Leading with Vision: Using
Data to Promote System
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Agenda for the Next Hour

» Review sustainability factors.
» Importance of leadership and vision.

» Fidelity matters!
» Evaluating the impact of an MTSS.
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Implementing MTSS
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A.K.A. - Managing Complex
Change

Gibbons & Coulter (2017)



The First Law of Improvement

and Sustaining Results

Every system is
perfectly designed

to achieve exactly the
results it gets

Althoug W not all change.is mnprovement,
a |mprovement IS change
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Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS)

1 Assessment of
student performance

2 Effective instruction
and intervention

Big
Collaborative teams

use data to make
Instructional decisions

K



“School leadership is second
only to classroom teaching
as an influence on puplil

learning.”

Leithwood, K., Day, C., Sammons, P., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D.(2007). Seven strong
claims about successful schools leadership. Nottingham, England. National
College of School Leadership.



Impact on Student Achievement

B Principal m Others

Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005

B Teacher
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abhe el s

Vision

Data
v’ High Standards
v’ Link to v’ Roadmap
Instruction v Connections

Collective
Environment Leadership
v’ Engaging v’ Encourage
v’ Safe others
v’ Culture of v Coordination

Collaboration
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Wallace Foundation Study

Principal Efforts to

Improve Instruction Higher Scores

. on
Teacher Trust in _ Standardized
Principal = Achievement

+

Shared Principal- Tests

Teacher Leadership

Louis et al, (2010). Learning from leadership: Investigating
the links to improved student learning.

10
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Implementing MTSS

Anarchy

Gibbons & Coulter (2017)



The Importance of Vision
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Where are Your
Eyes ?
Is Your Rhetoric
Consistent with
Your Focus?



Why Have a Vision?

* Helps staff
understand “Why”

* Provides basis
for a clear plan

e Leads to initiative

o , "MULTI-TIERED
braiding SYSTEM or SUPPORTS.

e Defines school
culture







“MTSS is
great but
our plate

IS too
fulll”




Initiative Braiding

Instructional

School Coaching
Improvement

Professional
Learning
Communities

Performance Pay

Positive
Behavior Support

Braid other district and building initiatives into the MTSS framework.

This should help your district accomplish its goals.

17
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Implementing MTSS

Confusion

Gibbons & Coulter (2017)



/ Elements of Fidelity

Defined fAdherence

Program
Specificity

Interventionist
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Always 2 Measures

Fidelity Fidelity Fidelity Fidelity
80%+ 80%+ 80%+ 80%+

o » Measure of
Qe(’\ Performance

» Measure of degree of
Implementation
Integrity

Measure of Performance

Time
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If Always 2 Measures,

How Do You Decide?

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission.

Integrity Integrity | | Integrity | | Integrity
O 80%+ 80%-+ 80%-+ 80%-+
=
=
e aCS
O RS > Measure of
G Q< Performance
o
v » Measure of degree of
= Implementation
O Integrity
=

Time
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Good

(@ or above the
Aim Line)

Implementation Fidelity Measures
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Good Question- Poor
(@ or above the able (Consistently
below the Aim
Line)

Aim Line)

(Inconsistent
Scores)

Implementation Fidelity Measures
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Good Question- Poor
(@ or.above the able (ConsistentIY
Aim Line) (Inconsistent b.elow the Aim
Scores) Line)
Good
(80% +)

Implementation Fidelity Measures
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Good Question- Poor
§ (@ or.above the able (ConsistentIY
> Aim Line) (Inconsistent b.elow the Aim
1 Scores) Line)
=
> Good
5 (80% +)

O

L

5 Question-
s

B able

-

SC_J (50% — 79%)
v

ret Poor

£

(<49%) 25
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Good Question- Poor
(@ or above the able (Consistently below
Aim Line) (Inconsistent the Aim Line)
Scores)
Good Interpret Data &
Act
(80% +) (Continue? Or, Is this

Intervention Needed?)

Question-able
(50% — 79%)

Poor
0
Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reser (<49 A))
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Good Question-able Poor
(@ or above the Aim | (Inconsistent Scores) | (Consistently below

Line) the Aim Line)

Good Interpret Data & Act Consider Changing
(Continue, Is this Intervention
(80% +) Intervention Needed?)

Question-able
(50% — 79%)

Poor
(<49%)

plementation Fidelity Measures
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Good
(80% +)

Question-able
(50% — 79%)

Poor
(<49%)

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission.

Implementation Fidelity Measures

Student Performance Measures

Good Question-able Poor
(@ or above the Aim | (Inconsistent Scores) | (Consistently below
Line) the Aim Line)
Interpret Data & Act Drill Down Consider Changing
(Is this Intervention (What other Intervention
Needed?) data/info are
available?)

28



Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Good Question-able Poor
(@ or above the (Inconsistent Scores) | (Consistently below

Aim Line) the Aim Line)
Good Interpret Data & Act Drill Down Consider Changing

(Is this Intervention (What other Intervention
0
(80% +) Needed?) data/info are
available?)

Question-able
(50% — 79%)

Poor I Coach
nterventionist
(<49%)
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Good Question-able Poor
(@ or above the (Inconsistent (Consistently below

Aim Line) Scores) the Aim Line)
Good Interpret Data & Act Drill Down Consider Changing

(Is this Intervention (What other Intervention
0
(80% +) Needed?) data/info are
available?)

Question-able
(50% — 79%)

Poor Coach Coach
Interventionist Interventionist
(<49%)

plementation Fidelity Measures
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Good Question-able Poor
(@ or above the Aim | (Inconsistent Scores) | (Consistently below

Line) the Aim Line)

Good Interpret Data & Act Drill Down Consider Changing
L5 A0S g rEnie (What other Intervention
0
(80% +) Needed?) data/info are
available?)

Question-able
(50% — 79%)

plementation Fidelity Measures

Poor Drill Down Coach Coach
Coach Interventionist Interventionist
0
(<49 A’) Interventionist
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Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

plementation Fidelity Measures

Copyright © 2017 Gibbonsgl r

Good
(80% +)

Question-able
(50% — 79%)

Poor
(<49%)

Student Performance Measures

Good Question-able Poor
(@ or above the Aim | (Inconsistent Scores) | (Consistently below
Line) the Aim Line)
Interpret Data & Act Drill Down Consider Changing

(Is this Intervention (What other Intervention
Needed?) data/info are
available?)
Drill Down

Coach Interventionist

Drill Down Coach Interventionist Coach Interventionist
Coach Interventionist



Decision-Making Matrix (Coulter 2016)

Student Performance Measures

Coach Interventionist Coach Interventionist Coach Interventionist

(50% — 79%)

Poor Drill Down Coach Interventionist Coach Interventionist
Coach Interventionist

. Good Question-able Poor

= (@ or above the Aim | (Inconsistent Scores) | (Consistently below
> . o

A Line) the Aim Line)

Q

> Good Interpret Data & Act Drill Down Consider Changing
>~ (Is this Intervention (What other Intervention

+ 0

T (80% +) Needed?) data/info are

-:—_’ available?)

.S Question-able Drill Down Drill Down Drill Down
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What Works to Improve Integrity?

» Training, including
Modeling, Coaching, &
Feedback

» Test Drive Several,
eacher Choice

» Routine Integrity Checks
with Feedback

» Routine Progress
Monitoring with Feedback

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission.



Ingredients Needed to Solve the Integrity/Fidelity

Problem

» Begin with a specific, research proven, process
for what to do.

» Train teachers and provide ongoing support-
RTI Lead, Coach, etc

» Supportive but firm administration.

v Expectations and assessment of integrity/fidelity and
outcomes.

Support and Leadership from State DoE

Stay the course —
v Monitor outcomes and tweak

V VYV

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. Apjighis FrS YW KGW 4B BGE AsE8ssing and Improving Fidelity of RTI, Joseph C. Witt, LSU, Senior Scientist, iSTEEP Learning 35



Summary: Key Factors in Fidelity

» Collaborative Culture 1s Essential

» Not Evaluation of Implementer —
Helps Everyone (Trainer to Teacher or
Interventionist to Student)

> Never a Punitive Exercise




Implementing MTSS

Bad Decisions

Gibbons & Coulter (2017)



Evaluation

i |

m Actlon pPlan \
ation

D Rewew or

Student Dats

/ /D i ementatio,,




Problems with Most Improvement Plans

Too Many,
Too Many Fatigue On to the
Goals Strategies
e next

thing!

Outcomes
Poor \6
Implementation
Fidelity e
Problems Poor !
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Action Plans J

Assess needs across five
areas of implementation
and prioritize

Prioritize

Short and long term goals

Goals over multiple years

Communicate the plan

Share

Evaluate

\Q% Evaluate the plan and
make adjustments



Sustaining Rtl
Building Level Action Plan

Area of Need

Identified Barriers

Actions to Address Barrier

Lead for
Next Steps

Timeline




= W

Four Purposes of Assessment

Screening
Diagnostic
Progress monitoring
Outcomes




Evaluate Outcomes

> Use assessments to evaluate outcomes at the
system level, building level, grade level and
classroom level.

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission. 43



The Role of Teams in Reviewing
Data

astBridge



Consider Nested Teams to

Support MTSS Implementation

1. A district-level RTI team
to make things happen for the
district

2. A building leadership team
to make things happen for the
school

3. Grade-level or core team
with support to make things
happen for groups of students

4. A problem-solving team
to make things happen for
Individual students




Data Action Teams (PLC's, Grade Level

» Set and work toward grade level goals for academics

» Collaborate to create core instruction that meets the
needs of most students

» |dentity ways to differentiate instruction to meet the
needs of all students.

» |dentify students needing additional academic
support, and plan for standard interventions

> Review data and make decisions

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission. 46



Principals Set the Stage

To See Improvement-

v’ Established PLCs/ Data Action Teams
(DATS)

v' Established measurable goals for

Instructional improvement based on
Data

v’ Measuring and reporting progress
towards the instructional goals using
Data

v Provided for Coilaboraiive Common

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All right
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Guiding Questions for MTSS Implementation

Is the core program sufficient?

If the core program is not sufficient, why isn’t it?

How will the needs identified in the core be addressed?
How will the effectiveness and efficiency of the core be monitored over time?
Have improvement to the core been effective?

For which students is the core program sufficient and not sufficient and why?
What specific supplemental and intensive instruction is needed?
How will supplemental and intensive instruction be delivered?

© © N o0k w0WDdhRE

How will effectiveness of supplemental and intensive instruction be monitored?
10. Which students need to move to a different level of instruction?

Sharon Kurns, Heartland AEA #11
Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission. 48



Seventh Grade Summary of Program Effectiveness Based on MAP Reading RIT Score

, 8% ‘8%

100%

90%—

80%

70%—

60%—

50% | 62%

40%+

30%+

20%+

10%

0% . -
Fall Winter Spring

B Tier 3 (High Risk) 8% 8%

UTier2 (Some RisK 18% 30%

@Tierl (Low Risk) 74% 62%




What percentage of students who began the year at or above target
also ended the year at or above target?

Fall 76% above target
Spring 75% above target

136 = 91% stayed proficient
150
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Yk i

_ —4.  Performance Changes Across Norm Penods by School Type

CHILAIEF LAERK

School Year : 2012-13 Test Kind : MAP Norm Period 1 : Fall
School Type : 02 Elementary School Subject : READ Norm Peried 2 : Spring
School : Lakeside Elementary Grades - 03 Morm Period 3 : None
(Optional) School
Student Group (optional) -
School Type Fall - Proficiency  Fall - Student Fall - Spring - Student  Spring - Proficiency  Spring - Student Spring -
Count Student ¥ Coumt ‘Count Student %

02 Elementary E 1

e o
Exceads Standards 1 1% Exceeds Standards 7 4%

E a

P 3

Partially Meats ._ N 3 13%

Standards — P B Standards T

P 2




Student:

Date Form Completed:

Step 1: List all hypothesis regarding cause or
function of prioritized problem:

Step 2: List all relevant data to support or refute each hypothesis listed

R I (0] T

HYPOTHESES REVIEW INTERVIEW OBSERVE TEST
— 1. Instructional approaches, | Expectations, alignment Effective teaching Aggregated peer
Z pacing, difficulty, class of instruction and practice, evidence of performance on class
%’ 2 schedule, attendance, curriculum, preferred teacher expectations, assessments, class
= ) lesson plans practices, teachers modification of materials, | standing on district or
g = philosophical orientation classroom routines and statewide assessments,
= 3. behavior management Checklists and
=) questionnaires.
Z

1. Permanent student District policy regarding Alignment of curriculum Level of assignments and
8 products, scope and adoption and use of and materials, use of curriculum difficulty
= 2 sequence of lessons, curriculum materials, mandated curriculum,
= ) Curriculum materials, philosophical orientating use of modified
8 Q 3 books, worksheets, of curriculum materials, assignments,
E : curriculum guides assessments
=
- 1 Reports about school Classroom routines, Physical environment, Classroom environment
z rules, class size, policy on | rules, behavior interaction patterns, scales (TIES),
= 2 disruptive behavior, management plans, opportunity to learn, Aggregated peer
g ’ peer’s work expectations distractions, performance on class
Z &= assessments
= 3.
=
=
1. Health records, student Interviewees perception Present levels of
work, teacher of the problem, performance, targets for
E 2 intervention records significance to student instruction, nature and
g; — and peers, patterns of dimensions of target
=z 3 behavior, current behavior, response to
% : knowledge and skill interventions, interaction
patterns

[ Step 3: Indicate selected hypothesis (circle or bold type). Selected hypothesis must have convergent data to support including quantitative data.




I
Instruction

Standards-Driven Learning Units, High-Quality Lesson Plans (Acquisition,
Extending/Refining, Acceleration, Differentiation, Review); Research-Based
Instructional Practices (i.e., previewing, explicit instructional skill/strategy,
modeling, scaffolding, graphic organizers, summarizing), Student Movement
(Grouping strategies, levels of support (instructional time, content, level,
Intensity)...

Standards-Based (Benchmarks), Scientifically validated programs, Prioritized

_C Maps, Alignment, Relevance, Rigor, Connections/Integration,
Curriculum Resources/Materials. ..
Resource Rich Environments (i.e., materials, word walls, student work displayed);
E Peers (Expectations, Reinforcement, Values, Support); Classroom (Rules,

Environment

Distractions, Seating, Schedule, Physical Plant), Home/Family Support, Culture,
Climate

L Skills, Strategies, Motivation, Health, Family, Social/Emotional, Development,
Engagement, Executive Functioning, Efficacy...
Learner
Resource Allocation, Scheduling, Systems, Structure, Management, Planning, Job
O Embedded Professional Development, Continuum of Services, Movement of

Organization

Students, Instructional Time, Procedures...




Evaluating Core Instruction Requires Knowledge of

Datal

Question 1: Is the core program sufficient?

» What screening and progress monitoring data
do your districts use?

» Are the data reliable and valid? \,./\*\
» What are your proficiency cut points? «({}

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission. 54




Guiding Questions

1. Is our core program sufficient? (problem Identification)
a) ldentify screening tool(s)
b) Identify proficiency cut points for identified tools
c) Collect universal screening data
d) Enter, organize, summarize data
e) What percentage of proficiency is acceptable?
f) What percentage of our students are proficient and not
proficient?
g) Make Comparison

h) Fork in the Road - What work, if any, do we need to do with
our Core programming?

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission. 55



About 21% Meeting minimum proficiency
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Given Your Standard — Do We Have a Problem With Our Core?
Third Grade Math

Math Problem Grades 3to 5

Screening Indicates




Third Grade Summary of Program Effectiveness Based on MAP Math RIT Scores

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

8%

f 18%

l 30%

/

62%

Fall Winter Spring
BTier 3 (High Risk) 8% 8%
OTier 2 (Some Risk) 18% 30%
BTier 1 (Low Risk) 74% 62%




Guiding Questions

2. If the core is not sufficient, why isn’'t core sufficient?
(Problem Analysis)

a) Review Assessment

b) Review Instruction

c) Review Curriculum/Standards
d) Review CIA Alignment

e) Consider other distal factors

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission. 58



Guiding Questions

3. How will needs identified in core be addressed? (plan

Development)
a) Determine needs

b) ldentify resources/training needed to address identified
needs.

c) Develop an action plan
d) Implement the plan.
e) Evaluate the impact of the plan on your core program.

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission. 59



Guiding Questions

4. How will the sufficiency and effectiveness of the core
prograim be monitored over time? (Plan Implementation)
a) What are the key indicators of success?
b) What is baseline performance?
c) What is the desired goal?
d) Determine your data collection plan.
e) Is core instruction being implemented with fidelity?
f) Make decisions about sufficiency and effectiveness of the core.

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission. 60



Guiding Questions

5. Have improvements to the core been effective? (pian

Evaluation)
a) Consider student achievement data (Screening)

b) Compare current with baseline data
c) Consider implementation data

d) Make decision about effectiveness
e) Begin needs assessment again

Copyright © 2017 Gibbons. All rights reserved. Used with permission. 61



Implementing MTSS

Treadmill

Gibbons & Coulter (2017)






The Moso Bamboo Tree

The Moso bamboo plant grows in China & the
far east. After the Moso Is planted, growth occurs
slowly for up to 5 years - even under ideal
conditions! Then, as if by magic, it suddenly
begins growing at the rate of nearly 2 %2 feet per

day, reaching a full height of 75 feet within 6
weeks.

But it's not magic. The Moso's rapid
growth is due to the extensive root
system it develops during those first
five years, five years of getting ready.




Thank you!
kgibbons@umn.edu
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