ms. Jackson also communicates her commitment to teacher 
voice and collaborative decision-making by leading and modeling in every procedural facet 
of the MOU.  She monitors Google Groups daily for emerging issues, weighs in with her 
views to make them transparent, and invites responses. She actively participates in full 
faculty meetings, but allows each month’s designated role players (moderator, timekeeper, 
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and notetaker) to preside. Most importantly, she honors the consensus of the faculty even 
when decisions do not move in the direction she favors. This is balanced by her insistence 
that the effectiveness of practices advanced by faculty consensus be subject to results-
focused evaluation and, if necessary, reassessment. 
 
Monitoring fidelity to the vision and MOU process.  Raby’s principal acts as a keeper of the school’s 
vision of teacher leadership by monitoring the quality of teacher voice in relation to the 
school’s broad instructional goals. With individual teachers, Ms. Jackson and her leadership 
team members will intervene to alert a teacher regarding inappropriate content or tone in 
Google postings, or insufficient participation in committee work or in discussions of issues 
involving a teacher’s areas of responsibility (e.g., mathematics instruction).  At the faculty 
level, Ms. Jackson reserves the option to direct the faculty to engage a discussion that 
requires broad input from the staff, or to shift discussion of issues that threaten to depart 
too far from the time limits set by the agenda. Such an action would usually occur in 
consultation with the moderator and timekeeper in a full meeting.  
 
Executive action when necessary.  Consistent with the MOU’s explicit recognition of the need for 
expeditious executive action in key areas like security, Ms. Jackson does not hesitate to 
address circumstances in the building or within the staff that cannot wait for collective 
deliberation. During the 2007 school year, for example, several teachers working on the 2nd 
floor approached the principal with an urgent need to address a lapse in consistent security 
and safety monitoring. This issue had been discussed earlier in the year via Google Groups. 
Some progress had emerged from faculty discussion, but not enough, in the view of the 
most concerned staff members. Ms. Jackson took immediate steps to address security 
procedures personally in this case. Our inquiry suggests very little resistance from staff to 
such (infrequent) actions, given Ms. Jackson’s overall fidelity to the MOU framework. 
 
Hiring and promotion.  Raby’s MOU involves faculty in the review and vetting of candidates 
for teaching positions. Raby’s principal remains the deciding vote in whether or not to hire a 
particular candidate, as well as who will occupy key positions such as assistant principal and 
department chair.  Just as engagement with the MOU is an important local criterion in all 
faculty performance reviews, so Ms. Jackson orients new candidates to the MOU and 
assesses their commitment to its core ideas when considering a hire. The same consideration 
goes into selections of staff to fill key leadership team positions. 
 
Monitoring for well-being and stress.  Ms. Jackson appreciates the commitment of her faculty to 
the MOU and to shouldering the multiple tasks necessary to successful small high schooling. 
She also is aware that individual teachers have varied thresholds for multi-tasking, especially 
as the demands of classroom teaching rise and wane across the school year. A key role for 
her and her leadership team is to monitor the faculty for signs of distress or fatigue, and if 
necessary, to adjust task loads or project timelines to acknowledge limits on faculty capacity.  
 
Teacher Leadership and Professional Community at Al Raby High School 
 
After roughly five years of development, Raby’s unusually transparent and intentional 
approach to teacher leadership appears to have become institutionalized within the school’s 
current faculty.  According to the teacher survey administered by the Consortium on 
Chicago School Research (CCSR) in spring 2007, Raby faculty assess their school 
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significantly very favorably on many indicators of relational trust, professional collaboration, 
and teacher voice in relation to comparable CPS schools (more specifics below). The faculty 
we interviewed seemed clear that “going back” to a less consensual governance and 
management structure would engender deep resistance from staff. The MOU and processes 
of teacher voice appear to yield several benefits to the faculty and school. Here we highlight 
three: 
 
Enhanced relational trust.  On all measures of trust between key school stakeholders on the 
2007 CCSR surveys (teacher and student versions), levels of trust between teachers, 
administrators, and parents (as perceived by teachers) all were among the highest recorded in 
CPS. The faculty’s trust in the principal, gauging whether teachers feel that “their principal 
respects and supports them,” was already well above norm in 2005, but jumped to the top of 
the scale in 2007.  Of particular note:  
 

 100% of Raby teacher respondents felt that their colleagues feel personally responsible 
that all students learn (vs. roughly 65% average among CPS high school teachers)9 

 About 90% of Raby teachers experienced high levels of care from their fellow teachers 
(vs. about 50% of CPS teachers in other high schools) 

 
An important contribution of the MOU to relational trust is its transparency.  The formal 
document lays out the mutual rights and responsibilities of the faculty and the principal, and 
creates clear procedures for proposing or altering school policies. The Google Groups 
process creates a venue for teacher voice that reaches all staff and commands attention. Two 
teacher interviewees reflected independently that it is difficult at Raby for individuals or 
parties of teachers to create “inside tracks” to the principal. The principal is consistent in 
redirecting ideas from personal conversations toward consideration by the full faculty. 
 
Enhanced agency, autonomy, and motivation.  Our interviews and meeting observations indicate 
that the MOU does elevate feelings of empowerment and agency among Raby’s staff, leading 
in turn to high task motivation, mutual accountability, and consistent follow through. 
Despite their assignments to several working groups, in addition to course responsibilities, 
Raby’s teachers by and large accomplish their committee goals on time, or alert other teacher 
leaders to the need for help in a timely way. Raby teachers also do not wait for “official” 
authorization to begin identifying needs and potential projects within their departments, 
committees, and grade level teams. Of note:  
 

 Over 95% of Raby teachers in 2007 felt that their colleagues consistently strived to 
improve their teaching and had a “can-do” attitude (about 80% system-wide)   

 Raby teachers were also roughly twice as likely as the average CPS high school teacher 
(about 70% vs. about 35%) to experience at least some influence in planning the specific 
uses of discretionary school funds. 

 
Enhanced professional learning and development. Deep support for teacher voice also elevates trust 
in the capacity of teachers as professionals to communicate best practices and instructional 
insights to their colleagues. While Raby draws upon external partnerships and resources for 
                                                 
9 Consortium on Chicago School Research (CCSR) school reports do not provide precise response percents at the item 
level. Our report provides approximate percentages based on CCSR graphics. 
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professional development, the lion’s share of PD draws upon fellow teachers and teacher 
teams to present strategies and supporting data for their effectiveness. Of note: 
 

 Teachers often experience “risk” in presenting to colleagues. Over 90% of Raby teachers 
in 2007 felt that colleagues were willing to take risks and try new ideas to improve the 
school (about twice the levels of CPS high school teachers surveyed) 

 Teachers’ sense of the overall quality of professional development opportunities, already 
high in 2005, was near the top of the CCSR measurement scale in 2007 (82% providing 
“high” or “very high” quality ratings in 2007) 

 Teachers felt that Raby had significantly improved its levels of welcome and instructional 
support for new teachers (93% providing ratings of “fairly strong” or “strong” in 2007). 

 
Challenges to Implementing the Raby Teacher Leadership Model 
 
In its current form, maintaining the consistency and quality of Raby’s model of teacher 
leadership entails several challenges, including the following:  
 
Monitoring individual stress and collective “process” fatigue.   Despite highly motivated staff, a 
common dilemma posed by small school organization is the necessity of broad multi-tasking 
within small faculties and leadership teams. At Raby, multi-tasking and multiple work group 
membership are a way of life, generally embraced by what one teacher called a “collaboration 
happy” faculty. But fatigue and burn out remain challenges of Raby’s high engagement 
culture, affecting young teachers and teacher administrators alike, particularly as the year 
progresses. Collective fatigue in turn can affect quality of engagement in committees and full 
faculty meetings, eroding accountability. The leadership response to this challenge involves 
monitoring of individual staff well-being and performance, and offering flexibility around 
timelines for peripheral tasks in favor of attention to high priority projects. 
 
To Google or Not to Google. The use of Google Groups (GG) as a virtual venue for introducing 
and discussing problems is still a new feature of the MOU, and poses predictable challenges 
around the adoption of technologies and associated practices. Some faculty members are 
more comfortable and facile with communication technologies than others, and are faster to 
adopt their use. Their views thus tend to be amplified in Google discussions. Other teachers 
have complained of limited time in which to use Google Groups, and prefer face-to-face 
debate of important issues. Of course, GG was implemented precisely to expedite problem 
solving and discussion within a growing faculty, discipline full faculty meetings, and free time 
within full faculty meetings for priority issues. Our faculty informants expressed frustration 
that many faculty continue to prefer face-to-face debate, even when other faculty have taken 
time to debate via Google, and these debates were summarized as options by the Moderator. 
On balance, full expression of teacher voice within the MOU involves honoring both virtual 
and face-to-face communication, each of which pose limitations and advantages in sustaining 
relational trust and solving collective problems.   
 
Equity across and within committees.  Six faculty committees cover several priority areas of school 
development. They address emergent issues within their purview as well as advancing at least 
one long-term project. Membership varies around 6-8 faculty members per committee. Most 
faculty members we interviewed supported Raby’s committee structure at a conceptual level, 
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both as a way to advance whole school development and as a mechanism for connecting 
faculty across department and grade level boundaries.  
 
While required to join a committee at the outset of each year, teachers do have choice over 
which committee they elect. Yet in practice Raby’s committees pose challenges similar to 
committees in any school. More motivated members tend to lead committee work and often 
carry the weight of effort and responsibility (implying that others “piggyback” on lead 
workers). Scopes of assignment of various committees vary as well, ranging from lightly 
tasked groups to committees with core school responsibilities, such as managing the CPS 
school improvement planning (or SIPAAA) process.  
 
From one angle, Raby leaders and staff tolerate (and to some degree overlook) these 
differences since they preserve some natural flexibility within the teacher leadership model. 
That is, they create space for expression of individual differences in ambition, interest, and 
energy as well as some breathing space for stressed or overcommitted staff, while preserving 
an overall high level of staff accountability and input. In addition, most committees have 
completed their grant-funded projects with quality over the last two years. But from another 
angle, variance in the activity and productivity of committees appears to present a 
“loophole” in Raby’s accountability culture that detracts from staff commitment. 
 
Discussion 
 
In his influential treatment of distributed leadership, James Spillane views leadership as a 
shared property of relationships between and among leaders, followers, and the specific 
situations they design and inhabit. In schools as in other organizations, these situations are 
constituted by routines people follow, the tools they use, the artifacts they develop, and the 
goals that unite or divide them. From Spillane’s distributed perspective, then, understanding 
leadership involves paying close attention to how leadership practices play out in specific 
situations and in interactions between specific people. Some of these people will hold 
“official” roles. But others will wield influence on other bases, ranging from general integrity 
to specific expertise to coercive capability (Spillane, 2006).  
 
One implication of Spillane’s DL perspective is that the design of leadership tools and 
situations shapes interactions among teachers and other school community members (e.g., 
parents) in ways that can elevate or erode trust and the will to take initiative. In this regard, 
Raby’s MOU seems an instructive example of a structure that supports routines and 
interactions that motivate willing teacher action – routines such as the structure of monthly 
faculty meetings or the use of Google Groups to exchange ideas. Further, as Leithwood and 
associates point out, vigorous teacher leadership strategies typically provide an optimal range 
of role definitions, supporting both collegiality and clear lines of accountability. Raby’s MOU 
provides multiple venues in which individuals will play both leader and follower roles, each 
with clear expectations for effort and follow-through.  The MOU also supports a training 
culture that empowers veteran teachers to induct and support new teachers in several team 
contexts, places a premium on the efficient use of time, helps teachers manage leadership 
loads, and exposes teachers to new school design challenges while monitoring for signs of 
stress and isolation (Leithwood et al., 1999). In these and related ways, Raby’s MOU 
represents a successful experiment in distributing transformational leadership broadly across 
an emerging professional learning community. 
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Raby’s principal and staff have internalized another implication of a DL perspective, that is, 
that alignment of leadership practices with priority goals requires on-going analysis and 
revision of practices and artifacts like the MOU. Raby teachers understand that the MOU is 
not a sacred cow but rather a shared work in progress. At the same time, a potential pitfall 
for Raby’s teacher leadership model from a DL perspective could arise from diverting too 
much attention to the MOU as a discrete document, to the exclusion of analysis of whether 
leadership practices exercise decisive influence over how teachers actually engage students in 
daily instruction. This could lead to the perpetuation of disconnects between the way the 
MOU is intended to work, and the ways that those who are leading and following in key 
situations at Raby actually carry through with routines like committee work – a disconnect 
that researchers Paul Hill and Mary Beth Celio have called “zones of wishful thinking” (Hill 
& Celio, 1998). 
 
An open question that awaits further data is the efficacy of this particular teacher leadership 
design for elevating student learning outcomes. As several scholars of distributed leadership 
have pointed out, sustaining strong links between DL and improved student learning 
requires building shared capacity for diagnosis and redesign that influences decisively the 
quality of daily instruction (e.g., Stoelinga, 2005; Elmore, 2004). Research suggests that 
failure to do so can result in decoupling of the leadership priorities of principals and 
teachers, and “calling back” distributed leadership after a few years of enthusiasm and 
experimentation (Sebring, Hallman & Smylie, 2003).  
 
Our preliminary case analysis suggests that the teacher leaders of Al Raby High School have 
distributed leadership in several ways that lay a foundation for concerted instructional 
improvement across the school community. In supporting exceptional levels of relational 
trust, professional accountability, and collaborative innovation, for example, the MOU also 
deepens trust among students and parents that individual teachers will go the extra mile to 
address student learning deficits and keep parents informed. CCSR student survey results in 
2007 clearly captured Raby student appreciation for the commitment of teachers to their 
well-being and learning.  
 
As a result, Raby students come to school – a significant hurdle among the school’s target 
demographic. Raby’s 87% daily attendance rate in 2008 outperformed the city-wide high 
school average (84%),10 and rates of mobility (14%) and chronic truancy (under 1%) were 
well below their corresponding city-wide averages (22% mobility; 4% truancy).  
Lead indicators of 9th grade success suggest that Raby’s faculty has grappled successfully with 
the steep challenge of adding one class per year to the student body.  
 
In AY 2005, when only 9th graders attended, 78% of Raby freshmen were deemed “on-
track” for graduation, placing Raby within the top third of high schools city-wide. In AY 
2008, with 3 times the student body to monitor, 9th grade on track rates were at 73.6%, 
compared with an average “on-track” rate of 59.5% city-wide. More telling, Raby’s drop-out 
rate in 2008 with all four classes in place stood at 4.6%, a clear contrast to a rate of 12.5% 

                                                 
10 Based on analysis of publicly available aggregate high school annual attendance rates in Chicago (i.e., an average of 
averages at the high school level). Source data: CPS Office of Research, Evaluation & Accountability. 
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city wide, while Raby’s graduation rate of 88.9% clearly outstripped the city-wide high school 
graduation rate of 68.7%. 
 
However, other evidence suggests that distance remains to be covered before Raby teacher 
leadership practices reach powerfully and consistently into the classroom. Returning once 
more to the CCSR 2007 survey findings, Raby faculty ratings of “program coherence” 
generally exceeded the CPS high school averages.11  Raby teachers also were more likely than 
most CPS teachers (about 85% vs. about 58%) to feel that overall program coordination was 
strong and improving. On the other hand, about 45% of faculty expressed the sense that 
they could not “keep track” of the number of programs operating in the school. And while 
Raby faculty were stronger than the CPS average on most measures of “reflective dialogue” 
– that is, conversation about teaching and learning - there was one exception. Raby teachers 
were somewhat below the CPS average (about 80% for Raby vs. 85% city-wide) in “sharing 
and discussing student work with other teachers.”  
 
This suggests that while Raby faculty are activated about the improvement of instruction, the 
MOU and related teacher leadership structures by themselves may not be sufficient to move 
collaborative instructional improvement from the level of general conversation to the more 
painstaking, persistent tracking of individual student work. Further, the MOU may be too 
cumbersome in its current form to easily align the inevitable cross-interests that can hamper 
the development of student supports.  
 
One such issue with serious implications for student success has involved establishing an 
after school homework completion strategy for students who fail to complete homework on 
time or with high quality. The faculty’s initial strategy involved establishing an after school 
Homework Club combining compulsory and voluntary attendance. Staff limitations made it 
necessary to assign one supervising staff member to oversee Homework Club in 
combination with disciplinary detention. This proved unwieldy, and discouraged voluntary 
students from engaging potential tutoring help that they associated with detention. From the 
Principal’s perspective, combining the Club with detention sent students “the wrong 
message” about developing strong habits of homework completion. At the same time, 
teachers differed philosophically over how much credit to award students for completing 
homework in Homework Club.  
 
After a year of debate a combination of factors led the faculty to disband the Homework 
Club. The faculty also has struggled to use the mechanisms for teacher voice to clarify the 
related and logistically complex issues related to scheduling and locating subject matter 
tutoring centers (e.g. Math Center; Writing Center) that attract student use. Google records 
of the conversations about organizing student academic support suggest that as school 
development issues become both philosophically and structurally complex, they begin to 
outstrip the capacity of Google Groups and full faculty meetings to coordinate a faculty 
conversation that yields clear options and a central tendency of opinion.  
 
For Raby’s principal, the open challenge in such cases remains sensing when accomplishing 
consensus around tangled sub-issues such as those touching homework help are best left to 

                                                 
11 CCSR defines coherence as the “…degree to which teachers feel the programs at their school are coordinated with each 
other and with the school’s mission.” See: http://ccsr.uchicago.edu/surveymeasures2007/pgmc.html.  
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faculty debate, and when their resolution requires an alternative decision structure. Moving 
on the issue unilaterally could undermine hard won trust and teacher buy-in accomplished 
over four years. But waiting could jeopardize student achievement in ways that endanger the 
school’s core college preparatory mission.  
 
In this case, student achievement data may prove to be the principal’s best vehicle for 
catalyzing the necessary urgency for teachers to confront the vexing challenges posed by 
devising a workable academic support strategy. While the statistics cited earlier depict a 
student body and faculty ready to advance, Raby’s performance on Illinois’ ACT-based 
achievement tests have stagnated over three years, even compared with the average 
performance of African-American students in CPS as a whole. With less than 15% of seniors 
meeting or exceeding state standards, the results suggest that only a minority of Raby 
students are yet reaching graduation equipped to succeed in college. Moving forward, it will 
be intriguing to see if and how Raby’s faculty can evolve their promising teacher leadership 
model beyond the “start up” phase and toward the deep instructional focus and design work 
of a fully realized teacher learning community (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001).  
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Attachment A 
 
Al Raby High School’s Memorandum of Understanding  
 
(Fall 2007 version, Pages 17 - 21) 
 
 



Teacher Leadership

I. Definition of teacher leadership:
a. Teacher leadership is a collaborative process in which all

teachers have the right and responsibility to participate in
decisions that impact teaching and learning, based on the mission and
vision of the school.

Teacher leadership can be a vague concept. The teachers of Raby
School created the following Memorandum of Understanding (subject
to revision) to clarify the definition.

II. Performance descriptors:
Teachers will...
a. Actively participate in meetings and decision-making processes to reach

consensus or majority rule.
b. Share ideas, listen, and communicate effectively with colleagues.
c. Maintain accountability to self, others, and system-wide initiatives.
d. Implement plans promptly and follow through on group's decisions and new

policies supportively.
e. Maintain a high level of integrity and honesty in the school community.

III. Process for teacher voice to be heard, considered, and implemented:
a. Stee 1: Issues and/or concerns should be posted on the AI Raby Staff group

website. (htte:/ /groues.google.com/groue/alrabystaff/)
b. Stee 2: The moderator will set deadlines for the discussions that are posted

and encourage them toward a conclusion. When an issue has reached a
conclusion, the moderator will summarize.

c. Stee 3: For those items that have not reached conclusions, the moderator
will handle them as appropriate:

i. Forward them to a committee, grade-level team, or department.
ii. Include them in the next whole-school meeting agenda for voting.

d. Stee 3: Committees, grade-level teams, and departments will review issues
and concerns during their meetings and make suggestions at whole-school
meetings. If the issue is unresolved, the chair will ask the moderator to add
the issue to the whole-school meeting agenda.

e. Stee 4: Whole-school meetings will follow the agenda set by the moderator.
A sample agenda is included on page 14.

f. Stee 5: Meetings will each include a moderator, a timekeeper, and a
notetaker. These duties will rotate each month, and new people will be
trained by the previous moderator.

Moderator duties:
i. Moderate on-line discussions. Set deadlines, guide the discussions,

and summarize conclusions.
ii. Create the meeting agenda based on the discussion group and e-

mail it to all teachers at least 24 hours before the meeting occurs.
iii. Keep track of the major points and themes that arise during the

meeting.
iv. Minimize discussion. Guide discussion toward a resolution. Hold a

vote if necessary.
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TimekeeDer duties:
i. Keeptrack of time remaining in meeting.
ii. Remind moderator whenthere is 1 minute left to discuss a

particular issue.
iii. Remind moderator when the group has spent too much time on

anyone issue.

Notetaker duties:
i. Keep an objective and accurate record of the meeting.

ii. Conclude discussion and decision portion of meeting by
summarizing resolutions, ideas, and issues.

iii. Type and e-mail the meeting minutes to group members within 24
hours.

IV. RatifyingAIRabySchool policies:
a. Reachingan all-teacher consensus willbe the objectiveof

any decision-makingprocess. However,if total
consensus is not possible, two-thirdsof teachers are
needed to change an existingpolicyand a majority
of teachers is needed to implement a new policy.
These changes are subject to the approvalof the
LSC.

V. Additionalteacher responsibilitiesto successfully Implement teacher
leadership:
a. Teachers must attend committee, grade-level,department, and whole-

school meetings.
b. Teachers are responsible forsupportingand implementing policiesratified

by the group.
c. Teachers are responsible for enforcingand abiding byCPSboard policies.
d. Teachers are responsible for completingtasks and committee work/reports.
e. Teachers must be active participants inthe process.
f. Teachers must recruit, interview,and reviewnew teachers.

VI. Responsibility of the principal at the AIRaby School:
a. It is understood that it is necessary for the principal to make direct

disciplinary decisions regarding the enforcement of existing CPS and AI
Raby policies concerning teachers, ESP staff, and students without
consulting other group members first. Allother decisions that affect school
culture, policies, and the mission of the school must be made collaboratively
with the teachers.

-18 -
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Sample meeting agenda:
WHOLE SCHOOL MEETING AGENDA - Wednesday, May 9

S bMod David L . III Timek, Brian P GI N aker: Keith Eal

-19 -

.
Topic Posts Remarks . PointPerson Time

Upcoming Calendar Items - - David 1min
ReviewMinutes& Committee Various 5 minsWork

- -

Self-assessment surveys distributed as a

Advisory 1 first effort; students need a 3+ avg on all Sarah 8 mins
assessments to pass; Sarah will discuss
advisory credit requirements
Concerns voiced over both organization

Service Learning 5 and record keeping of service-learning Tamara 5 mins
hours & maintaining constant the ratio of
hours worked to hours earned

Final exam schedule 6 Jim offers up 2 options; option 1 receives Jim Schwartz 5 mins
the most support
Brief discussion of how students are to be
chosen for academic vs non-academic field

Field Trip Attendants 3 trips, with concern that a consistent & Sarah 2 mins
clear message needs to be reiterated to the
students regarding orange group
participation

Review Action Items - Keith 3 mins
Good News! - Shanka's B-Day! Community Night! varIOUS



Departmental Structure

AI Raby has traditional departments to manage the curriculum
planning and implementation that is necessary to improve the
educational experience of our students. Each department has a
regular meeting time each week. Meetings are planned and led by the department
chair.

DeDartment
AVID
Fine arts
Language arts
Mathematics
Physical education
Science
Social studies

Chair Name
Tricia Colsant
Shanka Falls
Lori Birenberg
Dan Giddings
Errol Brice
David Levine
Tom O'Brien

Grad~LevelStructure

The AI Raby School operates in a grade-level structure as well as a traditional
departmentalized structure for several reasons, including:
. It allows teachers to meet with all the other teachers at their grade level and

discuss issues and successes with that particular group of students.
. It allows teachers to easily meet with parents of students who may need some

extra intervention.

. It allows teachers to plan innovative integrated units more easily.

Each grade-level team will meet on an as-needed basis.
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Committee Structure

These are the possible responsibilities for teacher committees throughout the school
year. Each teacher must be a member of 1 committee and you must serve on this
committee for at least one year. Committees will meet regularly to plan and manage
school business.

Special Events (5-6 members)
. Plan graduation activities
· Plan quarterly awards ceremonies
· Plan African-American History Month activities
· Plan Open House in September
· Attend at least 2 after-school events during the school year

School Improvement (5-6 members)
. Work on SIPAAA and NCA

· Give input on grant-writing & fundraising
· Attend at least 1 Student Council meeting & 1 LSCmeeting

School Culture (5-6 members)
· Complete Action research/Alliance project

· Presented project at CHSRIAccountability Dialogue in June
· May present project at Alliance Retreat in July

Student Development (5-6 members)
· Monitor & write advisory curriculum
· Revise lessons and advisory calendar as needed
· Monitor advisory programs, e.g. mentoring program

Teacher Culture (5-6 members)
· Plan professional development on instruction and

assessment

· Implement peer observation model
· Organize teacher social events

Technology (3-4 members: technical know-how is necessary)
· Develop curriculum for integrating technology into classes
· Maintain technology-physical appearance, software, and hardware
· Keep a list of problems they can not solve to be sent to an outside tech

specialist once a month

· The committee chair will serve as the point person in contacting the outside
technician and making sure tasks are complete

Other committees may be formed as needed throughout the school year, especially
for teacher hiring.
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