Leading Model 7
Teams

“Principals can no longer lead instructional reform alone: The voice
and expertise of teachers are essential to improve teaching and
learning.”

Wilhelm, 2013

Mastery Moment: Describe the best leadership experience you've had.
What conditions were present to make this experience memorable?

THE WHAT: LEADING FOR CHANGE

Contrary to common belief, school leadership is not just one person, not
just the principal. Rather, it is a collective commitment by the adults in the
school to make a difference in the lives of all students. Fullan (2010)
argues that truly effective educational leadership creates working condi-
tions in which professional growth, commitment, engagement, and
“constant spawning of leadership in others” are fostered. It is leadership
that develops collective capacity and builds student and teacher efficacy.

When it comes to leading, school change is created through the collec-
tive, by people interacting, trying things out, testing the waters, improving
their practice, reflecting on their impact, adjusting to better practice, and
sharing their learning. We call this collective leadership.

Any educator who has been in the profession for more than a few
years knows that all-school change takes time, perseverance, and unre-
lenting commitment. As Ringo Starr sang, “It don’t come easy, ya know, it
don’t come easy.” After working together with schools in their change
efforts and carefully observing those who make progress and those who

105



gpr——

106 ¢ Leading Impact Teams

do not, so much, we have developed a change strategy for implyemeﬁte:lt;(k)ln
of the Impact Team Model that has had remarkablfa results. It’s calle y ;1
Model Teams Approach (MTA). This change m.odel is based on th‘e gradu
release model that builds capacity from within through coaching, prac(;
tice, and feedback. This process accesses the four sources of efficacy an
i i ficacy.
bm%ilceoli/ll?l:::‘i’: t?ised 03;1 the common sense notion of W(?rking with ;,Yhzt
you've got—strategic resourcing (time and people), working out the (1‘? ?
before all-school implementation. The Model Team becomes th; uni -(()13
change and a resource for other teams in the change process. This avoi

the pitfalls of all-system change:

Not enough time to learn and practice gradually

Not enough coaching to improve the practice -

Not enough expertise to use the protocols effectively .

Lack understanding of the research or value of the practice

Lack of opportunity to differentiate the process to meet the needs

of each team ' '
e Tack of administrative support since they are trying to implement

full system

In our experience, when systems try to implement this model with everflr—
one, they are not able to leverage the four sources of efficacy. Whethe.r the
initiative is worthy or not, it now has a bad rap in thf, school and this too

has passed. . .
II)Sy starting small, with one or two teams, and developing leadership

and facilitation skills in the process, abundant support is provid'ed, mis-
steps are welcomed, feedback flows, and collaborative practices are
enhanced. The MTA is built around the four sources of efficacy.

The Goal is Efficacy—Teacher, Student, and Team

Leading Impact Teams is about leading for efficacy, designing a system,
and building structures and processes that strengthen the four sources

of efficacy:
1. Mastery moments
2. Models of success

3. Feedback

4. Safety
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The MTA is based on the old-school wisdom of start small to go far and
requires three ingredients:

1. Collective leadership: The principal and the leadership team’s active
involvement in promoting and participating in the learning process

2. A team (or two) willing to learn—to try it on for size

3. A belief in the power of the formative assessment process to
strengthen student efficacy

Using the MTA, in 4 to 6 months school leadership has developed the
expertise to build capacity across the system. They have learned to

Facilitate an effective team meeting;

Use protocols to guide collaborative inquiry;
Determine quality evidence to understand impact;
Analyze quality evidence; and

Agree upon collective actions that have high impact.

These Model Teams also serve as a viable resource to move the practice out
to other teams in the school. In fact, some of our clients have termed this
practice Adopt-a-Team.

Going back to the it don’t come easy notion, the MTA makes all-school

change doable from within and sustained high-impact collaboration an
embedded school practice.

THE WHY: RESEARCH AND REASONS

There is a strong causal relationship between instructional leadership,
teacher collaboration, teacher efficacy beliefs, and student achievement
(Goddard, Goddard, Kim, & Miller, 2015). Collective leadership is an inter-

section of all four components and is a systemic process that ensures
school-wide progress.

Reason 1: Contributes to building collective efficacy. Collabora-
tively learning and leading builds the belief that together they have
the expertise to do great things. When teachers share responsibility
for leading, they feel empowered. When they feel empowered, they feel
confident that they can make a difference. When they believe they can
make a difference, they do! These lead to mastery experiences that not

only build collective efficacy but also serve as models of success for
others (Eells, 2011).
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Reason 2: Improves the quality of learying. E'ngaging all EGZCE;
ers in relentlessly and collaboratively focus.mg on 1mprox17ing s u :he
learning reaps great rewards (Fullan & Quinn, 20.16). 1(1, ?n(;glrrllfs e
paradigm from accountability (test scores) to ensu'rmg all s (;1 et o are
making progress emMpowers teachers to be respons:lve to stu “rerrllq -
ing, to be a key part of the collective to rr'lake a dlfferencle):. . ?Or ore
willing principals are to spread leadership around, the better
students” (Harvey & Holland, 2012).

Reason 3: Improves the quality of teaching. Learningtogetzllte:;i
taking action together, analyzing the impact of thosei. aCtl?I;;Cher
responding strategically improves instructllon. The qu.a ity od -
collaboration positively influences the quality (.)f teaching and stu o
achievement (Ronfeldt, Farmer, McQueen, & Grissom, 2015). Acc:p i hg-
their role as key contributors to and leaders f(?r student success,d ez;cal—
ers engage in identifying problems of pract;ce, §uccess{es,dan 1 (c): .
lenges. They are continuously engaged in a learning c':yc e, eze p
effective practices that result in increased student achievement.

Reason 4: Builds and sustains collective commitment. S.harmgeei
common purpose within a collaborative culture leads to ongoing fxi :
riences that present challenges, successes, dilemmas, and frustra 12. X
but ultimately result in improved learning for all students.. Oi)ellra ing
from a strength-based mindset and committed to collaborative y earrz:
ing, teachers become leaders, leaders are 1earner.s, and cbang}e1 nﬁ praeS
tice evolves. These mastery experiences intersper.sed with cha gr;fg
and failures strengthen the resolve of the collective to make a diifer-
ence for all students, the bedrock belief of the school.

School improvement is simply not a one-m.an.band. “In fact, ;fl t;(sﬁ
scores are any indication, the more willing prllnc%pals are tobspr‘el:.:l eed -
ership around, the better for students . . . . Principals may Ere }evaxes
find out, moreover, that their authority does not mee as ot ZfSH V\iland.
Clearly school leadership is not a zero-sum game (Harvey 0 ,

2012).
THE HOW: THE MODEL TEAMS APPROACH

1. Lead from within—commitment of the principal and leadership team

5. Invite a team(s) to learn and model effective collaboration

3. Redefine formative assessment

Chapter 7. Leading Model Teams ® 109

The MTA is an implementation model that operationalizes the four
sources of efficacy by building expertise through practice that results in
mastery experiences for teams. These teams then become models for
other teams.

If we have learned anything from the past two decades of school
reform, it is that trying to do all-school change in one fatal swoop is risky
business. Trying to implement change takes tremendous resources regard-
ing time and people, and schools rarely have access to enough resources to
ensure fidelity of practice for the entire school. Then when things go awry
and the practice does not result in the advertised outcomes, teachers
become disenchanted and back away from the desired change. “This too
shall pass,” and it does, leaving a bad taste from whatever the initiative was.

To prevent this negative experience, we follow Viviane Robinson’s
(2011) advice and use “strategic resourcing” to ensure the new practice
results in success. That is, we deal in reality and wisely use what resources
are available to support the change.

We begin with the principal and the leadership team (John Kotter
[1996] calls this the “guiding coalition”) who have committed to learn
and practice the Impact Team Model. They start by doing the Impact Team
pre-assessment (see Appendix F) to see where their school is in

® understanding and implementing the formative assessment process,
and

¢ understanding and practicing effective teaming.

The principal and leadership team then use the Evidence * Analysis *
Action (EAA) meeting protocol to analyze the pre-assessment and to
determine next steps. Typically the leadership team begins with engaging
interested teachers and teams in going deeper into student-centered

learning around the formative assessment process. There are 4 steps to
the Model Team Approach:

1. Lead from within
2. Invitation to team
3. Redefine formative assessment

4. Execution as learning

(1) Lead From Within

We've known for years that school improvement takes all hands
on deck. Barth (2013) posits that a school should be a community of
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leaders—not justa principal and a lot of followers. Witness the past decade
of school reform where principals were replaced to improve the school yet
rarely did that process result in improving student performance.

A school’s greatest resource for improvement is its teachers. Under the
roof of every school is a wealth of expertise. The challenge is to create
ways for teachers 10 reveal themselves as innovators, experts, champions
of student learning, and passionate professionals.

The Principal

The principal is the critical driver in the wheelhouse of the MTA.
Without the principal’s unwavering commitment to develop capacity and
improve practice through the Impact Team Model, there may be pockets
of teachers and some teams who will embrace and practice the process,
but there will never be all-school change.

The principal’s role is clearly defined. She or he must understand what
it is to build a culture of efficacy, why it is key to student-centered learn-
ing, and how to go about creating the conditions to build student, teacher,
and collective efficacy. With that commitment comes a call to action. That

action is a commitment and concomitant actions to lead the Model Team,

that is, to walk the talk.

The most powerful way that school leaders can make a difference to the
learning of their students is by promoting and participating in the pro-
fessional learning and development of their teachers. (Robinson, 201 1)

Peer Facilitator

Trained peer {acilitators guide their teammates through inquiry, investi-
gation, and collaborativelearning. The peer facilitatorsareprovided additional
training in the eight purposeful protocols and are models for investigative
practice, risk taking, and knowledge sharing. They are uniquely positioned to
both guide the team as well as learn with the team. As members of the
Impact Team, they walk in the same shoes—trying out the lessons, partner-
ing with the students, and focusing on understanding their impact.

Impact Teams choose a teammate who is interested in learning facili-
tation skills and guiding the process. The peer facilitator is responsible for
ensuring the team operates with efficiency and effectiveness. The role of

the facilitator is to

e establish roles and norms;
e facilitate the meeting—adhering to time frames, topics, and outcomes;
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e promptrobustdialogue and di iati
Pro gue and discourse through appreciative inquiry;

¢ stimulate new learning.

Peer-facilitators are uniquely positioned to model “a leap of faith,” fram

the work as an investigation, help the group “stick with it,” ar,ld uide
protocol use as a full participant in the inquiry process. Teache;’—facilit?zto .
are trying out in their classrooms the same lessons as everyone else i tF:S
group. (Gallimore, Emerling, Saunders, & Goldenberg, 2009) o

See Appendix D-3 for peer lacilitator question stems to guide teachers

through the analysis of studen
t work for the EAA i
(analysis of student work). Team Meeting Protocol

The Instructional Leadership Team (ILT)

. tSChocl):s typi.cally have in place a building leadership team repre-
SCE 1nlg ‘fv e various grade levels, subject areas, and specialists in the
ool. We recommend using what already exists, with the caveat that

all members are on board wi
t : )
leadership: with the two key ingredients of collective

1. a commitment to building teaching expertise school-wide

2. activating change through effective teaming

g tl}llere are those who cannot commit, choose teachers who can and will
Iert aps.the leadership .team (guiding coalition) will be a subgroup of th(;
nstructional Leadership Team (ILT). Even two or three representati

teacher leaders are enough initially to implement the MTA Thgse te 1“"3
are n(.)t a part of the model team itself; rather, they are teach.er leade af: o
ested in learning the process to share with their cohort later, down tkise‘: lrI:)tzg

(2) Invitation to Become a Model Team

ershrf;l::;fllil c;eliistilzre—assessment (see Appendix F), the principal and lead-
oD team den y one c.)r two te‘am.s that might be interested in improving

: r collaborative practice and invite them to join in learning the MTA
Find a.team that can be successful and become shepherds of the work. Th '
commitment is to use their existing team time to learn the Impact Tt . Ej
process. With this commitment and the formative assessmentlr)) I oun.
(above), they’re ready to go. ekaround
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(3) Redefining Formative Assessment

Based on the evidence from the Impact Team pre-assessment (see
Appendix F) the principal, leadership team, and model team cocreat: a
plan to address the learning needs of the team around the formative

4).
assessment process (see Chapter
Focusing on an upcoming unit, the team unpacks the standard (see

Chapter 5) to create a rubric-bound assessment. The team be.gins the pro-
cess of learning how to partner with students. At this point, they are

learning how to:

e Prioritize standards for a unit of study
e Collaboratively understand the expectat

standard(s) .
Create rubric-bound assessments based on the key competencies

Engage students in the formative assessment process
Calibrate their evaluation of student work

jons of the focus

(4) Execution as Learning
The MTA uses the gradual release of responsibility model (Duke &
Pearson, 2002).

Gradual Release .
Essentially, modeling, practice, and feedbac.k are. the way the MTA_
works. This is an execution-as-learning process 1-r1 Wth}ll t'eams 1earrtl i).ron
tocols as needed through coaching and modeling. Th1.s implemen ?(110e
process is authentic, organic, and develops a variety of skills and knowledg

in context, such as how to:

Facilitate a meeting .
Enhance the formative assessment process in the class

Use protocols for specific purposes

Determine and use quality evidence .

Do critical analysis to the root cause of student learning
Determine the highest impact strategies to address root cause

Understand impact

In the MTA, the Impact Team consultant works directly with the mode}c
team, the principal, and the peer facilitator, going through four shor
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formative assessment cycles to learn and practice the Impact Team pro-
cess. We typically focus on two protocols first:

1. EAA Team Meeting (Analyzing Student Work)—Appendix A-1
2. Check-In and Case Study—Appendix A-2

Over the course of four meetings the principal, peer facilitator, and team

learn how to use protocols to understand their impact on student
learning.

e Time 1: Consultant facilitates the Impact Team meeting using the
team’s first round of formative assessment data using the three-
step Impact Team protocol EAA. After the meeting, the principal,
peer facilitator, ILT, and consultant debrief the process based on
the EAA team rubric.

e Time 2: Consultant co-facilitates with the principal using the three-
step Impact Team protocol EAA based on the second round of forma-
tive assessment data. After the meeting, the principal, peer
facilitator, ILT, and consultant debrief the process based on the
EAA team rubric.

e Time 3: The principal and peer facilitator facilitate this Impact Team
meeting using the third round of formative assessment data.
Consultant, principal and ILT observe the peer facilitator and pro-
vide feedback based on the EAA team rubric.

e Time 4: The peer facilitator facilitates this Impact Team using the
fourth round of formative assessment data. Consultant, peer

facilitator, and ILT observe and give feedback based on the EAA
team rubric.

At the end of this chapter, read a complete case study of how one large
urban school implemented the Impact Team Model through the MTA.

Also please see the companion site for video footage of the MTA in
action.

Next Steps: Sharing the expertise

Now that your school has at least one team that is proficient at the
Impact Team process and at least two facilitators who can guide the
teams, what next? Since the Impact Team Model is all about identifying
and leveraging the expertise in the building, many of our schools move to
what we call the Adopt-a-Team model where the functional Impact Team
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models the process for other interested teams. Teams and leaders then
have the opportunity to observe and practice with the Model Team(s) in a

variety of ways:

e Using video of the Model Team, the peer facilitator and/or princi-
pal teaches and coaches other interested teams

e Using the fishbowl set up, teams observe the Model Team in action
and debrief with the team using the Impact Team implementation
rubric

e Members of the Model Team mentor other teams using the Impact
team implementation rubric

e The trained peer facilitator takes on another team and coaches
them to proficiency using the Model Team approach (release of
_responsibility over four meetings)

The point is you now have the resources to share the collaborative expertise.
It is not a perfect process, it's a learning process. Some teams take to it
quickly and are relieved and excited to finally experience efficient and
focused meetings that result in actions that have impact. Other teams take
a bit more time to practice. But as with all learning, practice with feedback
moves the teams to a level of collaborative expertise that builds collective

teacher efficacy school and system-wide.

NUTSHELL ’

Educators are professional learners. We like to learn, we know how to
learn, and with the complexity of our profession, we need to constantly
learn to meet the challenging needs of our students. However, putting our
new learning into practice is where the rubber hits the road and where we
encounter the challenges of implementation. Our MTA is designed to miti-
gate the support demands required in all-school change by starting with
one or two teams and developing leadership and facilitation skills through

the execution-as-learning process.

CHECK-IN

Use the checklist below to guide leadership in implementing the MTA.
Determine next steps based on your results.
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Action Steps

Not Yet

In Progress

Next Steps

(1) Lead From Within

Principal commits to promoting and
participating in the Model Team Approach.

The Instructional Leadership Team (ILT)
commits to activating change through
effective teaming.

Principal and ILT use the Impact Teams Pre-
Assessment to determine learning strengths
and next steps.

(2) Invitation to Become a Model Team

Based on pre-assessment, interested teams
volunteer to learn the MTA.

Framework for MTA is communicated to the
team.

Model Team coconstructs the cycle to ensure
ownership.

(3) Redefining Formative Assessment

Based on pre-assessment, the Model Team
unpacks focus standards for a unit of study.

The Model Team develops rubric-bound
assessments based on key competencies.

(4) Model Teams in Action: Four Meetings

Time 1: Consultant facilitates Meeting 1.

Time 2: Consultant and principal co-facilitate
Meeting 2.

Time 3: Peer facilitator facilitates Meeting 3.

Time 4: Peer facilitator facilitates Meeting 4.

Yideo may be used to build capacity across the
district.
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CASE STUDY

Katherine Smith, Coordinator of Testing and Research at Lyons Township
High School, described how her school used the Model Team Approach to
build capacity with the Impact Team Model. Read how this large compre-

hensive high school participated in this process.

Lyons Township High School District 204
In 1888, Lyons Township High School

4000+ Students

e 74% White
e 18% Hispanic
e 4% Black

District 204 (LTHS) was founded in the suburbs
of LaGrange and Western Springs, Illinois,
16 miles southwest of downtown Chicago.
Spanning across two campuses, the one high
school district presently educates over 4,000
high school students from the communities of

Brookfield, Burr Ridge, Countryside, Hodgkins,
LaGrange, LaGrange Highlands, LaGrange Park, McCook, Western
Springs, and Willow Springs. Dedicated to affirming the school’s cen-
tury-old motto, Vita Plena, the quest for the fulfilling life, Lyons
Township High School is proud to offer its students over 300 courses
and opportunities including (butnot limited to) 26 Advanced Placement
courses, 9 dual credit courses, 6 language programs, an automotive
program, Cisco Networking Certification, Deep Diving Certification,

and pilot licensure. -

The Context

During the 2009-2010 school year, the staff of Lyons Township High
School established professional learning communities (PLCs) in an effort
to ensure all students were learning more. Following the work of Rick and
Rebecca DuFour, PLCs attempt to answer the questions:

1. What should all students know and be able to do?
7. How will we know when all students have learned?

3. What will we do when a student hasn't learned?

4. What will we do when a student has learned or reached proficiency?

However, when confronted with changing state standards and assess-
ments, a deeply rooted system of course leveling, and a traditionally
private teaching culture, collaboratively answering these questions
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proved to be problematic for LTHS's PLCs.
The four PLC questions did not provide an
efficient protocol or structure for scaling up
collaborative inquiry across LTHS. In addi-
tion, it was important to the leadership at
LTHS that we had a focus on developing
assessment capable learners. We wanted our
students to be independent learners, who
could self-regulate.

— - —

f’/l/ly PLC has struggled with balanc-
Ing the work load of what the district
Is asking us to do vs. what PICs are
a'ctual/y supposed to do. With my
time working with the Bloomberg
team, | have realized that we should
be qnalyzing student learning, dis-
cussing success criteria, looking at
where our students struggle and
why, and using this information to

Curricular Work:
An Easy Place to Get Stuck

inform our instruction.”

—Bridget McGuire, Math Teacher

' For 4 years, teams worked diligently - M——
identifying their course level Enduring

Under.standings/Big Ideas and content-based Essential Outcomes/
Le.armng Intentions, and designing common summative assessmmei
aligned to course-level Essential Outcomes. Biweekly PLC meetings ‘;H .
consumed with curricular work. As membership on the PICs clgla erg
annually with new teaching schedules, curricular work was nffe
repe'ated to incorporate the voice of new PLC members. While staffo s
making every effort to answer Questions 1 and 2 (as listed above) cv(\)lzf

versations were predominantly f ;
y focused on teach
dent learning. Ing as opposed to stu-

A New Plan

To effectively shift the conversati
sat i .
needed to ion from teaching to learning, we

establish common formative ass

essments as opposed t i
assessments; . I
conduct meaningful and focused conversations around student
performance during the units of instruction:
conclud.e PLC meetings with an instructional action plan to imple-
ment prior to the next team meeting; and
facilitate structured follow-up conversations to determine where

students were performin i i
: g after the instructional action pl
implemented. P
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Getting Back on Track

Step 1: Identify the Common Denominator

To move forward, we identified the common denominator
student academic expectations. The Illin
version of the Common Core State Stan
student English, math, and disciplinary
grade level. Relying on
disputes and places the

concerning

ois State Standards (an adapted
dards [CCSS]) clearly articulate
literacy expectations at each

state and national standards alleviates internal

focus on the academic skills with which all stu-

dents in a grade level are expected to demonstrate proficiency.

Step 2: Establish a Job-Embedded Professional
Learning Plan with Articulated Qutcomes

When developing a profession
t learning. Studies conducted by Learning
d.), and Doug Reeves (2010) concluded high

ligned to state standards and local goals,
t of an ongoing learning cycle, and
the application of research-

ies on adul
Knight and Jake Cornett (n.
quality professional learning is a
facilitated frequently in teams as par
involves goal-setting, action planning, and

based instructional strategies.

al learning plan, LTHS consulted stud-
Forward (2011), Jim
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By the end of the first year, all involved teams

® aligned their course curri
: culum (map) and Essential
Learning Intentions to the CCSS; putcomes!
developed common formati ,
ative assessments concerni
rable skills aligned to specific CCSS: cring fransier
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e developed a common summative assessment aligned to specific

CCSS; and ' . .
e selected and implemented research-based instructional literacy

strategies to use when teaching course Essential Outcomes and the

literacy-based CCS.

Step 3: Target Teams and Invite Participants

1 To provide teams appropriate levels of sup-
2012islardeiac LTHS had to focus the professional learning

port,

Department Team

| Language Arts

efforts on a limited number of teams. The 10
courses that establish foundational skills and
impact the greatest number of students early on
in their high school career were targeted to be
the first teams that would receive support.

English Il
English lll

Algebra
Geometry

A staff member from each level of the course
(prep, accel, honors) was asked to participate on th.e team,tas We;g;; l‘glzre
special education cross-categorical teacher and a literacy ear’rlll " Se‘;
This structure allowed for a smaller-subset of the course teachers
equitable expectations for students in the course.

Step 4: Locate the Right Help

The work that LTHS needed to do involved literacy, cornﬁnqnvco(;‘r,:
alignment, and assessment development and would even‘iua ty ‘,1\71(13 ove
team structure and dynamics. To find a well-rounded consu taan,‘ o
tacted Corwin and were put in touch with Dr. Paul Bloon}l?erg. 0 i:thh
Dr. Bloomberg had the appropriate expertise and an ability ‘Fo e?ied .
and expand relational trust personality across our school, WIe invi b
to facilitate a workshop before signing a year-long contra}ct. .t wafs ug -
tant to LTHS that we found a consultant who could mauntalrt1 a .002012
the formative assessment process, which we had begun to Stl.l y in enta;
We wanted to continue this process through the lens of CCSS implemy
tion because of its impact on student learning.

Step 5: Ask for Feedback
and Invite Continued Participation

After 1 year of work with Dr. Bloomberg, all 10 teams achieved the

i icular outcomes had
curricular outcomes. These curricu ' _
conversation could shift to what students were learning. Before embarke
ing on a second year of targeted professional learning, all 10 teams wer

to be met before the
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consulted about the next steps and all team members were asked to con-
tinue. For LTHS, 96% of the staff volunteered to continue. The two._staff
members opting not to continue were replaced with two of their coworkers.

IMPACT Teams: A Simple Structure to Refocus PLCs

To develop assessment capable learners, paradigm shift had to occur
at LTHS; we had to refocus our existing PLC structure. Educators had to
abandon their traditional teacher talk concerning what they were teach-
ing and had to begin to discuss what was being learned and how it was
being learned by their students. The leadership at LTHS desired tradition-
ally private teachers to publically share their craft and meaningfully dis-
cuss their students’ performance; they had to be provided continual
support and be provided an efficient structure to learn together resulting
in the development of professional capital. LTHS discovered this support
and structure in the IMPACT Team Model.

IMPACT Teams are teams of educators that collaborate on behalf of
students. For LTHS, the 10 targeted teams that worked with Dr. Bloomberg
in 2014-2015 to develop rigorous formative assessments aligned to the
Common Core transitioned to IMPACT Teams in 2015-2016. Together,
the educators on these teams are building their professional capacity by
scaling up their expertise. Through the use of seven protocols, they are
operationalizing the formative practices that yield the highest rates of
learning.

LTHS’s 10 teams are currently focusing on implementing the EAA
protocol with fidelity. This is a three-phase protocol that has provided
a framework to our teams to have a meaningful discussion centered on
student learning demonstrated through a formative task. The protocol
begins with team members sorting student work into the quality levels
identified by the rubric, which is associated with their performance task.
For each level of work, the team

@ examines the evidence by asking: What success criteria were the
students able to achieve? What criteria do they still need to demon-
strate to achieve the next level of proficiency?;

* analyzes the evidence by determining what skills and abilities
allowed the students to demonstrate proficiency, and what skills
and proficiencies potentially prohibited the students from reaching
the next quality level; and

® creates an action plan (relevant to the needs of each quality level)
to implement by their next meeting.
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When implementing this protocol, team Next Steps 2016-2017: New Teams
| o Analysis ® Action members leave their meeting with a plan t'hat After intense practice with the EAA Protocol, Department Team
: e Ewdgnce o to look at s instructionally differentiated. The next time the team members, who have worked with the :
| Protocol ghes Us & IOCES 1 hey engage in the Check-In consultant for the last 2 years, will collaborate Fine Arts Spanish |
| student work, analyze and take action they meet, they gag < bei _ _ < : Spanish Il
‘1 | on how we will go about helping our Protocol to ensure student grovlvth is e%r}g with an assigned administrator to teach their Lonouace Ars —
students achieve the skill or target of achieved or they engage in the Mlcrott.aachmg larger course team the protocol. They will apply guag Ipng IS
our focus. So often our PLCs are given Protocol as a means of learning an lﬂStﬂ_‘C‘ this protocol quarterly throughout the 2016~ |
g directive for what to accomplish tional practice focused on the formative 2017 school year, thereby facilitating a struc- | Math Algebra I !
and the ultimate goal has alway IS( assessment process and implemented by one | tured conversation around student learning that | Science Physics
Zzetnt:; g;rg‘c;v a:vzl{:éngzhs;tuie;st 'I;Vse’n of their team members. | ;T:Ets in a differentiated instructional action Social Studies Psychology |
missing. The Evidence e Analysis © o During the 2016-2017 school year, ITHS | Special PSD
Action Protocol provides that plan Building Capacity: h will begin the process again with eight new tar- Education
and structure so_that recl i;rogress The Model Teams Approac geted teams. During their initial year of work IMPACT Team
and teaching can take place. At LTHS, we wanted IMPACT Teams to with the consultant, they will align their curricu- Focusing on New Protocols
. ~Virginia Condon, consistently focus conversations on student lum to the Common Core, develop aligned and | Science Chemistry
English Teacher learning. To guarantee this e.nd, our tean; appropriately rigorous formative and summative | gocial Science | World
members are participating In a gradua assessments, and select and implement research- History
release model (The Model TeamsdApproachl ngrl glzgnigzsgu%fzriﬁ: based instructional practices. — —
. Bloomberg. During the first aca emic quarter, - §
?:tel(gl the EAAgProtocol with each E\/IPAfCT. i]'?fim(i ?tizlr;isﬁ)eczf;c:&iq;i;
er, the Principal or a Division Chair facilitate .
" ;MPACT Team. Dr. Bloomberg pr‘ox.zided onjthe-SI;(i;E Cl(zz(:(linjl(;gb tc(:)a(;lgl: "Every successful initiative that | have been a part of during my 13 years as a |
‘ administrative facilitators. By providing effectlvg fee aI(iTHS administra- school leader has involved a methodical and gradual approach to implementation. :
| ing, the expertise of the consultant was scaled 0% 5 T facilitated In approximately six months, we have evolved from the beginning stages of learn-
tors. During the third quarter, a teacher from the IMPACT ea?I th quar- ing the Impact Team model (and associated protocols) with Dr. Bloomberg, to now |
tocol with coaching from the consultant. During the fourth 4 ) having 15 LTHS faculty members from a variety of content areas who can effec-
i the pro her from the IMPACT Team facilitated the protocol with tively facilitate the Evidence-Analysis-Action protocol. Utilizing a gradual release
ter, & second teacher coaching from the Division Chair or approach, we will be able to have 8 selfsustaining Impact Teams during the |
\ principal, who was receiving feedback 2016~17 school year, which will continue to build capacity with the model and
| [ TIMELINE FOR BUILDING on coaching from the consultant. protocols as we move forward at LTHS."
| | PROFESSIONAL CAPAC‘TY: Evidencer By providing education, opportu- —Dr. Brian Waterman, Principal
. Anshysis-Acton Protocs nity for practice, effective feedback, and '
] | Coach (Providing additional opportunity to apply the
' Fee.d'b:fct‘)t oth? feedback to their practice, the tentte;lﬂilz
Facilit e
2:'3 :te" Zz(:::it;rt NA baV(la be;r:mt h(;;c;;.l f;zosgf pfl(‘)}l;ey not Finally, LTHS will support continued work with two current IMPACT
'"__-_h—_m Consultant rmpieme tg d the purpose of their Teams. These teams will spend the year learning and applying four addi-
S Department only understarn . but also have tional protocols with Dr. Bloomberg: Calibration/Collaborative Scoring,
Chair IMPACT ‘Team mee‘:lllngséan collectively Lesson Study, and Evidence Walks, and Microteaching. The two Model
| Qtr. 3 Teacher 1 | Consultant demonstrated tha't ey t on behalf of Teams will then serve as internal experts, who will be able to teach these
a4 Teacher2 | Principal or carry these meetings ou

) remaining protocols to all teams in the future.
Department Chair students.




