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Do We Need a
 
Statewide System of Supports?
 

•	 Mobility between/among schools and districts 
– Administrators—near 20% 
– Teachers ‐ 11.1% (Range 0% – 35.3%) 
– Students—within and among 

•	 No tangible resources to provide people capacity
for each district 

•	 Can develop mass customization 
•	 Districts often do not have large blocks of PD
time 

•	 All districts have underperforming students 

NAEP Participants
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Missouri - 53% eligible (60% of SWDs are F/R) 

National - 54% eligible 

4th 4th Math 8th 8th Math 
Reading Reading 

Eligible for 19th 32nd 20th 25th 
F/R 

Not 25th 39th 23rd 32nd 
eligible for 
F/R 
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John Hattie—Visible Learning 

 Educators	 claim	 that	a	school	 or	system	is	only
as	good	as	the	teacher. 

 Too	 much	 reliance	 on	the	 individual	 teacher. 
 Evidence	 ‐‐great	educational	 outcomes	rest	on: 
 Teachers	 (plural) 
 Leaders	 (plural) 
 Supported	 by 	the	system	 as	a	whole 

Marc Tucker—International Benchmarking 

 Americans	 not	clamoring	 for	evidence	 of	what	 
works	best 

 No	indication	 they 	would	use	it	if	available 
 Superior	 results	from	top	 performing	 countries	
result from integrated systems used by all 

 Underlying	 principles	 driving	the	whole	design	
key	 and	each	 element	 reflects	 those	principles 
 Is	it	 “I”	or	is	it	“We”? 
 Is	the	driver	improvement	 or	accountability? 
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Supports and Interventions 
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State System of Supports 

DRAFT COPY
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Leadership 
(Sys emic and comprehensive 

approach) 

Collaborative Culture 
Comprehens ve Collabora ve 

Structures 

Effect ve Teaching/Learning 
(High quality cur culum and 

instruc ion) 

Measu ement and Assessment 
(Balanced and comprehensive 

approach) 

Data Based Dec s on Mak ng 
(Data informs al educationa 

decis on) 

Parent and Community 
Engagement 

Regional 

District EQ PAT 

Building Supports for building level 
administrators and/or building 
level teams 

CW Instructional Leadership 
training module 

Protocol to create and support 
collaborative environments 

Evidence based practices 

Evidence based strategies 

Formal/informal measures and 
standardized processes for 
assessing progress and 
performance 

Protocol for building level data. 

C assroom Training in teacher leadership 
standards (exemplary). 

Protocol to create and support 
collaborative environments 

Example training module: 
● Collaborative data teams 

● Instructional practices 
● Behavioral Modules 
● Curriculum modules 

Example training modules: 
● Feedback 
● Assessment Capable Learners 
● Spaced vs. Mass 

● Formal/informal measures and 
processes for assessing student 
progress and performance 

● Formative assessment item 
banks 

Example training modules: 
● Common Formative 
Assessments 

Protocols for data‐based decision 
making for classroom level data. 

Example training modules: 
● Common Formative 
Assessments 

PAT 

Building 
Protocol for leadership to support 
Tier 2 interventions 

Protocol to standardize processes 
of implementing, monitoring, and 
revising systems, data and 
practices for Tier 2 support 

Project Access 
Provide evidence based Tier 2 
interventions 

Formal/informal measures and 
standardized processes for assing 
progress and performance 
(beharior only) 

Standardized protocol for building 
and student level data 

C assroom Protocol for implementing Tier 2 
interventions 

Protocol for supporting 
individuals who implement and 
monitor Tier 2 interventions 

Provide evidence based Tier 2 
interventions 

Formal/informal measures and 
standardized processes for 
assessing parogress and 
performance 

Standardized protocol for data‐
based decision making for 
student level data 

Building 

C assroom 
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Common Training 

•	 Everyone at the district and school levels is 
trained and experienced in: 
– Leadership 
– Collaborative teaming 
– Data‐based decision making 

•	 Districts/schools provided on‐line training 
resources 

•	 What should those resources look like?? 
•	 What additional supports should be provided? 

5 



     

       

       

         

       

         
   

               

 

         
 
     

         

         
           
           

2/29/2016
 

Collaborative Climate and Culture 

•	 Everyone thinks they have it 

•	 Meetings/discussions—egos left at the door 

•	 Educators support each other every day 

•	 All students are our students 

•	 Students are taught/helped to accept 
responsibility for behaviors/performance 

•	 A set of norms is standard across the 
building/district 

Data‐Based Decision‐Making 

•	 Standard and Poors—intentional decisions create 
best budgets 

•	 Data identifies 2‐3 priorities 
– Resource those priorities across the district 

•	 People 
•	 Time 
•	 Money 

•	 Work on those priorities until … 
•	 What tools would be helpful—district, building,
classroom to help organize, analyze and
internalize? 

6 
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Questions 

•	 What types of on‐line supports would be 
helpful? 

•	 Can/would you make use of on‐line training? 

•	 What types of tools would make your jobs 
easier and increase quality/reduce error? 

15‐16 Consultant Log Data
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Initiative Activity Data Recorded in 
Consultant Logs 
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Chart 2b: % of All Initiative Activities by Event Type 

Roglon 9 

I I I I I I I 
Region 8 

Regk>n 7 

Roglon 6 

Region S 
I I I I I I I I 

Region 4 

I 
Region 3 

I 
Roglon 2 

I 
Region 1 

°" 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

• Coaching • Other • Pfanning/Communkation/Collaboration 

• Professional Development • State Meeting/Conferences • Tec.hnical Anistan<e 

• Training 

Table 3a: Sum of All lnitia tiveHours by Type 7 /1/2015 to 1/19/2016 

Hours Type Region 1 Regk>n2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region6 Regk>n 7 Region 8 Region 9 
Planning/Communication/Collaboration 6551.5 1301.25 6399.5 3278.75 4388.5 4437 4106.75 6936.75 1747 

Training 2494 448.5 1982.5 1155.25 2352.5 1611.5 1050 2988.5 1990 
State Meetin2/Conferences 860 236 914.25 459.75 607.5 556 638.25 657.5 504.5 

Travel 1315 125.75 795.5 685.5 827.5 689 731 803.25 513 

Totals 11220.5 2111.5 10091. 75 5579.25 8176 7293.5 6526 11386 4754.5 

• oata Source: Consultant logs 
Date: 1/ 19/2016 

Table 3b: %of All Initiative Ho urs by Type 7/ 1/2015 to 1/19/2016 

Hours Type ReRion 1 ReRion 2 ReRion 3 ReRion 4 ReRion 5 Region 6 Re.i:tion 7 ReRion 8 ReRion 9 
PlanninyJCommunication/Collaboration 58% 62% 63% 59% 54% 61% 63% 61% 37% 

Training 22% 21% 20% 21% 29% 22% 16% 26% 42% 

State Meeting/Conferences 8% 11% 9% 8% 7% 8% 10% 6% 11% 
Travel 12% 6% 8% 12% 10% 9% 11% 7% 11% 

Totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

•oata Source: Consultant Logs 
Date : 1/19/2016 
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I Chart 3b: % of Initiative All Hours by Type 

Regioo 9 

Regioo 8 

Regioo 7 

Regioo 6 

Regioo 5 

Regioo 4 

Regioo 3 

Regioo 2 

Region 1 

0% 10% 20% 100% 

I • Planning/Communication/Collaboration • Training • State Meeting/Confe<ences • Travel 

Table 4a: CW-Count of Activities by l earning Packages 7 /1/2015 to 1/19/2016 

CW Deta il Reizion 1 Reeion 2 Rttion 3 Re2ion4 Rerion 5 Reeion 6 Reeion 7 Re1Zion 8 Rttion9 

Assessment Capable Learners 26 36 29 56 38 13 16 83 16 

Collaborative Data Teams 68 60 16 51 19 8 153 36 
Common Formative Assessments 60 4 2 16 34 17 14 64 63 
Collaborative Work Overview 27 4 35 9 10 43 13 89 21 

Data Based Decision Making 48 40 9 53 54 137 11 135 37 
Effective Teaching/Learning Practices 155 1 44 25 8 33 62 

Feedback 20 4 11 3 32 2 

Metacognition 4 9 2 1 10 9 9 12 

Other 242 5 185 162 80 161 163 583 27 

Reciprocal Teaching 4 5 10 5 1 25 1 

Spaced vs. Massed Practice 15 3 2 4 2 

Totals 669 89 337 376 310 413 235 1208 277 

•oata Source: Consultant logs 

Date: 1/19/2016 

Table 4b: CW-% of Activities by Learning Packages 7 /1/2015 to 1/19/2016 

CW Detail Reie:ion 1 Reeion 2 Ree:ion 3 Rer.io n 4 Rer:ion 5 Reeion 6 Re11Zion 7 Re1:i on 8 Rttion9 
Assessment Capable Learners 4% 40% 9 % 15% 12% 3% 7% 7% 6% 

Collaborative Data Teams 10% 0% 18% 4% 16% 5% 3% 13% 13% 
Common Formative Assessmen~ 9% 4% 1% 4% 11% 4% 6% 5% 23% 
Collaborative Work Overview 4% 4% 10% 2% 3% 10% 6% 7% 8% 

Data Based Decision MakinR. 7% 45% 3% 14% 17% 33% 5% 11% 13% 
Effective Teaching/Learning Practices 23% 0% 0% 12% 8% 2% 0% 3% 22% 

Feedback 3% 0% 1% 3% 1% 0% 0% 3% 1% 

Metaco.i;:nition 1% 0% 3% 1% 0% 2% 4% 1% 4% 

Other 36% 6% 55% 4 3% 26% 39% 69% 48% 1()% 

Reciprocal Teaching 1% 0% 0% 1% 3% 1% 0% 2% 0% 

Spaced vs. Massed Practice 2% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

•oata Source: Consultant Logs 

Date: 1/19/2016 

2/29/2016
 

10
 



       

2/29/2016
 

CFA Data Submissions for 14‐15
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