Instructional Leadership Through Data-driven Decision-making


MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Instructional Leadership through Data-driven Decision-making
ACTION PLAN
	School:  Example Elementary School #2

	Principal:  Annie Analysis                                              
	Date:  


	Student Achievement Need

	· Increase student achievement in reading at the proficient and advanced levels as measured by the Maryland School Assessment (MSA), by targeting reading interventions to upper grade students who are reading below grade level.

· Target specific students in grades 3, 4, and 5 who received reading intervention but were still not proficient on MSA in 2005.



	School Team Members

	· Principal

· Staff Development Teacher

· Reading Specialist

· Assistant Principal

· Lead ESOL Teacher

· Reading Intervention Teacher 




	Initial

Data Collection Questions
	Data Sources
	First Finding(s)

What do these data tell us?



	Student Achievement
	
	(See attached charts)

	1. How did students who received reading intervention during the 2004-05 school year perform on the MSA in 2005?

2. How did these same students perform on MAP-R?

3. How did these same students perform on SDRT-4?

4. What are the administration and teacher perceptions of causes for the attainment and deficits of concepts and skills (soft skills – persistence, attitude)?
5. Is the test (MSA) harder at 5th grade than 4th grade?

6. How does writing proficiency affect MSA responses?

	· MSA, IMS, SIMS

· MAP-R Report, IMS

· SDRT-4 Report, IMS

· Surveys, interviews

· MSA Testing Office

· Surveys, observations, interviews
	1. Of the 91 students who received reading intervention, 54 scored basic on MSA.  Overall, intervention students performed as follows:  59% Basic, 41% Proficient, 0% Advanced. Also, students who received extra guided reading as an intervention performed better on MSA than students who received Horizons as an intervention.
2. MAP-R:  More students who received reading intervention improved their MAP-R RIT scores from fall 2004 to spring 2005.  No declines were realized for students who received Horizons as an intervention.

3. SDRT-4: Most improvement from fall 2004 to spring 2005 seen in comprehension in Grade 3 & 5.  Grade 4 improvements from fall 2004 to spring 2005 were primarily in vocabulary.

4. Administration and staff felt that students quite often did not have the stamina to sit through and perform well given multiple BCRs.  They also found that students needed a great deal of encouragement to complete the BCRs and were usually able to demonstrate comprehension orally, but not in written form. 
5. Jose’s response during the Principals’ Curriculum Update meeting on October 7, 2005 indicated that the tests cannot be compared from grade to grade

6. Writing proficiency directly impacts scores on MSA written responses per interview with our reading specialist and other team members who were interviewed.  

	Instructional Quality
	
	

	1. Were students clear about objectives for the intervention lessons?

2. Were students able to work independently using the strategies being taught?

3. Were formative assessments used frequently to assess the critical components of prerequisite knowledge?

4. Were students in the proper interventions for the skills they needed to sharpen?

5. Did classroom teachers have fidelity to the curriculum?

6. Did classroom teachers and intervention teachers have the knowledge and skills to teach guided reading?
	· Surveys, observations, collegial walk-throughs

· Surveys, observations, collegial walk-throughs

· Observation, monitoring tool entries, formative assessments, teacher interviews

· MSA, IMS, MAPR, SDRT4, Running records, collegial walk-throughs

· Teacher self-assessment

· Teacher self-assessment, training records
	7. Mastery objectives were posted consistently throughout grade levels and students were able to articulate what they were being asked to do.
8. Teacher observation indicated that reading intervention students had difficulty remaining on task during independent reading and that strategies were not being utilized by most students.

9. Formative assessments lacked consistency and follow-through.

10. Data (above) indicates that students who received extra guided reading intervention were more successful than those students who received Horizons as their reading intervention.

11. Third grade teachers had more experience with the Reading/Language Arts curriculum guides, since this was their second year with the new guides.  Also, 50% of the third grade teachers were former primary grade teachers and had more experience with teaching guided reading.

12. Most reading intervention teachers received training on how to teach Horizons and guided reading (Jan Richardson workshop).  Classroom teachers were not included in the Jan Richardson training on guided reading.


	School Capacity
	
	

	1. Does every teacher have high expectations for all students?

2. Did we use our resources effectively?  Could para-educators have been used more?

3. What was the classroom teacher’s role in reading intervention?

4. Was staff development differentiated to needs?

5. Was time provided during the week for teachers to have collegial conversations about student data?
	· Surveys, observations, walkthrough notes

· Surveys, observations

· Survey

· Survey, staff development plan

· Reflection, interviews
	13. Walkthroughs indicated high expectations (language and other strategies, such as wait time, random calling, etc.).

14. Resources were deployed based on initial data at the beginning of the school year.  Regular, structured data meetings were not held after interventions began and groups were not as flexible as they should have been.  Para-educators were not utilized as part of the reading intervention strategy last year.

15. The classroom teacher’s role was to instruct all students in reading.  Guided reading was new to teachers in grades four and five last year.  They received limited training on how to conduct guided reading groups.

16. The staff development last year primarily focused on ESOL strategies, although we did have some staff development around guided reading during the roll-out trainings for classroom teachers.

17. Looking at student data collegially was not part of regular structured weekly meetings last year.

	Systemic Policies, Procedures, and Programs
	
	

	1. Did space have an impact on the quality of the interventions?

2. Did time have an impact on the quality of the interventions?

3. Did scheduling constraints have an impact on the quality of the interventions?
	· Survey, reflection

· Survey, reflection
· Survey, reflection
	18. Some classrooms were better equipped than others for plug-in guided reading instruction.

19. When students were pulled out, long distances to travel wasted time, but still enough to accomplish Extra Guided Reading and Horizons.

20. Some guided reading teachers did not receive substitutes when they had to be out (SDT, Reading Specialist), therefore, some intervention groups may have received less instruction than others.


	Additional

Data Collection Questions

What do the previous findings not tell us?

What else do we need to know?
	Data Sources
	Additional Finding(s)

What do these data tell us?



	Student Achievement
	
	(See attached charts)

	1. When did the intervention students begin receiving reading intervention?

2. Were new students from other MCPS schools?

3. How many days were intervention students absent last year?

4. What were the reading levels of the students at the time of MSA?  How close were they to being proficient?
5. How often was data collected on intervention students?
	· Reading Intervention Log

· SIMS

· SIMS

· Monitoring Tool entries, MSA

· Reading Specialist interview
	21. Of the 54 students who scored “basic” on MSA, 41 entered reading intervention in September 2004. 4 students entered reading intervention in Nov 2004, 2 in Dec 2004, 2 in Jan 2005, 3 in Feb 2005, and 2 in Mar 2005.

22. 43% of the students who received reading intervention and scored “basic” on MSA reading were new students to EES#2 or MCPS (within the past 2 years).

Grade 3:   7 of 18 (39%)students were new to MCPS and/or EES#2

Grade 4:  3 of 11(27%) students were new to MCPS and/or EES#2

Grade 5:  13 of 25 (52%) students were new to MCPS and/or EES#2

23. 30% of the students who received reading intervention and scored “basic” on MSA reading had absences in the double digits last year (Range=10 – 24 days)

Grade 3:  6 of 18 (33%) students had double digit absences 

Grade 4:  1 of 11(9%) students had double digit absences

Grade 5:  9 of 25 (36%)students had double digit absences

24. Reading levels of the intervention students at the time of MSA on attached chart

25. Reading levels were provided monthly by intervention teachers.  

	Instructional Quality
	
	

	1. Were students monitored/formatively assessed during independent reading?

2. How did teachers follow-up with absent students?
	· Interviews with intervention teachers

· Interviews
	26. Formative Assessments were not done during students’ independent reading.

27. Classroom procedures varied with regard to ensuring that absent students received make-up work.

	School Capacity
	
	

	1. Did classroom teachers plan with intervention teachers?

2. Did any of the intervention teachers who received the Jan Richardson training provide modeling for classroom teachers?

3. Did reading intervention students receive any additional writing support to assist with BCR practice?
	· Surveys, meeting notes

· Interviews

· Classroom observations, interviews
	28. Planning collaboratively with classroom teachers and intervention teachers was not always consistent due to the lack of common planning times.

29. Jan Richardson modeled for our 4th and 5th grade classroom reading teachers during a one-day session.  We video-taped one intervention teacher who received the Jan Richardson training and used it at one staff meeting.  Also, several of the trained reading intervention teachers modeled lessons using the guided reading strategies in the classrooms.

30. Writing support was not a consistent part of guided reading intervention since it wasn’t part of the format and training.  

	Systemic Policies, Procedures, and Programs
	
	

	1. Did students who were pulled out for Horizons miss any of the mini-lessons?

2. Was intervention data accessible to classroom teachers?

3. How were parents contacted regarding excessive student absences?


	· Surveys

· Interviews

· Office records and logs
	31. Students who were pulled for Horizons sometimes missed mini-lessons.

32. Intervention data was not provided consistently to classroom teachers.

33. MCPS Attendance reporting process was followed by Attendance Secretary.


	Root Cause(s)
Caution: Prioritize your root causes and focus resources on the most significant ones. 
	Intervention(s)

	34. Formative assessments were not used consistently by both classroom and intervention teachers nor were they done during intervention students’ independent reading time. 


	a) Provide staff development to review formative assessments.

b) Develop a checklist to be used during observation and walk-throughs that includes formative assessments as a “look for”



	35. High percentage of students who scored basic on MSA had absences in the double digits.


	a) Work with teachers to stress the importance of consistent follow-up with students who are frequently absent

b) Provide support to teachers with phone calls home for frequently absent students (parent coordinator, para-educator)



	36. Extra writing support was not a core component of reading intervention.


	a) Provide staff development that is centered on writing, including Writer’s Workshop, 6-Traits

b) Provide staff development on how to provide specific feedback to students in order for students to re-write BCRs and work toward proficiency.

c) Re-distribute resources to provide writing support for every classroom.

d) Encourage oral rehearsal in guided reading groups for increased comprehension in written responses to reading.



	37. Upper grade teachers did not have adequate time and training in order to provide effective instruction in guided reading (curriculum was new).


	a) Provide the opportunity for classroom teachers to receive the Jan Richardson Training (assuming funds are available).

b) Include additional staff development on guided reading instruction for all staff, differentiated by grade level.



	38. Structured and systematic “data chats” about intervention students were not conducted. 


	a) Schedule focused, systematic meetings with reading specialist, intervention teachers, and classroom teachers to review intervention data (formative assessments) and student progress so that students are grouped correctly and resources are allocated efficiently.




	Measurement and Evidence of Success

	Root Cause #3:

Formative:   

· Improve targeted students’ scores on teacher-made BCRs 

· Increase the number of students performing on grade level as measured by Running Records

Summative: 

· Improve targeted students’ scores on the MSA for reading 

· Grade 3

· Grade 4 

· Grade 5

	Root Cause #5:

Formative:

· Minutes from data review meetings that demonstrate the frequency and the quality of discussions about each targeted student
Summative:

· End of year report which analyzes the effectiveness of intervention for each targeted student


	Implementation Plan for Root Causes #3 and #5

	Action
	Who’s Responsible
	Resources
	Evidence of Implementation
	Monitoring Date
	Results

	1. Train all professional staff on Writer’s Workshop and 6 Traits (#3)

	Reading Spec. 
SDT
	
	- Agendas from pre-service, staff meetings, roll-out training 

- Staff feedback
- “Looking at Student Work” capture sheet data
	Monthly data review
	

	2. Writing, scoring, and rewriting BCRs with specific feedback for students (#3)
	Gr. 4-5 Teachers: classroom,  ESOL, intervention
	
	- Feedback from 4-5 classroom and support teachers
- Walk-through notes

- BCR monitoring data
	Monthly after roll-out training
	

	3. Identify writing support resources for every K-5 classroom (#3)
	Writing support staff
	
	- Schedule of writing support

- Intervention staff feedback


	September 10
	

	4. Implement writing support in all K-5 classrooms (#3)
	Writing support staff
	
	- Lesson plans

- Formative assessments
	Monthly data review
	

	5. Data analysis planning (#5)
	Principal 

SDT
	
	- Agenda and data review timeline 
	September 10
	

	6. Data analysis (#5)
	Data team
	
	- Meeting notes

- Action plans
	Weekly data meetings
	

	7. Identify students who were ±10 points of proficiency on 2005 Reading MSA for 05-06 reading intervention (#5)
	Data team, Rdg. T, classroom Ts, 

Intervention Ts
	
	- Pre-service meeting notes

- Intervention meetings

- Intervention class rosters
	On-going review
	

	8. Implement reading intervention (#5)
	Data team

Selected classroom teachers
	
	- Monitoring tool (formative assessments) data review notes

- Running record data


	Monthly data review
	


Action Plan
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