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Background

Section 332 of PA 07-3 adopted by the June 2007 Special Session of the Connecticut State Assembly granted the Connecticut State Board of Education new authority to assist and oversee persistently underperforming public schools and districts as determined by districtwide performance on standardized assessments relative to the benchmarks delineated under the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation. Among other authorizations, the state legislation granted the Connecticut State Board of Education the authority to:

1. Require schools and districts meeting certain criteria to undergo an instructional audit to identify any deficits in curriculum and instruction or in the learning environment of the school or district.
2. Direct the local or regional board of education for the school or district to develop and implement a plan addressing deficits in achievement and in the learning environment as recommended in the instructional audit.
3. Assign a technical assistance team to the school or district to guide school or district initiatives and report progress to the Commissioner of Education.

Connecticut Commissioner of Education, Dr. Mark K. McQuillan, noted that this newly adopted state accountability legislation conferred on the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) the responsibility “to provide a robust accountability model and support system for intervening in persistently underachieving schools and districts.” To that end, the CSDE identified a framework for systemic improvement, with the central tenet being accountability at all levels of the organizational hierarchy. The Connecticut Accountability for Learning (CALI) was designed to provide districts with an integrated system of supports in the form of training, technical assistance and professional development that would facilitate the design and implementation of research-based and data-driven strategies for improvement at all levels of the educational system (classroom, school building and central office).  
Recognizing that some public school districts need more intensive supports than others, and looking to utilize the state statute to align resources to needs, the CSDE has identified 15 “partner districts.” Twelve partner districts were selected in 2007 and an additional three in 2008 as a result of being identified in year three or greater of in need of improvement at the whole district level in reading, math or both according to the NCLB adequate yearly progress (AYP) benchmarks. As partner districts, these 15 districts received extra resources and intensive supports from the CSDE, including:

· comprehensive external assessment of their system conducted by Cambridge Education Associates;

· access to CALI training at no cost;

· allotment of days for technical assistance provided by Regional Education Service Centers (RESC) via the Request for Services application process; 
· frequent and ongoing support from CSDE technical assistance teams to assist with the development of district improvement plans (DIPs); and

· an executive coach and data team facilitator for two schools within the district (Demonstration schools) plus stipends to support release time for teachers to engage in data-team related activities.
Given these added resources, partner districts must comply with certain requirements:
· institute district, school and instructional level data teams in accordance with the CALI theory of action for improvement;

· revise their DIPs for approval by State Board of Education; 
· report bi-annually to a CSDE assigned monitor on progress in implementing the State Board approved DIP; and
· have CSDE consultants monitor implementation of the DIP through monthly district data team meetings and through a bi-annual formal review of the DIP with a corresponding report to the Commissioner.
Following the completion of an external districtwide assessment, each of our partner districts is assigned a CSDE technical assistance (TA) team. This team works with the district to develop a three-year DIP that is submitted to the State Board of Education for approval. One of the main functions of the CSDE TA team is to ensure that the DIP aligns with the CALI theory of action for holistic improvement, which calls for a sharp focus on a handful of high leverage, research-based strategies for improvement. The CSDE TA team is also responsible for ensuring that the plan supports the implementation of a three-tiered accountability system where there is strategic alignment among the work being done at the instructional, school and district levels. The plan must address the areas in need of improvement as identified by the districtwide status assessment
, recommendations from the State Board of Education Ad Hoc Committee on Accountability
, as well as target the needs of specific groups of students identified as not making AYP.    

Once approved, the CSDE technical assistance teams work with their respective partner district data teams on monitoring the implementation of the DIP. The CSDE engages in both informal and formal monitoring of the district’s plan for improvement. The implementation of the plan is informally monitored as CSDE consultants participate in the district data team meetings and help to ensure that the work of the district aligns with and reflects the approved DIP. The goal of these informal monitoring activities is to assist the district data team in developing internal and sustainable accountability for their own work, with a constant emphasis on verifying fidelity of implementation and linking outcomes for students to the actions of adults, while making adjustments on an as-needed basis based on the data. 
Formal monitoring of the implementation of the plan takes place on a bi-annual basis. Each partner district receives an official monitoring visit from a member of the CSDE TA team, once in the fall and once in the spring of each academic year. This formal monitoring of DIP implementation is described in this document.
Purpose of Monitoring
Regular monitoring, followed by adjustment, is the only way to expect success.

—Schmoker, Results: The Key to Continuous School Improvement
An approved DIP is only as good as the faithfulness of the responsible parties in implementing the strategies. The practice of monitoring should be viewed as a quality control mechanism that supports school districts as they work to track the fidelity of effort relative to agreed upon plans for action, as well as to monitor the relationship between those actions and desired outcomes for students.
The state system for monitoring the implementation of DIPs has been developed to ensure that the state in fulfilling its legislative obligation to maintain oversight for districts that have been identified under current state and federal statutes. But the long term vision and purpose is that the practice of monitoring for fidelity of implementation will be owned by the district. Ideally, the results from the state-led monitoring initiative will assist District Data Teams in determining how their internal accountability system is faring and whether they are examining and tracking the appropriate indicators to realize systemic improvement. The act of monitoring is the foundation for sustaining accountability for student learning within the district, and thus must ultimately become internalized and owned by the district itself. The practices and protocols described in this document should be easily transferrable to a district led, rather than state mandated, professional practice. 

The Monitoring Cycle
The diagram below illustrates the cycle of monitoring that each of the Partner Districts is expected to participate in. 
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Each district is required to include in their DIP selected indicators that will be tracked on a regular basis to document that the plan is being implemented with fidelity, as well as to ensure that desired outcomes are being achieved. Indicators are designed to provide information in two broad areas:

1. Impact/Results Indicators (Interim and Long-Term Student Outcomes): These are indicators that assess the success of the plan, which can only be determined if there are improved outcomes for students. Impact Indicators tell us how students are faring on assessments and measures that gauge knowledge, behavior and skills that we would expect to be affected if the plan is being implemented with fidelity and at a high-quality level. Impact Results Indicators may include interim assessments of academic achievement (e.g. formative or benchmark assessments), annual assessments (e.g., CMT/CAPT) or non-academic indicators (e.g., graduation rates, drop-out rates, disciplinary offense data).

2. Process Results Indicators (Adult Outcomes): These indicators allow the district to assess whether the adults in the system are: a) doing what they said they were going to do in the plan (fidelity), and b) engaging in the strategies in such a way as the professional practice improves (quality).

Monitoring I: Reporting on Baseline Data
During Monitoring I, each district will report on the above indicators as specified in their approved plan.  The CSDE has developed a tool for tracking indicators over the 3-year duration of the DIP (See State District Improvement Plan Monitoring Spreadsheet
, Appendix A.1-A.3). Districts can use this tool to report on their indicators or develop their own mechanism for reporting out on implementation progress and student outcomes, as long as the same information is presented.  Since Monitoring I should occur during the initial stages of plan implementation, data reported during this phase is considered baseline information against which future reports on indicators will be evaluated.  

During Monitoring I, districts must provide information on every adult outcome indicator
 in the plan.  Since many DIPs are divided into annual action plans, we understand that baseline data for each of the adult outcome indicators may not be available at the time of the Monitoring I visit. Nevertheless, the expectation is that each adult action/strategy be represented as an indicator statement in the monitoring spreadsheet, regardless of whether or not the action has been implemented and data are available. The monitoring spreadsheet permits the district to indicate a start date for specific strategies, so a distinction can be made between data that are not yet due and data that are due and data that are past-due. For the purpose of Monitoring I, the expectation is that baseline data will be reported for any data that should be available according to the implementation timelines set forth in the DIP. The CSDE TA Team will evaluate the available data and assess the progress to date. The TA team will make determinations, based on the data and other information from the district, about whether efforts to date are sufficient to support the ongoing and timely implementation of the DIP. 
As part of the district improvement planning process, district teams have selected interim formative and benchmark student data across a broad range of domains, academic content areas, grades and demographic categories to help monitor student progress outside of the annual standardized assessment (CMT/CAPT) cycle.   Goals and indicators for these interim measures of student performance should be clearly specified and measureable.  They should also be aligned with the strategic areas of focus identified in the DIP, such that improved student performance on these measures reflects successful, high-quality implementation of the adult work.  These data should be documented and appropriately disaggregated by sub-groups, either on the monitoring spreadsheet or on a similar tool of the district’s choosing.  
Districts will be expected to compile the information and data noted above prior to the official Monitoring I visit from the CSDE TA team. During the official visit, the district will be given the opportunity to provide qualitative and anecdotal data that helps to provide context for the information. In their presentation, the district team should address the following: 

	· DIP highlights and priorities specific to the time period to date;
· any unexpected impacts upon the implementation of the plan;
· status of the district’s three-tiered accountability system, including a status report from a sample of schools in the district, preferably representative of each level, demonstrating alignment of their work to the DIP; and
· the district’s plan to remediate any discrepancies between the DIP and progress to date.
For a sample agenda for the Monitoring I visit, please see Appendix B.  
Following the Monitoring I visit, the CSDE TA team will draft a report to the Commissioner of Education, which will include a summary of the district’s presentation and a summary of the district’s progress on both their process and results indicators (Appendix C).



Monitoring II: Reflect On and Revise DIP
During the first fall following adoption of the DIP, districts will be in a position to report data on long-term student outcomes. These are data that are collected and reported on an annual basis. Specifically, this will be the point at which districts establish their baseline data for student performance on the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT)/Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT). These data are considered baseline because, although previous years’ CMT/CAPT data may be represented in the DIP, Monitoring II coincides with the first CMT/CAPT results following DIP adoption and implementation. District will also report on any other non-standardized assessment data that are collected annually, such as graduation rates, dropout rates, disciplinary offense data or survey data.
Though the CSDE TA team expects that the district will provide updates on the status of their DIP implementation and student outcomes, the purpose of the Monitoring II visit differs from the preceding visit. During Monitoring II, the CSDE TA team will work with the district to critically evaluate strategies in the plan. The goal is to determine if, based on the data, strategies are worth continuing, need to be modified or enhanced, or, in some cases, removed from the DIP altogether. A year into implementation, districts need to be able to identify and try to remedy factors that might actually be working against the plan, potentially drawing energy away from successful implementation. In some cases, strategies may need to be given greater priority; the plan in general may need to be streamlined or pared down to make room for deeper implementation of fewer strategies. 

Please see Appendix D for a list of guiding questions for the Monitoring II visit. Upon completion of the Monitoring II visit, the CSDE TA team will submit a report to the Commissioner of Education (See Appendix E). This report will document progress on process and results indicators, including both interim and long-term student outcomes. The report will also document any changes that have been made to the DIP and will serve as the official mechanism for obtaining State Board of Education approval for these changes.
Monitoring III: Re-visiting the Baseline

One year following the Monitoring I visit, the CSDE TA team will assist the District Data Team with a comprehensive review of their data to date. The Monitoring III visit will mirror the Monitoring I visit. The district will be expected to provide all available data on student outcomes as well as all adult actions up through the date of the monitoring visit. The district will also be expected to present on the status of their three-tiered accountability system as well as present information demonstrating the continued alignment between school and district improvement plans.  Following the release of the CMT/CAPT data in the summer months, the CSDE TA team will meet with the District Data Team to review the student data in light of the progress that was made in the implementation of the DIP. A summative analysis of student assessment data and the progress on DIP implementation will be documented in a report to the Commissioner. This report may also reflect information on the structure and function of the District Data Team relative to standards developed and adopted by the Bureau of Accountability and Improvement in March 2010 (see Appendix H). The CSDE TA team will work collaboratively with the district in determining the findings to be documented in the report. This report provides the opportunity to recognize and commend districts that are making significant progress towards their targets for student outcomes. Similarly, in cases where significant progress is not being made, the report may include recommendations for more intensive state interventions.

For a sample agenda for the Monitoring III visit and the subsequent report to be submitted to the Commissioner of Education, please see Appendices F and G.  

Monitoring IV: Summative Evaluation and Assessment of Progress
At the end of the three year DIP implementation period, a summative report will be drafted evaluating the implementation of the DIP and the resultant changes at both the systemic and student outcomes levels. All available data for both adult actions and student outcomes are to be represented on the monitoring spreadsheet. Improvement over baseline as well as trends over the three year time period will be analyzed and evaluated in the context of DIP implementation. All findings and conclusions drawn from the summative assessment will be documented in a report that will be submitted to the Commissioner of Education. The CSDE TA team will document appropriate commendations where success was realized as well as recommendations for next steps. All districts will be required to report directly to the State Board of Education regarding the implementation of the DIP and their work in general over the three year period. Determinations about the status of involvement of the State Department of Education and the partner districts will be made based on the findings from Monitoring IV.
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	Percentage of Completion

	Adult Outcomes
(Fidelity of adult action & 
Change in adult behavior)
	Project Sponsor (authority to provide resources/remove barriers)
	Project Manager (responsible for day-to-day oversight) 
	Start Date
	Due Date
	2009-10 Q.1
	2009-10 Q.2
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	2009-10 Q.4
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Connecticut State Department of Education

Bureau of Accountability and Improvement
Partner School District Data Review
Monitoring I
	District:
	

	Date:

Reviewer:

	


Agenda:

	10 minutes
	Introductory presentation by district data team members

· DIP highlights and priorities specific to this time period

· Any unexpected impacts upon the implementation of the plan

	45-60 minutes
	The status of the district’s three-tiered accountability system

· Data on frequency and effectiveness of District Data Team meetings, including proficiency data gathered from data team rubrics 

· Presentation and status report of one school improvement plan from each level (elementary, middle, high) demonstrating:

· Frequency and effectiveness of School and Grade/Content Data team meetings

· Alignment of school improvement plans to the DIP

· Any other data that indicates progress among students or adults that supports the goals of the DIP. 

	45-60 minutes
	The status of the district’s fulfillment of its results indicators to this point

· Tracking of all results indicators (interim student and adult outcomes) on provided spreadsheet template.

· OPTIONAL: Narrative describing the context of the results

	30 minutes
	Next steps:

· The district’s plan to remediate any discrepancies between the DIP and progress to date.

· Priority actions before the next data review

Feedback

	
	

	
	


Connecticut State Department of Education

Bureau of Accountability and Improvement
Monitoring I

Partner School District Data Review:  Report to the Commissioner
	District:
	

	Date of Data Review:
	


Summary of district’s data review presentation:

	Current context of DIP implementation:

· DIP highlights and priorities specific to date
· Any unexpected impacts upon the implementation of the plan

	The status of the district’s three-tiered accountability system

· Data on frequency and effectiveness of District, School, and Grade/Content Data team meetings

· Status of the district’s progress in aligning SIPs with the DIP approved by the SBOE

	The status of the district’s fulfillment of its results indicators to this point

· Tracking of all results indicators (interim student and adult outcomes) 

	Next steps:

· The district’s plan to remediate any discrepancies between the DIP and progress to date.

· Priority actions before the next data review


Summary of district’s progress on results indicators:

Impact results indicators (interim student outcomes):
	
	#
	%

	Total number of impact results indicators
	
	

	Impact results indicators deleted from SBOE approved DIP
	
	

	Impact results indicators added to SBOE approved DIP
	
	

	Impact results indicators not yet due
	
	

	Impact results indicators delivered ahead of schedule
	
	

	Impact results indicators delivered on time
	
	

	Impact results indicators delivered behind schedule
	
	


Process results indicators (adult actions):

	
	#
	%

	Total number of process results indicators
	
	

	Impact results indicators deleted from state BOE approved DIP
	
	

	Impact results indicators added to state BOE approved DIP
	
	

	Process results indicators not yet due
	
	

	Process results indicators delivered ahead of schedule
	
	

	Process results indicators delivered on time
	
	

	Process results indicators delivered behind schedule
	
	


	Co-signed by Superintendent and Chief, Bureau of Accountability and Improvement




Re-visiting the DIP: Guiding Questions

1. Examine district-level trend data on CMT/CAPT by content area by grade, for the whole district and for relevant sub-groups.  In general, how are the students faring? Document any notable trends.

2. Reflect on the impact results indicators (interim student outcome data).  Do the large-scale assessment data look the way we would have expected? Do we need to re-consider alternative or additional impact results indicators? Think specifically about the appropriateness of indicators for specific targeted sub-groups.

3. Are the plan’s strategies having an impact on the interim data and/or CMT/CAPT as we would have expected? What factors are contributing to the observed trends in the data? Specifically consider:

· Implementation fidelity (Are the adults doing what they said they were going to do?)

· Quality Indicators (If there is fidelity, are the actions leading to improvement in adult behaviors in such a way as to support outcomes for students?)

4. Analyze each strategy in terms of efficiency (effort vs. impact).  

· What will it take to get this to 100% fidelity and implementation? Make note of any barriers that still need to be removed and anything that might need to be added to ensure success.

· Are the resources and energy needed to realize the strategy worth it for the benefit to students?  

5. Is the plan powerful enough---if realized to 100%---to achieve the targeted change in outcomes for students?  If not, what is missing or what barriers need to be removed?

6. Based on 3, 4 & 5 above, should any strategies be considered for removal from the plan?

7. Is there any strategy that has been chunked too small, it might may be broadened into its own action plan?

8. Are the strategies being appropriately and consistently monitored in a measureable and meaningful way?  Is there a need to re-draft any indicators?

Connecticut State Department of Education

Bureau of Accountability and Improvement
Partner School District Monitoring II:  Report to the Commissioner
	District:
	

	Date of Data Review:
	


Summary of district’s data review presentation:
Data review

· Long-term student outcomes worksheet in Monitoring Spreadsheet

· Summary of CMT/CAPT data by sub-group 

· Summary of data for other annual academic or non-academic student indicators as outlined in the Goals of the DIP (e.g. dropout, suspension/expulsion, attendance)

· Brief analysis of whether district is on track to achieve long-term goals for student outcomes

· Any data due to date since previous monitoring visit

· Interim Student Outcomes

· Adult Outcomes

DIP Implementation and revision

· Document strengths and challenges to implementation 
· Document any changes/additions/deletions to strategies in the DIP, including rationale for the change

· Document any changes/additions/deletions to indicators for student outcomes or adult work

Overview of three-tiered accountability system

· Data on frequency and effectiveness of District, School, and Grade/Content Data team meetings

· Status of the district’s progress in aligning SIPs with the DIP approved by the SBOE

Conclusion

· Did the district respond to next steps from previous monitoring visit

· Highlight successes and challenges to date

· Make recommendations for next steps

Co-signed by Superintendent and Chief, Bureau of Accountability and Improvement

Connecticut State Department of Education

Bureau of Accountability and Improvement
Partner School District Data Review
Monitoring III
	District:
	

	Date:

Reviewer:

	


Agenda:

	10 minutes
	Introductory presentation by district data team members

· DIP highlights and priorities specific to this time period

· Districts response to recommendations from previous monitoring visit

· Any unexpected impacts upon the implementation of the plan

	45-60 minutes
	The status of the district’s three-tiered accountability system

· Data on frequency and effectiveness of District Data Team meetings, including proficiency data gathered from data team rubrics 

· Presentation and status report of one school improvement plan from each level (elementary, middle, high) demonstrating:

· Frequency and effectiveness of School and Grade/Content Data team meetings

· Alignment of school improvement plans to the DIP

· Any other data that indicates progress among students or adults that supports the goals of the DIP. 

	45-60 minutes
	The status of the district’s fulfillment of its results indicators to this point

· Tracking of all results indicators (interim student and adult outcomes) 
· OPTIONAL: Narrative describing the context of the results

	30 minutes
	Next steps:

· The district’s plan to remediate any discrepancies between the DIP and progress to date.

· Priority actions before the next data review

Feedback


Connecticut State Department of Education

Bureau of Accountability and Improvement
Monitoring III

Partner School District Data Review:  Report to the Commissioner
	District:
	

	Date of Data Review:
	


Summary of district’s data review presentation:

	Current context of DIP implementation:

· DIP highlights and priorities specific to date

· Any unexpected impacts upon the implementation of the plan

	The status of the district’s three-tiered accountability system

· Data on frequency and effectiveness of District, School, and Grade/Content Data team meetings

· Status of the district’s progress in aligning SIPs with the DIP approved by the SBOE

	The status of the district’s fulfillment of its results indicators to this point

· Tracking of all results indicators (interim student and adult outcomes) 
· Analysis of CMT/CAPT data

	Conclusion

· Did the district respond to next steps from previous monitoring visit

· Highlight successes and challenges to date

· Make recommendations for next steps

	


Summary of district’s progress on results indicators:

Impact results indicators (interim student outcomes):

	
	#
	%

	Total number of impact results indicators
	
	

	Impact results indicators deleted from SBOE approved DIP
	
	

	Impact results indicators added to SBOE approved DIP
	
	

	Impact results indicators not yet due
	
	

	Impact results indicators delivered ahead of schedule
	
	

	Impact results indicators delivered on time
	
	

	Impact results indicators delivered behind schedule
	
	


Process results indicators (adult actions):

	
	#
	%

	Total number of process results indicators
	
	

	Process results indicators deleted from SBOE approved DIP
	
	

	Process results indicators added to SBOE approved DIP
	
	

	Process results indicators not yet due
	
	

	Process results indicators delivered ahead of schedule
	
	

	Process results indicators delivered on time
	
	

	Process results indicators delivered behind schedule
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BUREAU OF ACCOUNTABILITY AND IMPROVEMENT

	Standards for District Data Teams

	

	


	This document describes a set of standards for District Data Teams. . Teams able to meet the standards increase the probability of being successful in improving outcomes for students


Standards for District Data Teams

Introduction:

The purpose of a District Data Team is to identify and carry out the priority and high leverage adult actions. This will be implemented at the district level to achieve the goals and student outcome indicators that have been identified for a school system.

The District Data Team is part of a series of collaborative teams at the district, school and instructional levels. Together, this network of teams enables the professional’s at all three levels to:  focus their efforts on common student outcomes; develop strategies appropriate to their level; and align their strategies to ensure a coherent and focused approach to improving student achievement.

Specifically, the District Data Team focuses its efforts on developing district-level strategies. These strategies should be those that the district is in the best position to implement. Examples are strategies related to curriculum development; hiring and retention; school performance standards and school designs. As the District Data Team studies which strategies to implement, it should be guided by several consideration factors – leverage, evidence of likely effects, and the capacity to implement being primary. 

 A high functioning District Data Team produces many benefits. Some of these benefits include:  

· a focus on a limited number of strategies; this allows the district to achieve deep, meaningful, high levels of implementation;

· a coordinated approach to district-wide strategies, rather than the “siloed” initiatives and directives often given to schools by multiple district departments;

· greatly enhances implementation and effects by monitoring through the use of data-driven-decision-making;

· provides a transparent process that is communicated to all stakeholder groups in an appropriate fashion; and 

· provides long-term sustainability through the implementation of a carefully designed model that has a proven track record.

The District Data Team accomplishes the above through a collaborative team process that moves through a continuous improvement cycle. This cycle includes the following steps:  creating the District Improvement Plan; implementing the plan; monitoring the effectiveness of the plan; and adjusting the plan in response to the continuous flow of data concerning causes and effects. 

The following set of standards for District Data Teams were created after watching teams operate in a number of districts over a period of 2+ years. By operating at these standards, a District Data Team optimizes its effectiveness in achieving the student outcome indicators it desires. 

	Standards for District Data Teams

	Based upon extensive work in a number of districts during the past three years, a clear picture of the most effective District Data Teams has emerged.  This document describes in detail the characteristics of the most effective District Data Teams in four domains – The District Improvement Plan (DIP), The Membership of the Team, The Structure of the Team and the Process that the Team Utilizes.  The only rating described for a District Data Team is Exemplary.  The goal is for all teams to be exemplary.  For each domain, the rating will be exemplary or not yet exemplary.  To be rated exemplary, all standards within a domain must be met.  Each rating for each standard within a domain must be accompanied by evidence to support the rating.    

	

	Domain
	Standards
	Standard Met/Not Met
	Evidence

	District Improvement Plan
	1.  Prioritized Goals and Student Outcome indicators (both academic and non-academic) for the DIP have been clearly specified and are measurable.  
	
	

	Domain Rating
· Exemplary
· Not Yet Exemplary

	2.  Prioritized areas of strategic adult actions have been identified in the DIP and are limited in number.
	
	

	
	3. The plan includes all of the major priority actions related to improving student achievement
	
	

	
	4.  Actions described in the plan have a high degree of leverage (effect multiple outcomes).
	
	

	
	5.  For each area of strategic adult action a highly detailed, specific action plan has been developed which includes key strategies, timelines, results indicators, persons responsible and other relevant information. 
	
	

	
	6. At least an estimate of the total cost of each strategic action is presented. 
	
	

	
	7. Each major adult action plan is assigned to a subcommittee whose membership and chairman are identified in the plan. 
	
	

	
	8. Actions are based upon a cited body of research and/or experience.
	
	

	
	9. The plan is widely distributed internally and externally. 

	
	

	
	10. The plan is presented to the Governing body for approval and periodically for progress reports.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Membership

Domain Rating
· Exemplary

· Not Yet Exemplary


	1. Superintendent and senior leadership are regular attending members of the team.
	
	

	
	2. District specialists are regular attending members, particularly those with areas of responsibility addressed in the plan.
	
	

	
	3. School-level representatives (at least one from each level) are regular, attending members.
	
	

	
	4. Bargaining unit representatives (both teacher and administrator) are regular attending members.
	
	

	
	5. The team includes enough members to be able to do the work. 
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Structure

Domain Rating
· Exemplary

· Not Yet Exemplary
	1. Regularly scheduled and conducted meetings. 
	
	

	
	2. Meetings are of sufficient length to ensure monitoring of implementation of all aspects of the plan.
	
	

	
	3. Agenda is sent to all members at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting
	
	

	
	4. Written materials from subcommittees are sent in advance of the meeting. 
	
	

	
	5. Oral reports are presented by each subcommittee at each meeting.
	
	

	
	6. Norms are developed and followed.
	
	

	
	7. Minutes are sent to all members following the meeting. 
	
	

	
	8. Roles are clearly defined (Chair, recorder, etc.).
	
	

	
	9. The chairperson controls the meeting and reinforces norms.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Process

Domain Rating

· Exemplary

· Not Yet Exemplary


	1. A clear process for data collection and analysis, decision-making, follow-up, and feedback has been identified and is followed.
	
	

	
	2. There is ample opportunity for participation by every member.
	
	

	
	3. The discussion follows the agenda (focused, time-limited).
	
	

	
	4. Discussion is largely supported by evidence and data.
	
	

	
	5. Group serves as a problem-solving group as obstacles arise. 
	
	

	
	6.  Decisions made by the group are supported by all members.
	
	

	
	7. At the end of each meeting, next steps are clearly identified and a timeline developed for follow-up.
	
	

	
	8. The major work on each action plan is done by a subcommittee and reported to the team by the subcommittee chair or designee.
	
	

	
	9. The team uses relevant data (both adult action data and student outcome data) on a regular basis to determine the effectiveness of their actions designed to achieve the identified student outcomes.
	
	

	
	10. The team modifies the plan in response to the data and tracks each change. 
	
	

	
	11.  The team conducts a comprehensive review of the plan at least once per year. 

	
	

	
	12. The team has established a process/structure to monitor the development, implementation and effectiveness of School Data Teams and to ensure their alignment with the DIP.
	
	

	
	
	
	


� For Partner Districts identified in the 2007-08 and 2008-09 school years, the school district status assessments were conducted by Cambridge Associates.  Partner districts identified after this time may undergo a different evaluation process.


� Each Partner District shall present to the Ad Hoc Committee on Accountability of the State Board of Education on the status of their district at the outset of the improvement planning process.


� Long-term student outcome indicators were previously referred to as Tier I Indicators; see CALI Glossary for updated terms and definitions.


� Process results indicators were previously referred to as Tier II Indicators; see CALI Glossary for updated terms and definitions.


� For the majority of the partner districts, Monitoring I occurred during Spring 2009.  The monitoring spreadsheet tool has since been revised and the revised tool is presented in Appendix A.


� For the first 12 partner districts, if the plan was divided into annual action plans, the CSDE only required that indicators for the first year of the plan be reported for Monitoring I.  Moving forward, the expectation is that all indicators of adult action will be reported during Monitoring I, even if baseline data are not available.
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