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APPENDIX A

PARTICIPANT VOLUNTEER FORMS

Peer observation volunteer rorms were distributed to
the faculty by the principals. Teachers volunteered by com-
pleting the questions and returning them to the office.

Forms are for the investigaton years 1984-85 and 1985-86.
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LAKE OSWEGO HIGH SCHOOL

TO: A All Faculty

FROM: Bill Korach

DATE: September 27, 1984

SUBJECT: SUPERVISION AND EVALUATION 1984-85 , =

PLEASE RETURN THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION TO KAREN HARFST TODAY.

NAME . .

1. I am a probationary or temporary teacher and DO NOT wish
to be included in peer coaching.

2. I am a probationary or temporary teacher and DO wish to be
‘ included in peer coaching.

3. I am a permanent teacher and would like the REGULAR
. EVALUATION PROCESS for 1984-85.

b I am a permanent teacher and would like to be involved in
PEER COACHING rather than the regular evaluation process
in 1984-85.

We will be developing a list of all teachers who will be trying péer
coaching. .

Y

Bill Korach



159

Lake Oswego High Schuol
1985-86

Model Teacher Goal for Peer Sharing for the 85-86 school year.

Goal — To promote professional development for myself and my peers
by sharing our collective knowledge, experience, strategies
and skills in the area of instruction.

Objectives:

1. To be video taped at '~ast once during the 85-B86
school year for peer sharing. To ask for specific
feedback in an area or areas for desired professional
development.

2. To serve on peer sharing groups, when asked to serve,
for the 85-8E school year. To give specific feedback in
the area or areas desired by the teacher for
professional development.

3. To involve my department chairperson when possible in
the pear sharing process, and to keep my department
chairperson apprised of my progress in meeting
objectives #1 and #2.

4. To complete objectives #1 and #2 by spring vacation,
March 2ist, 1986.

Lake Oswego High School
19835-86

Staff{ Survey on Peer Sharing:

Name

1. I want to make peer sharing one¢ of my goals for 85-86.
Yes No

2. 1f the answer to #1 is yes, I wish to have my department
chairperson involved (where there are department chairpersonst in peer
sharing only _ or in both peer sharing and my evaluation______

3. 11 the answer to %! is yes, I wish to use my videq tapes for only
peer sharing. Yes No .

1 would like to use my Video tapes for evaluation at my disgcretion.
Yes No .

Please return to Karen in the main office by Thursday October 10th.
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LAKE OSWEGO HIGH SCHOOL
PEER COACHING - QUESTIONNAIRE

While feedback will be gathered from participants who selected the
peer coaching process, it is likewise as aluable .o understand why this'
process was not chosen. Because you have selected the District Evaluation
process, I am asking for your feedback to better understand how you
perceive both the peer coaching process and the District Evaluation
Process.

Do not identify yourself and please return this questionnaire to my
mailbox by Tuesday, October 9th. I respect your time and appreciate your
thoughtful responses. If yéu are interested in the compilation of
responses just let me know.

Thank you,

i

Helen Henna

1. Would you please share your thoughts on why you selected not to
part1c1pate in the Peer Coachlng Process this year?



APPENDIX B
PEER DISCUSSION REPORT FORMS

Peer discussion report forms were designed for written
feedback on the group discussion of the videoggped lesson.
In 1984-85, two forms were used, one for the teacher being
observed and one for each teacher observing. Completed
forms were given to the observed teacher for analysis and
then turned into the main office. 1In 1985-86, one discus-
sion report form was created to serve as a means of verifi-
cation that a peer observation session took place and an
instructional goal had been completed by a teacher. The

completed form was returned to the department chairperson

for proof of peer observation completion.
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LAKE OSWEGO HIGH SCHOOL
PEER COACHING
1984

Peer Coaching Video Discussion:

Date Discussion Held: Name of the Peer Coach:

Name of the Observed Person:

1. Identify the areas for which feedback was sought:

2. Did you feel you were able to provide the feedback sought?

3. 1In whet way was this process helpful to your own teaching?

4. In what vay could this process be more helpful to you as a peer coach?
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LAKE OSWEGO HIGH SCHOOL
PEER COACHING

1984
Peer QOaching Video Discussion:
Date Discussion Held: Faculty Person Observed:
Coaches:

1. Identify the aress in which feedback was sought:

2. Did you receive the tvpe of feedback requested?

3. In what wav was this process helpful to your teaching?

4, In what way could this process be more helpful to you as a teacher?
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Lake Oswego High School
1983-8€

Peer Sharing Verification Form

Teacher Name

Teaching ar<¢a on which feedback was requested:

Member of the peer sharing team:

Date of the pesr sharing session:

To be reiturned to the Department Chairperson where aporopriate.



APPENDIX C

PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE

The principal distributed . questionnaire to all
faculty at the end of the 1984-85 school year. The question
asked was whether peer observation activities should be con-
tinued as a building goal for 1985-86. Teachers were to re-
spond by agreeing or disagreeing with continuance of peer
observation. Open-ended comments on reasons and suggestions
were encouraged. Teacher responses, comments, and sugges-

tions are included.



SCHOOL-WIDE GOALS SURVEY RESULTS
May 1985

INSTRUCTION

We should continue 2 school-wide instructional goal to share our collective
experiences, knowliedge, and skills through peer coaching.

Agree 45

REASON: )

1. This is a valuable ool for instructional improvement, though I'd like to ses
the peer coaching greups reduced in size.

2. We need some avenue for this kind of sharing and I think peer-coaching might
provide it. -,

3. Paear coaching is & becter, more meaningful evaluation process.

4. This has provided poth the impetus and the structure for some of our most
productive department neetings.

5. That video is effective.

6. Very good method fer staff to observe people in other departments.

7. 1It's a positive alternative to one parisd evaluations by one person.

8. The peer coaching experiencs was the best tool for improving that I have seen
yet. It reaily was ygeod.

9. Agree as long as form is changed to be mcre helpful to teacrer being evaluated.
Present one is confusing and dosen't generate the kind of feedback we neead.

iO. Ic vas a very worthwhile experience.

1.

Just beginning to be seen as helpful rather than stressful. Coaching sessions
have been encouraging and educatinnal. Potential too great to s:top nov.
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e Four

(]

12. The interplay of staff should be helped.

13. We've only just begun to feel comfortable with the concept.

14, Beneficial to both the teacher and the coach.

15. This has been a valuable experience.

16. T nave thoroughly enjoved watching the videos this year. Of the five I have
been invited to watch I have learned something from each one of them.

17. It keeps instructional techniques uppermost on staffs mind. We need to work
together to find ways to improve.

18. There's a tremendous source of ideas on tnis staff. If it takes peer coaching
to make (or encourage) people to share, then it's worth the time and effort.

19, Like the idea of sharing experiences, skill, etc. Glad to do more.

20. Most innovative thing I've seen in teaching evaluation.

21. We are just beginning the process and need more time with it.

22, Powerful learning.

23. I need mcre time/experience in front of video camera - to feel at each both in
watching myself teacih and having others watch me and eventually more readily
accept evaluators suggestions, critiques of others. Ie's useful to see other's
strategies for teaching same type of thing.

24. We are just getting started. It can be of more help to some teachers than
anything we have done.

25. I think it has a positive value which cannot be contested.

26. I have enjoyed peer coaching after first being fearful of having myself taped.

27. 1 think this is a worthy program and loock forward to getting into it next year.

28, Peer coaching was helpful to me on both ends, receiving and giving feed back.
It also is a way to implement goal one.

29. We are just gerting it going and I feel there will be benefits.

30. An excellent approach.

31. We've just begun to develop the model, why stop now? I believe that it's been
somewhat successful, and needs to continue as one aspect of evaluation. I think
the greatest benefit is to see other teachers in action.

32. The peer coaching system should be more formal in pre-coaching behaviors to be
observed, and post-coaching evaluation. I realize the resistance to this, but
it would make the process more valuable.

33. Possitive, productive way toprovide for instructional growth as well as new
ideas.

34, I'm not sure how much that I hzve gained, but it is a relaxed technique and
whatever I've gained, it was more than the old method.

35, 1 have learned new ideas, techniques and concepts that have helped me in my own
teaching.

SUGGESTION: .

1. I hed to do my evaluation wvith mv deparzment which is CK but. I hope that this
isn't a trend. I believe rhe original goal of being evaluated by teachers from
different derartments is 2lso good.

2. Compile what teachers think those collective experiences, knowledge, and skills
are.

3. Continue to make the focus improvement of instruction rather than teacher
evaluation.

4. Continue to allow the moijsl to develop in a flexible manner to meet the needs
and concerns of each individual in asking for feedback and selecting hisher
coaches.

5. Use the inservicze days to do some nf the evaluations.

6. Continue - Good Progran!

7. This has been a rare opporiunity to view others teachiny and to examine your
own. Continue.
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Page Five

8. Continue to use the same peer coaching plan as this year but have people choose
different people Lo view their tape and make suggestions. It would be helpful
to have them choose teachers not in their same department but somewhat removed.
Also choose a different objective than they had this vear.

9. The problem is getting the camera access and then getting together with our
peers.

10. Work within each department first. Be spe' _fic about what each participant
wants to get out o fthe session and what he/she actually got from the
experience.

11. Work with related departments, i.e. (math, physics, chem., etc.)

12. Although it is in it's first stage peer cocaching has some strong points. You
are able to collectively evaluate your teaching - suggestions are offered by
your peers as to what you might do differencly. Probably would be better if you
were evaulated twice.

13. Continuing peer coaching will become even more valuable as the staff in general
has practice using and having a better understanding of- ITIP.

14, Teachers with same course sharing same lesson. More use of inservice time for
sharing video tapes,

15. Tape by content areas within department.

16. Absolutely. This is the best thing we've done in evaluation. Very
non-threatening.

17. Same problem: TIME - not enought of it.

18. Some one needs to be in charge of a group of teachers and work out a schedule
for times, i.e. You will be filmed 4th period on next Tuesday etc. Teacher has
input.

19. It should continue to be voluntary.

20. Change the form that is handed into the office - it becomes very redundant after
three or four sessions.

21. Perhaps devise an "observation" report form to be given to the teacher being
observed by the peer coaches.

22, Work within departments until process is familiar and then go cress disciplines.

23. Make the video taping instructions more explicit as to focus on
students/instructor,

24. Have one major, specific area of focus for evaluators, i.e. active
participation, task completion, etc. as well as a general evaluation of the
success of that particular teaching segment.

Disagree 3

REASON:

1. A better help would be ro visit cther schools on a special iastructional
education day. .

2. It was an interesting one-time experience, but the returns are limited when
measured against the time commitcment.

3. I think that brings in some professional speakers (who are presently teaching or
were past teachers) to give a couple of inservice worksheps on techniques of
teaching would b2 more beneficial. 10-20 minutes on tape can be very
unrealistic and false.



APPENDIX D
1985 INVESTIGATOR QUESTIONNAIRE AND COVER LETTER

At the end of the first year of peer observations, a
questionnaire was distributed at a faculty meeting seeking
responses from teachers who had completed all of the peer
observation activities, some of the activities, and none of
the observation activities. Teachers were asked to complete
the forms as soon as possible and were to turn them into the
main office. Responses to the questionnaire were to be

anonymous.
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LAKE OSWEGO HIGH SCHOOL

TO: Peer Coaching Participants
FROM: Helen Hanna

DATE:  May 31, 1985

RE

s

ASSESSMENT FOR STUDY OF PEER COACHING rPROCESS

The peer coaching process this year was developed to provide a means for
teachers to share teaching experiences, knowledge, strategies, and skills. The
goals were two-fold: one, to encourage meaningful thinking about personal
instructional improvements; and two, to develop a process for improving instruction
that works better than the district approach of administrator-teacher observation.
Two factors were changed to-encourage use of the peer coaching process; one was to

separate the peer process from evaluation for teacher retention and the other was to

encourage voluntary participation (substitute peer coaching process for formal
district evaluation process).

This is the time to assess the peer process goals. Were these goals met,
partially met, or not met at all? In asking for your assessment help, I need

evervone to return the assessment form. I will ask for demographic information and

also a brief comment if you changed your mind during the year and decided not to
participate in the peer process.

The form is divided into two sections; the first part deals only with your
assessment of the peer coaching process goals as a teacher being observed by peers.
The second part deals only with your assessment of the peer coaching process goals
from the point of view of a peer coach. If you did not participate as a peer coach,
please so indicate at the top of Part Two.

Thank you for giving thought to this assessment at the end of the year when you
are faced with extreme demands on your limited time. Please return this assessment
in the folder on Karen's desk and check your name off the faculty list in the
folder. I need this check only to be certain I have accounted for the total
population in this study. The form is intended to be anonymous.

Sincerely,

Y

Helen Hanna
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Page 1

Total years of teaching

Teaching years in district

Male :

Female

Age

No. of times you were a peer coach

[T

ASSESSMENT BY TEACHER BEING OBSERVED

Below is a list describing instructional characteristics. On the left,
place a check next to the item(s) on which you requested coaching
feedback. On the right, place a check next to the items on which you

d

b
1]
=
[1]
0
o
®

I

received feedback. Add items at the bottom not included here.

Received

Clarity of lesson objectives
Lesson organization

Clarity of task instructions
Active participation by students
Reinforcement

Tone or climate

Appropriate level of difficulty
Anticipatory set

Discussion techniques

Teacher mannerisms

Speaking clarity

Closure

Monitoring and adjusting
Teaching enthusiasm

Lesson alternatives
Suggestions for change

In the above list, did you receive more checks in one column than in the

other column?

If yes, please explain why you feel this occurred.
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List in order of priority (number 1 having highest value) the three most
valuable items of feedback you received on your observed lesson.

Do any of the three items listed above have additional value to you in
teaching other lessons? If yes, list the characteristic you are thinking
of and how that feedback has been extended to other lessons, (i.e. active
participation = students to write down response first).

1. -
2. =
3. . =

This question asks you to think back to the fall before the peer process
was introduced. While you are thinking in the past, answer the feollowing
questions by placing an "X" along the appropriate scale.

a. Rate yourself on your degree of personal "instructional improvement
awareness".

S 4 3 2 1
Very Reasonably Not
Aware Aware Aware

b. Rate yourself on your "conscious effort" to implement improved
instructional techniques.

5 4 3 2 1
Constant Periodic Effort
Effort Effort Once or twice

c. Rate yourself on your "actual implementation" of improved
instructional techniques.

5 4 3 2 1
Every Some No
Lesson Lessons Lessons

This questions asks you to think about the peer coaching process after your
experience of being video taped, observed, and discussed by others. Now,
rate yourself on the previous three questions in E. above. Place a " V"
along the appropriate scale.

Was there a change in your ratings because of the peer coaching process?
Did you learn and/or grow from this experience? If yes, on which scale (a)
awareness, (b) effort, (¢) implementation and in what direction? What
reasons would you give for any changes noted?
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Page 3
Part I

H. Think of your motivations in the fall for participating in peer coaching. Below
is a list to which you may add. Circle the 2 or 3 items you feel were most
powerful in motivating you to participate.

No formal evaluation as a trade-off

The principal's interest in the program
Instructional improvement

Teacher "friends" were participatine
Wanted to feel a part of the group
Afraid of negative evaluation if I didn't
Sounded fun

District process didn't work
Non-threatening, voluntary

Curiosity

It couldn't hurt my performance

I could choose my own peer group

I. Identify the composition of the peer group you selected by circling the
categories that represent your group.

Departmental only Interdepartmental Dept. Chairperson(s) Administrator(s)

a. Please give reasons for your choices in peer group composition which you
circled above.

b. Please list any reasons why you might compose a different group next time.

J. Can you identify a technique, method, or idea that is a part of your teaching
today that came from this peer process? Plesse explain below.
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Part I1 ASSESSMENT BY PEER COACH

I did not participate as s peer coach

ES
.

This question asks whether you received instructinsl improvement benefits
from being 8 peer coach. Using the list on Page 1, Part I, Question A,
write below any items which were mentioned or observed in the coaching
discussion that also provided you r-2fulness to your instructional
improvement.

5 4 3 2 1
Very Somewhat Not
Productive Productive Productive

a. Please explain below the reasons for your rating.

As a peer coach, check the comments below that describe your feelings and
behavior when coaching the person being observed. Add others not included

I was careful to stick to requested feedback

felt like I didn't have anything to contribute

saw and discussed areas not requested

talked about what other peer coaches contributed
didn't talk in the discussion

noticed everything everyone else noticed

most worried about the feelings of the observed person
was relaxed and natural in the group discussion

was nervous and tense in the discussion

felt everyone was positive about feedback

felt some feedbeck was wrong and said so in the group
felt plessed to be asked to be a coach

felt people got off the track

felt it was taking too much time and not useful

felt all jdeas were useful to me

most liked seeing other teachers teach

T

0t et 0 = - R e
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D. Both peer coaching and the district process of administrator-teacher observation
are intended to develop meaningful instructional improvements. Rate each
process on how well you feel each process achieves improvement.

Peer Coaching Process

5 4 3 2 1
Achieves No
Improvement Improvement

Administrator-Teacher Observation Process

5 & 3 2 1
Achieves No
Improvement Improvement

For the process vou rated highest in achieving instructional improvement,
please state the reasons for your rating.

E. If you were to describe the role of a peer coach, as you know it, to someone
unfamiliar with the idea, what would you say?



APPENDIX E
1986 INVESTIGATOR SURVEY

In the fall of 1986, a final survey on peer observa-
tion activities was distributed at a faculty meeting by the
investigator. This survey solicited information about who
had identified peer observation as an instructional goal and
who had completed the goal, part of the goal, or none of the
peer observation goal. This survey was necessary because
records were not available at the end of the 1986 school
year on teachers who selected peer observation as a goal or
on teachers who had completéd this goal. General and
specific comments were solicited from the staff. Teachers
were asked to return the forms to me. An agreement giving
permission for teacher responses to be used in the case

study was also presented with this survey.



To: Faculty

From: Helen Hanna
Re: Peer Observation 1985-86 School Year

Date:  October 20, 1986

Staff Name

1 am asking your help in two ways for my case Study on peer observation.
One request is to get the number of people who participated last year,. and the
other request is a release to me for permission to use actual rather than
ficticious names in the case study.
1. Would you please respond to the questions below so that 1 can tabulate
numbers of participants for last year, 1985-86.

Yes

Yes
Yes

ro——

Yes

Yes

Yes

No
No
No
No

___HNo
Mo

1 identified peer observation as 3 personal goal

on the 1985-86 professional growth farm.

1 videotaped a segment of my teaching.

1 asked a peer group to view my videotapes.

1 gave each peer group member information on lesson
objectives.

I identified the areas in which 1 wanted feedback.
A peer group discussion took place.

My peer group members were: dept. only interdept'l

dept.

chair

administrator

Comments genera] or specific on the peer observation process for 198:-86 year,

2. Please read the following statement. If you are willing to give me
- permission to use your name in a professional context, please sign
the release.

1,

WRITTEN RELEASE

, agree that my name, perceptions, and comments

gdven treely may be used 1n the dissertation text and other articles or presentations

made by Helen J. Hanna regarding the peer observation process implemented at LOHS.

It is understood that my contributions will be used in a professional manner
intended for the purposes of research data collection and for furthering know-
ledge in this area.

Signature of participant:

Date:
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APPENDIX F
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS

During the summer of 1986, the seven department chair-
persons were contacted for an interview. Interviews were
held at times and in locations convenient to the inter-
viewees. The list of questions was given ahead of time and
points of clarification were made before the interviews
started. Permission to tape the interview was granted by
all chairpersons. Unless requested otherwise, the tape ran
continuously throughout the interview and few comments were
made by the investigator. Interviews ranged from 10 to 15
minutes each. Transcripts may be requested under separate

cover for inquiries related to this study.



INTERVIEW QUESTIONS EOR DEFARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS

Name of Interviewee

Date Location

Did you choose peer abservation in school year 1985-867
Would you explain the reasons for your choice?

When you consider a peer observation process, what are
your perceptions about the feedback given via videotaps2,

peer discussions, and written peer observations?

When you consider a peer aobservation process, what are
your perceptions about reinforcement--the idea of reward?

What is the role, as you see it, for modeling in a peer
observation process?

As a peer observer, did the video tape presentations
serve as models for effective teaching behaviors? Why?

What are your perczptions of the peer discussions held
after tape viawing?
Were written comments from the peser ohservers useful?

From your perspective, what role did peer observation
play in the improvement of instruction?

Do you feel instruction was improved using peer aobserva-
tion?

OFEN ENDED: What are your perspectives of the peer
observation process implemented at LOHS? Froblems?
Fotential? Modifications? Role of principal? Impact
on staff? Long-term effect? Recommendations? Informal
observations you observed and shared with others?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND THOUGHTFUL RESFOMSES!
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APPENDIX G

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR PRINCIPALS

In the summer of 1986, the two pricipals during the
time of this investigation were contacted for an interview.
Interviews were held in locations and at times convenient to
the principals. The questions were given ahead of time and
points of clarification were made before the interview
began. The principals gave permission for the interview to
be taped, and few comments were made by the investigator.
The interviews were 30 and 45 minutes long. Transcripts may
be requested under separate cover for inquiries related to

this study.
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Bill korach, 1984-85 PFrincipal: implemented peer observation

John Turchi, 1985-86 Acting principal: continued process as
z part of teacher evaluation

1. What were your goals for the peer aobservation process at
LOHS?

2. What was your role in the process? Organizational taske?
Decision-making needs? Implementation responsibiliti=s?
Cost concerns? Instructional improvement input? Feer
observation participation?

Assess the peer observation process relative to its
potential for feedback to the teacher. Strengths and
weaknesses? Comparison to traditional observation by
administrator and/or supervisors®

ot
.

4. Assess the reinforcement to teachers as it might ralate
to the peer observation process. Are there rewards, as
you see it, for teachers to repeat their participation
in this process?

S. Assess the peer gbhservation process relative to:
a) modeling via videotape of classroom tzaching.
b) peer discussions about videotape segment.

c) written follow—-up raports by peer observers.

b. Ass=ss peer observation relative to instructional
improvement. Did improvement occur? What evidence do
you have that might support your previous answer?

7. OFEN ENDED: Ferceptions of peer observation? Froblems?
Potential? Modifications? Role of principal?® Impact on
staff? Attitudes” Beneralizations?

THANE YOU FOR YOUR THOUGHTFUL RESFONSES!



