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Going from Good to Great

Greatness is not a function of circumstance.
Greatness, it turns out, is largely a matter of
conscious choice, and discipline.

Collins, J. (2005). Why business thinking is not the answer: Good to great and
the social sectors. A monograph to accompany good to great.
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Fiscal Year 2009 Similar Districts Grouping

Comparing District: | Olmsted Falls City(Cuyahoga)
Fiscal Year 2009 | Run

Sorted by Most to Least Similar
% of % of
e .
Povert i - %
RN District County |, B2l im"—“’"‘“"“‘“ Median) with [, . brad
e [Membesship® o=ty o lincome| College o op.
(ADM) | == | Erofessional R0 O
Occupations Mare
Dimsted Falls City Cuyahoga 3491] 118 340 32 0.5
Green Local Surmmet 4,087 14.4 351 1. 1.6
Riverside Local Lake 45131 181 36.5[41 2. 24
Big Walnut Local Delaware 2691 154 351] 33 47
Tallmadge City Summit 2674 _% 345 2. .3
Morth Ridgeville City Lorain 3,655 7.7 2734 23 5
| Poland Local Mahoning 2,336 22 39.4 40 0
Lebanon City ‘Warren 5,20, 9. 348 28. 51
North Cantan City Stark 4,70 10. 450 424 .8
Lexington Local Richland 2630 16.2 36.4 313 4
Wadswarth City Medina 4584 152 343 32 28
Tipp City pted Village | Miami 2802 124 35.4 32 7
47183 | Chardon Local Geauga 310! 12, 37, 37,
44545 | Morth Royalton City Cuyahoga 4 34 4. 387 a7,
1] 48041 | Southwest Licking Local | Licking ,J08| 22 32 26
45500 | Milford Exempted Village | Clermont 0B0| 14 38 8
46250 | Mortheastern Local Clark 693 14, 28.; 5 | prd
50187 | Lakeview Local Trumbull 2055 158 )l 284 4
Anthony Wayne Local Lucas 4,26 7.0 39 41.3
Canfield Local Mahoning 028 64 44 442 p
Amherst Exermpted Village 2@!4 009 4,095 16.2 30. 27.2
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Our Focus

Student learning!

Leadership development & increasing capacity [
staff to make an impact on student learning

Collaborative analysis on relationship between *
Student Effect & Adult Causal data

Collecting evidence on what the adults do that brings
about the student effect data

Deep implementation of concepts (not programs)
coupled with monitoring is critical

mswdent >

Learning Within Our Control

Self-report grades 1.44
Piagetian programs 1.28
Formative eval .90
Micro teaching .88
Acceleration .88
Classroom behavioral .80

Comprehen interv for LD .77

Teacher clarity 75
Reciprocal teaching 74
Feedback 73

Hattie, J., (2009). Visible learning: a synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses related to achievement. NY, NY:

Routledge.
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OJ:&CF)IP Actioﬁ Steps

Action Step 1—Provide professional
development to increase teachers’ capacity to
make the learning targets clearer for students
and provide them with collaborative
opportunities to share practices.

Action Step 2—Provide professional
development to increase teachers’ capacity to
provide high quality feedback to students and
provide them with collaborative opportunities
to share practices.
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O(Jr OIP Action Steps

Action Step 3—Create a formative system to
determine if we are making progress towards
making the learning targets clearer for students.

Action Step 4—Meet in data teams to determine
if students are achieving and making adequate
progress/growth.




Cause Data: Indicates what the adults in the svstem are doing to get the student success.

Effect Data: Indicates how the students did as a result of what the adults have done.

Lucky

High results, low understanding

Replication of success unlikely

LEADING

High results, high understanding

Replication of success likely

EFFECT DATA
Results Indicators

Losing
Low results, low understanding

Rephication of mistakes likely

Learning

Low results, high understanding

Replication of mistakes unlikely

Application of Antecedents of Excellence

CAUSE DATA

e e e

_@w_i_-heor Into Practice

We've operationalized our CIP strategies

We've assimilated many concepts into a deliverable
professional development sequence across the entire

school district

We are now at the

implementation/monitoring/revision stage
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Why did we choose CWT?

District had history with Downing Method
Issues with Downing

Monitoring is the most critical part of
implementation—CWT is 1 piece to the puzzle

Our method coincided with something research

based
Technology leveraged ease
Tech provided reporting/data analysis

JLloyd_2009

e —— =

e e e e

Development & Resources

Trainer from McREL—cost depends on travel,
number of licenses, etc. ($9,000)

2 days with admins on site in one of our buildings
Day 1 focus

* Theory & Methodology of Classroom Instruction That
Works

e Practice doing walkthroughs
e Software installation

Day 2
¢ Actual walkthroughs
 Debriefing in teams
* Reports

JLloyd_2009
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Borrowed from McREL

e Customized to district needs based on Decision
Framework & OIP

A developed DLT could help make this determination

JLloyd_2009
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Acknowledge previous excellence

Do a limited number of things
Link effect to cause

Build capacity of people...not programs

Focus on those things that we can “control”

* Making learning targets clearer for learners
* Providing learners with feedback

What directly impacts student learning more than
anything?

e High quality instructional practices
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Why Clarity and Feedback?

Clarity—teacher deliberately communicating learning targets,
intentions of lessons and what success means...repeatedly and
in many different ways.

Feedback—feed up (where am I going?), feed back (How am I
going?) and feed forward (Where to next?) % !
\
The impact evidence of these variables:
e Teacher clarity Effect size=.75 (26 percentile pts)

¢ Feedback Effect size=.73 (26 percentile pts)
e Formative evaluation of programs ES=.90 (31%ile pts)

Hattie, J., (2009). Visible learning: a synthesis of over 80o meta-
analyses related to achievement. NY, NY: Routledge.

Implementation Matters
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~"OFCS CIP Implementation/

Monitoring

Defined Autonomy
e DLT sets the district focus through the OIP using

« Strategies
o Action Steps
« Tasks

e BLTs determines where they are in relation to district
Action Steps and Tasks

e Creates a structure to implement and monitor
+ One such structure is classroom walkthroughs
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C Ts: Nuts & Bolts in OFCS

REFER TO OBSERVATION FORM

Principals & Assistants required to do walkthroughs
(10 for Ps and 5 for APs/day)

5 minute observation

Data collected via smartphone or with paper

Daily classroom walkthrough process versus
walkthroughs before admin meetings

Have used this method for 1year

JLloyd_2009




— Relationship to
District/Building Plans

Embedded
Included
Juxtaposed

JLloyd_2009
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How are the results used?

Discussions with:
¢ Administrators
 Teachers
e DLTs & BLTs
Leads to:
e Establish reliable and valid baseline
* Linkage between student effect and adult causal data
e Celebrations
¢ Identification of practices to replicate

* Professional development to assist staff at getting
better

JLloyd_2009




Cause Data: Indicates what the adults in the svstem are doing to get the student success.

Effect Data: Indicates how the students did as a result of what the adults have done.

4
Lucky LEADING

High results, low understanding High results, high understanding

5 s Replication of success unlikely Replication of success likely

52

E

3 Losing Learning

Low results, low understanding Low results, high understanding
Replication of mistakes likely Replication of mistakes unlikely

Application of Antecedents of Excellence
CAUSE DATA

What do
the results
look like?

Jlloyd_2009




District Priorities
B 1. Clarity of Learning Targets
B 2. Providing Feedback

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40%
30% -
20% -
10% -

District Priorities (Based on 5641 walk-throughs)

District Priorities Selected

Selected

1967
3351

%
35%
59%

%o #2 (141) Instructional Strategies - pedagogy

Item Name

[ 1. Reinforcing Effort

W 2. Providing Recognition

[ 2. Cues/Questions

O 4. Advance Organizer

W 5. MNLR — Graphic Organizer
[ 6. NLR — Kinesthetic

B 7. NLR —Mental Image

[ 8. NLR — Pictogrash

[ 9. NLR = Physical Model

10. Summarizing

[ 11. Mote-taking

W 12 18D — Compare

= 13. 18D - Classify

O 14. 1SD - Metaphar

W 15 18D — Analogy

[] 16. Practice

W 17. GTH - Problem Saking

[] 18. GTH — Historical Investigation
[ 18. GTH - Systerrs Analysis
[ 20. GTH - Invention

& 21. GTH - Experimental Inquiry
B 22 GTH - Decision Making

[ 23. No Research-based Strategy

SEL
182

1539

109
5512

3%
1%
28%
5%
3%
2%

e 35%

1%
1%
6%
5%
2%
1%
0%
0%
35%
2%
1%
0%
0%
2%
0%
2%
100%

5 03%1%

28%
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Item Name SEL %o 9 (32) Evidence Of Learning
[ 1. Student discussion 269 5%
W 2 Report Out 125 2% 1%&% 2% 5% 2%
@ 3. Guided Reading 212 4% 4%%
[ 4. Silent reading a7 2% 6%
W 5 Worksheet fillin blank, multiple choice 349 6% 23%
[ & Worksheet: open-ended questions 346 6% ) 6%
W 7. Joumals 17 0% pe | 0%
[ & Studentwriting 511 9%
[ 9 KAWHL 00 0% 5% ' \} 9%
I 10. Student Drawing 82 1% 39 § 2 %
[ 11. Performance task 797 14% 9[ .
W 12 Project 256 5% i/%5% 14%
[ 13. Building a model 56 1%
[ 14. Presentation 91 2%
M 15 Simulation 55 1%
[ 16 Experiment 116 2%
W 17 Indivteachfstudent interview 15 0%
[] 18. Teacher observation notes 26 0%
[ 19. Leaming game 183 3%
[ 20. Formative assessment 257 5%
[ 21 Teacher directed questionfanswer 1260 23%
W 22 Teacher directed lacture (little evidence) T4 1%
[ 23 Summative Assessmet 181 3%
[ 24. Mo evidence 115 2%
Total 5500 100%

e
Item Name SEL % Student Interview
[ 1. Articulated learning goal 2347 53%
H 2. Partially articulated goal 1711 39% 8%
(]
O 3. Could not articulate goal 363 8%

Total 4421 100%

39% 53%




Item Name

@ 1. Remember
B 2. Understand
O 3. Apply
4. Analyze
M 5. Evaluate
[ 6. Create
Total

SEL
1031
1712

497

185
5531

%
19%
31%
37%

9%

1%

3%
100%

&2 (8) Type of Knowledge

1%3%

ki)

9%

37%

19%

31%

Item Name

& 1. None

M 2. Smartboard-BASIC
[ 3. Smartboard

71 4. Word processing

W 5. Spreadsheet

[ &. Brainstorming software
B 7. Web resources

] & Mutimedia

9. Data probes

[0 10, Curricular Software
[ 11. Leamning games

B 12. Graphing Calculator
21 13. Clickers

Total

SEL
3102
1122
449

14
157
187

8

32

4

&

1
5092

—

%
1%
22%

9%
0%
0%
0%
3%

100%

#&2 (28) Technology Used - Teacher

o%%“m

22%

61%
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ltem Name SEL % #2 (53) Technology Used - Student
[H 1. None 4071 80%
[l 2. Smarthoard-BASIC 271 5%
[ 3. Smartboard 147 3%
[0 4. Word processing 58 1%
[l 5. Brainstorming software 24 0%
[ '] 6. Web resources 158 3%
B 7. Multimedia 95 2%
[ 8. Data probes 13 0%
[ 9. Curricular software 54 1%
[I] 10. Learning games 45 1%
[ 11. Graphing Calculators 153 3%
W 12. Clickers 3 0%
Total 5092  100%

Preparation & Lessons Learned

What did we do to prepare groups?
e Administrators
 Teachers
e Others
Lessons learned to improve upon the process

Next steps

e BLTs creating a rubric to articulate what clarity and
quality feedback should look like

e Audits

JLloyd_2009
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Questions?

JLloyd_2009




