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MEMORANDUM

TO: State Board of Education
FROM: Michael P. Flanagan, Chairman%-)
SUBJECT: Discussion of the School Improvement Framework

In February 2005, the State Board of Education approved a draft of the School
Improvement Framework for the purposes of field review. Since that time,
Department staff has sought field input through a variety of methods. Meetings
were hosted in May and August for intermediate personnel, local school district
central office personnel, and representatives of educational organizations. Nearly
800 educators were involved in these meetings. Additionally, the state sought
electronic feedback through a survey posted on the Department of Education

website. There were 800 visitors to the website and a total of 128 responses were
filed.

The responses to the School Improvement Framework were largely favorable with
clarifications in language and format being the most common suggestions for
change. Results from the electronic survey are attached (Attachment A). The
suggestions for modification were reviewed by the authors of the School
Improvement Framework and changes made to the document. The changes have
resulted in a clearer document that will form the basis for school improvement
activities, alignment of grants, work with High Priority Schools, as well as the
indicators for Education Yes.

Currently, the revised School Improvement Framework (Attachment B) is being
sent to a variety of organizations and individuals for national review. Additionally,
tools for use with the Framework are being developed by educators from across the

state. It is anticipated that Department staff will seek adoption of the document in
December.

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

KATHLEEN N. STRAUS —~ PRESIDENT ¢ JOHN C. AUSTIN - VICE PRESIDENT
CAROLYN L. CURTIN - SECRETARY ¢ MARIANNE YARED MCGUIRE - TREASURER
NANCY DANHOF — NASBE DELEGATE < ELIZABETH W. BAUER
REGINALD M. TURNER « EILEEN LAPPIN WEISER

608 WEST ALLEGAN STREET « P.O. BOX 30008 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48809
www.michigan.govimde ¢ (517) 373-3324



Attachment A

Michigan Department of Education

School Improvement Framework

Survey Results
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Zoomeraﬂg support O logout

Go to Individual Complete

Survey Results (included Responses) Responses:

MDE School Improvement Framework Survey

[} show respondent’s emails.

Report created on: Wednesday, September 21, 2005 4:37:00 PM

The results of your survey are displayed below. If your survey includes text responses,
click the “View" button to read individual resuits. To exclude a particular response, click
the included Responses button. You can then view the set of individusl responses that

are currently included and select those you wish (o exclude. Results below contain only Included Raspondents: 128

Close Date  06/01/2005 - 10:48 AM

Emall Invites 0
Visits 800

Partials 0
Completes 128

Responses: Completes only 'Partials only (®) Completes & Partials

Number of

1.Was the PowerPoint easy to read and understand? Respanses
Yos sty s e e} 119
No @ 8
Total 127

GULD 42 Responces

umber of
2.Was the School Improvement Framework easy to understand? xefu‘:of's:s

cx /| 100

No < —
Total 127
GiL) 55Responses

Number of
3. Do you have any concerns about the layout of the Framework? Respanses

http://www.zoomerang.com/reports/survey-reports.zgi?ID=L22B6UNEQJMU

Excluded Raspondants: 0

Q Cross Tabulate
Cross reference multiple
Questions

O Download Resuits
Receive results in
spreadsheet format

Response
Ratio

4%
8%

Res nse
R&tho

21%

Rasponse
Ratio

9/21/2005
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@ili) 60 Responses

4.Is the Framework comprehensive?
Yos G
No GRIRNEND

73 Responses

127

Number of
Respanses

91
36
127

5.What do you see as the strengths of the draft School Improvement Framework?

(i) 105 Responses

6.What concems do you have about the Framework?

LD 109 Responses

Did the structure (Strand, Standards and Benchmarks) of the
7.Framework make sense to you?

Yes s e e ——
No oD

(4D 49 Responses

Are the number of levels (Strands, Standards and Benchmarks) and
8.amount of detail:

9. Are the number of Strands appropriate?

| (e TS

Number of
Responses

110
17

127

Number of
Responsas

7
13
7

42

Number of
Responses

o4

http://www.zoomerang.com/reports/survey-reports.zgi?ID=L22B6UNEQJMU
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43%
57%
100%

Response
Ratio

2%
28%
100%

Response
Ratio

87%
13%
100%

Response
Ratio

60%
10%
29%
33%

Respons
Ratio

74%
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No GRS 33
Total 127
Qi) 48 Responses
The five strands identifed within the Framework address current Namber of
10.research of effective school practice? Respanses
Strongly Agree  CRNEENNENED 43
Agree meusemcymscan) 55
Disagree @D 1
Strongly Disagree ‘@il 14
Why? S 29
11.Are the Standards within the Framework comprehensive? s'a‘:::agﬁ's:ﬁ
cx %
No <D 28
Total 127
38 Responses
The 12 Standards identifed within the Framework address current Number of
12.research of effective school practice? Respanses
Strongly Agree GHIIENRGRD 39
AGree e i) )
Disagree @HMD 18
Strongly Disagree @ 12
Gl wny? e 2
13.Are the Benchmarks within the Framework comprehensive? Responses
e 268
No < 31
Total 127

47 Responses

The 26 Benchmarks identifed within the Framework address current

Number of

14.research of effective school practice? Respanses

http://www.zoomerang.com/reports/survey-reports.zgi?ID=L22B6UNEQJMU
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100%

Response
Ratio

34%
43%
1%
1%

23%

Rasponse
Ratio

78%
22%

Response
Ratio

3%

46%

1%
%
0%

Response
Ratio

76%
24%

Respanse
Ratio
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Strongly Agree = 33
Agree emewcseseasiesaricae) 62
Disagree @D
Strongly Disagree @i
Gl why? 28

Do you think the individual Benchmarks within the Framework can be

15.measured? Reapoer of

R JI S ——— 72

No G A VLY | 38

Total 127

70 Responses

The Clarifying Criteria identifed within the Framework address current Number of
16.research of effective school practice? Responses

Strongly Agree  (IEENENND 30

Agree mrmmrweswocsmm ) et

Disagrec @D 14

Strongly Disagree @i 12

G Why? — 25
Do you think the Benchmarks can serve as the basis for revising the Number of
17. current Education Yes! performance indicators? Responses

Yes GRS 4!

e ——— 49

Total 120

(LD 56 Reeponees

Page 4 of 6

49%

12%

Response
Ratio

43%
100%

Response
Ratio

25%

14%

Response
Ratio

598%

41%
100%

What do you think could be gained by replacing the current 11 non-MEAP indicators in

18.Education Yes?
G4 82 Responses

19. Education Yes?
QL) 74 Responses

http:ﬁwww.zoomerang.conﬁreportsfsuwey—reports.zgi?]D=L22B6UN EQIMU

What do you think could be lost by replacing the current 11 non-MEAP indicators i

9/21/2005
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What ways might the School Improvement Framework be used by
20.schools?

R ek G —
School improvement Plan
Meeting NCLB (AYP) Requirements (IINNENINNNND
Granis GEESSSS—
Diagnostic Assessment Review Gl
Annual Title |, PA 25 Reporiing i

Curriculum ARgnment

Please share all the types of School Improvement processes you've
21.been involved in:

Tite | NN

Comprehensive School Reform

) ~ W —— y S
(CSR

North Central Accreditation (NCA) )

22.My primary job responsibility is as a (you may select up to two).
Paront CIIED

General Public @

Michigan Department of Education
Staff or Consultant

Michigan Education Board Member
Michigan Legislator or Legislative
Staft

Michigan Education Organization
Management or Staff

National Education Organization
Management or Staff

Teacher EINS—

School Bullding Principal  IIINEEED

School Building School
Improvement Team Member
1SD/District Central Office
Administrator

ISD/District School improvement
Specialist

ISD/District Technical Assistance
Provider

=

Number of
Responses

87

2 8 8 8 8 3

Number of
Responses

2

87

Number of
Respanses

24
10

18

18

http://www.zoomerang.com/reports/survey-reports.zgi?ID=L22B6UNEQJMU
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Response
Ratio

81%
63%
%%
50%
49%
54%
61%

Rasponse
l::io

57%

25%

6%
0%

Response
Ratio

%4 38 3 3 8 2 2§

14%

14%
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1SD/District Curriculum or
) .. @ 10 8%

Instruction Specialist
ISD/District Consuitant @ 7 5%
Other, Please Specify i 21 16%

Select a category below that best describes the type/size of your
23.school district:

Number of Response

Respanses Ratio

iso @ 10 8%

Local Suburban EEEESEE—— 51 41%
Local Urban (EEED 28 20%
Rural i) 3 26%

(i1 other @ 6 5%
Total 125 100%

If you would like to view the final results of this survey, please provide your email address in
24.the space below.

Qi) 69 Responses

Copyright ©1999-2005 MarketTools, Inc. All Rights Reserved.
No portion of this site may be copied without the express written consent of MarketTools, Inc. Trademark Notice

http://www.zoomerang.com/reports/survey-reports.zgi?ID=L22B6UNEQIMU 9/21/2005
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FRAMEWORK OVERVIEW

Each year, schools and districts review policies and practices to consider ways to improve and enhance student
achievement. This process, commonly referred to as the school improvement process, is deeply embedded in
building, district and state planning and accountability systems, and has become an integral and necessary part of
school and system reform. While this type of planning has existed for many years, recent state and federal mandates
induding annual testing directives and increased accountability have intensified the importance of this process and its
outcomes.

Since the passage of Public Act 25 in 1990, Michigan schools and districts have been required to develop 3-5 year

school improvement plans. Schools and districts use these plans as a blueprint to establish goals and objectives that
will guide teaching and learning, resource allocation, staff development, data management and assessment. They also
use it to measure their ability to meet the goals and objectives established in the plan.

To provide schools and districts with a comprehensive framework based on current research and best practice, the
Michigan Department of Education in conjunction with school improvement specialists and educators across the
state, developed the Michigan School Improvement Framework. This framework can be individualized and used in
multiple ways to develop, support and enhance school improvement plans. For example, the framework can be used
to guide the development of a school improvement plan. It can also be used by buildings and districts to review and
enhance existing improvement plans to reveal where plans match or differ from state-of-the-art school improvement
practice. In addition, this framework can be used during a peer-assessment exchange with a similar school which
could lead to mutual problem soing.

UNDERSTANDING THE FRAMEWORK : B

The framework is organized in a typical curriculum development layout with strands, standards, and benchmarks.

Within the framework, there are five strands or areas of general focus, Drilfing down into the 12 standards are 26

benchmarks that further define the standards within each strand. These benchmarks will be used to guide revisions to
Michigan's Education Yes! accreditation performance indicators. Each benchmark also contains helpful key character-
istics and sample discussion questions districts and schools can use to guide discussion and increase understanding of

the research-based school improvement benchmarks.

Strand 1 Strand I1 Strand III Strand V

Teaching & Learning Leadership Personnel School & Community Data & Information
& Professional Learning Relations Management

Standards (12) and Benchmarks (26)

|_Curriculum I. Instructional Leadership  |. Personnel |. Parent/Family I. Data Management
» Aligned, Reviewed * Educational Program Qualifications Involvement = Data Generation,
& Monitored * Instructional Support * Requirements = Communication Identification
-~ ) o Skills Kr | Enanahriont & Collection
« Communicated . g SKNLS, N g€, Engagement . Hection
2. Sh?rl'?d Lf'a_del ship Dispositions * Data Accessibility
2. Instruction * School Culture 2. Community = Data Support
* Planning & Chimate 2. Professional Involvement
« Delivery * Continuous Learning « Communication 2. Information
Improvement = Collaboration . E-;_I-:_._-‘:;—_,_.Ifl.\,-_:_:—“‘ Managemenr
3. Assessment ) . nt & Pedagogy = Analysis
« Aligned to 3. Operational Resource 2 Inecibestilis
& & Inle etauon
Curriculum Management « Apblice
and Instruction » Resource Allocation J
* Data Reporting * Operational
1nd Use Management

Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION = v,9.05 2 | MICHIGAN SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT FRAMEWORK




STRAND I: TEACHING & LEARNING

The school holds high espectations for all students, identifies essential curmicular content, makie:

certam it i sequenced appropriately and is taught effectively in the available instructional

times. Assessments used are :'.|=gr"'h.': to curmcular content and are used to guide Pstructiona

decisions and monitor student learming,

STANDARD 1: CURRICULUM

Schools/districts have a cohesive plan lor instruction and leaming that serves as the basis for

teachers’ and students’ active imeolverment in the construction and application of knowledge

TEACHING & LEARNING
BENCHMARKA: ALIGNED, REVIEWED & MONITORED
STANDARD 1: ———

CURRICLILUM Schoolfdistnct written curnculum is ﬁ1lﬂn£‘-.l‘! with, and references, the appropriate iﬂ_—.rrun;;:

standards (Michigan Curmiculum Framework, Grade Level Content Bxpectations, Addressing
BENCHMARK A; Linique Educational MNeeds, International Society for Technology in Education, etc).
ALIGNED, REVIEWED
& MONITORED

Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:

|. Curriculum Document(s)

* I what ways does the school have current wintten curniculum docurnentation for

the Michigan Cumiculum Framework core areas (English Languape Arts, Mathernatics,
Science, Socal Studies, the Arts)?

* Inowhat ways does the school have current written curmiculum documentation for
all acdddmonal areas 1o |_,1|'|. e, Career and |'-'-'\-‘||':.|r_.'.-'-'1"__‘:||'.|t}r Skalls, Health r:_l..ll'_u.fl'_-ll_
Physical Education, Technology, World Languages?

1. Standards Alignment

« How does the school cumicubum .jiligll'l with, and reference, the Michigan Curmiculurr
Framework standards and benchmarks?

* How does the school curmculum align with, and reference, the benchmarks and

( 'tJnIrr” Expectations for English Lanpuage Arts, Mathernatics, Soence, Social Studies, the
Arts, Career and Employability, Skills, Health f-:'h scation, Physical Education, Technology,
W -.-'-3r1'l Lanpuages

3. Articulated Design
* How do you assure the written curriculum in each content area is vertically
aligned across grades!
* How do you assure the written curmiculum is horizontally aligned across content

at each

grade level?

4, Curriculum Review
* How do you assure the written curniculum s reviewed and revised at least every

five years]

I H L] "
__Strand Navigation: 5. Inclusive

A TEACHING & LEARNING WY I. es cumculum design assure all students have access to the general
education curmiculum!

* How s the cumculem design modified/diferentiated to support the needs of all students!?

F
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STRAND I: TEACHING & LEARNING

BENCHMARK B: COMMUNICATED
Schoolfdistrict curriculum is provided to staff, students, and parents m a manner
that they can understand

Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:

|. Staff
+ Inowhat ways s the cumculurm clear, conoise, and discussed by staff?
STRAND I: * How do teachers know what they are expecied to teach n their grade/course!
TEACHING & LEARNING * How do teachers know the curmriculum for the grade(s)/course(s) that precede
and follow their current assignment!

STANDARD 1: 1. Students

CURRICULLIM * How are the curnculum expectations communicated to students in-a manner
EEHCHMARH B: - they can understand]
COMMUNICATED . : :
* MOw are “'ll'_' 1 .rrl:_l_;|': Irmy |'.Yr_'|l'f|_r.]'.||:ll'-ls carmmunicated 1o parmnls m a manner

STANDARD 2: they can understandf
INSTRECTION

STANDARD 2: INSTRUCTION
BENCHMARK A; Intertional processes and practices are used by schools and teachers to facilitate high
PLANNING levels of student learming.

BENCHMARK B: BENCHMARK A: PLANNING
DELIVERY

Processes used to plan, monitor, reflect and refine instruction that support high
expectations for all students.
Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
|. Content Appropriateness
* How are classroom lessons aligned to the school's/distnct’s witten curmculum?
* How are the planned instructional processes and practces approprate for the content!
1. Developmental Appropriateness
* How are the planned mstructional processes and practices appropnate for the
levels and needs of all students?
* How are the planned instructional processes and practices engaging for all students!?
3. Reflection and Refinement
= How are planned nstructhional processes reviewed and refined to meet the needs of
all students?

BENCHMARK B: DELIVERY

Instructional practices are used to facilitate student learming,

5 % Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
—Strand Navigation:

|. Deliveraed Curriculum

* How doss dassroom nstructicn implement the distnctfschool curniculal

A TEACHING & LEARNING

* How does best practice inform the delivery of the curriculum?
* To what extent is the planned nstruchion mmplemented?

1. Best Practice
* How is research-basec

+ How s nstruction diffe

nstruction practce being used across the curmculum?
rertiated to meet the

needs of individual learners]
* How are the teaching and learning standards from the Michigan
Curmiculum Framework implemented?

* How doteachers use avallable technology 1o support student leaming?

= How does staff integrate technology into curriculum instructiar assessment!

3. Student Engagement

* How doss instructional delivery engage the studenis!



STRAND I:
TEACHING & LEARNING

STANDARD 3:
ASSESSMENT

BENCHMARK A:
ALGNED TO CURRICULLIM
& INSTRUCTION

BENCHMARK B:
DATA REPORTING & USE

_ Strand Navigation:
A TEACHING & LEARNING

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION =+ v9.05 ( § ) MICHIGAN SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT FRAMEWORK

STRAND I: TEACHING & LEARNING

STANDARD 3: ASSESSMENT

Schools/distncts systematically gather and use multiple sources of evidence to monitor
student achievernent,

BENCHMARK A: ALIGNEDTO CURRICULUM & INSTRUCTION
Student assessments are aligned to the schoal's curricula and instruction,
Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
l.Alignment/Content Validity
* How are assessments aligned wath the cumicula and instruction (written and
enacted)?
= To what extent are assessments aligned with assessment standards in the
Michigan Curriculum Framework?
1. Consistency/Reliabilicy
* In what ways are assessments reliable!  (Are they stable sources of information?)
* How do different sources of information (e.g., tests, rubncs, teachers, etc,)
produce camprehensive andfor comparable results?
3. Multiple Measures
* How are multiple measures used to evaluate student learming (dassroom
assessments, district assessrments, MEAR s

other than achievernent, tc,)i

ident portichios, behavoral, measures

s How are studernts enrolli 18 i Prefnderparten thiro 1gh I 7th prade assessed!

Student assessment results are communicated to, and used by staff, studerits, and
parents to mprove student achieverment
Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
. Reporting
 |mowhat ways are assessment results reported to staff ina timely manner and
in a form they can use!
. |-‘-| what ways are assessment results reported 1o students in a Turvwly marnnef
and in a form they can use?
* |n what WiHYS dr2 gSSessrment resuils repor ted to parents in a 'l'ml:‘l'}" manmes
and i a form they can use!
2. Informs Curriculum and Instruction
* How is datd used to determinefimprove cumculum and instruction at the
building and classroom leveds?
= How is data used to determine/improve student learning?
3. Meets Student Meeds
= In wihat ways are assessment results used to dentify needs and assist students?

* How do students use

data and refated staff feedback to monitor and imp
ther own performancef

* In what ways are students re-assessed onskills they have not previously attaned?

— — o
S— — - SH— s —————— S—



STRAND II:LEADERSHIP

School leaders create a schood ervironment where svervone contributes to a curmulative,
purg Ii.":-’_'F. I aincl

posithve effect on student learming

STANDARD 1: INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP

Schoal leaders create and sustain a contest f

r learning that puts students’ leaming first

BENCHMARK A: EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM
STRAND II: Schoal cwledgeable about the school's educational program: t
LEADERSHIP o thas

oL ANe

: -._:-'.*;rl1 Gpe
STANDARD I: Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP |. Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment

BENCHMARK A: * How knowledgeable are school leaders about curmiculum?
EDUCATIONAL PROCRAM « How knowdedeeabie are school leaders about instruction?

* How knowledgeable are school feaders about assessment!

BENCHMARK B: 2. Knowledge & Use of Data
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT = In what ways do school leaders demonstrate both their understanding and

use of multiple types and sources of data in support of student learming!

3. Technology
« How do schoal leaders assure that technology supports curmculum, nstrsction,
anc assessments
4. Knowledge of Student Development & Learning
= How do schoaol leaders consider student developmental stages and adolescent
learming theory when rr'.-l‘-"--"li clecisions )
5. Knowledge of Adult Learning
* How doschonol leaders .1[\;"|y aclult learmmg thecry?
6. Change Agent
* |nowhat ways do school leaders understand and act on ther role as a catalyst
for change?
7. Focus on Student Results
* |n what ways do school leaders focus on student results to inform curmiculum,

instruction, AR Assessment

BENCHMARK B: INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT

School leaders set high expectations, communicate, maniton support, and make

adjustments to enhance instruciion,

Key Characteristics with Somple Discussion Questions:
. Monitoring
* How do school leaders montor programs and practices on-a regular bass?
1. Coaching & Facilitating
= In whal ways do school lsaders model, coach, and faciltate best-practices of
teaching and learning!
3. Evaluation

= In whal ways do staff evaluations include components critical to eflective

m

achimg and learming

4. Clear Expectations

* In what ways do leaders clearty communicate expectations?

5. Collaboration & Communication
* How doschool leaders prosade opportunties to staff for commumicating about

teachmne and learming!

) MICHIGAN SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT FRAMEWORK
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STRAND IT:
LEADERSHIP

STANDARD 2:
SHARED LEADERSHIP

BENCHMARK A:
SCHOOL CULTURE & CLIMATE

BENCHMARK B:
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

STRAND II: LEADERSHIP

STANDARD 2: SHARED LEADERSHIP

Structures and pro

#2 exist 10 support shared leadership in which all staff has

collective responsibility for student learning

BENCHMARK A: SCHOOL CULTURE S CLIMATE
Staff creates an environment conducive to effective teaching and learming,
Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
I.S5afe and Qrderly
* Does a safe and orderly ervironment esdst in the building?
1. Learning Focused
« [n what ways does a culture and dimate focused on learmer outcomes exist
in the schoaol!
1. Inclusive & Equitable
= In what ways do all students have equal access to the cumiculum and learming
opportunities!
4. Collaborative Inquiry
* How do stafl engage in dialogue and reflection about teaching and learming?
5. Data-Driven Culture

* How go staff use data to measure the effectiveness of the school and ns
)

processes
* How do staff use data continuously, collaboratively, and effectively to improve
teaching and learning?
&. Collaborative Decision-Making Process
* How do staff engage in making decisions that impact the school community!
* How do staff take ownership for the decisions that are made!
Staff engapes in collaborative inquiry focused on continuous improvement 1o increase
studertt achievement,
Key Charocteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
|.Shared Yision & Mission

* How are the vision and mission of the school clearty articulated to all stakeholders?

* How do stafl communicate high expedations for students?
1. Results-Focused Plan
* |5 there a school-developed, written plan for continuous improvernent?
* How do the improvement plan strategies and interventions support the
ttified by ¢

* How does the plan meet the requirements of state and federal mandates?

attainment of the school's student poals a

. Implemented
« How is the plan for improvement implemented and supported by the entire
schoal and community?
4. Monitored
= Moy 1s the olan for IMROAAETIENT COMTTEMLAON :':-l'_. rrniored and adpusted

at least annualby!

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION « v9.05 ( 7 ) MICHIGAN SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT FRAMEWORK



STRAND II: LEADERSHIP

STANDARD 3:
OPERATIONAL & RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

achool leaders organize and manage the school to support teaching and learming

BENCHMARK A: RESOURCE ALL QCATION

STRAND IT: Erl:-;;}nj! !L"-EE{E}; :'s.J|.:.‘:f?-=|:n’: resources in alignment waith the wvision, mission, and educational
LEADERSHIP goals of the schoal,
Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
STANDARD 3:
OPERATIONAL & RESOURCE - Huaan Resources
MANAGEMENT * Haw do school leaders deploy and support hurman resources to masimize
student learning?
BENCHMARK A: 3. Fiscal
RESOURCE ALLOCATION * How daschool leaders align the allocation of monetary resaurces to
BENCHMARK B: support teaching and learning goals?
OFERATIONAL MANAGEMENT 3. Equipment and Materials

* How do school leaders align the allocation of enuipment and materials to
suppart teachng and lzaming poals?
4. Time
= How do school leaders allocate time to suppert teaching and learning goals?
5. Space

How do school leaders allocate space to support teaching and learming poals?

BENCHMARK B: OPERATIONAL MANAGEMENT

School leaders develap, implement and/or monitor policies and procedures for the
cperation of the schoaol.

Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:

| .State and Federal
= In what ways do school leaders implement state- and federal-level mandates
regulations and rules as they apply ta the school
1. District
* How do school leaders implement local Board pelicies and districi-level
procedures as they apply to the school?
3.5chool

In whal wiys do schoaol leaders desgn, mplernent, ard montor schaol-level
policies and procedures]

TEA &5
71 LEADERSHIP

* Inwhat ways does the school meet all required state and federal
regulations and building maintenance standards?

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION » v.9.05 (,8 ) MICHIGAN SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT FRAMEWORK
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STRAND III: PERSONNEL & PROFESSIONAL LEARNING

The school has highly qualified personnel who continually acquire and use skills, knowledge,
attitudes and beliefs necessary to create a culture with high levels of learning for all

STANDARD 1: PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS

Schoaol/district staff qualifications, knowledge, and skills support studert lsaming,

BENCHMARK A: REQUIREMENTS

Staff meet requirements for postian held.
PERSONNEL & PROFESSIONAL o ; y : .
LEARNING Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
|. Certification/Requirements
= How do school leaders assure that all staf hold necessary certification(s) andior
meat applicable requirements?

STANDARD 1:
PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS

BENCHMARK A: 2. MCLB (Highly Qualifiad)
REQUIREMENTS * How do mpacted stall meet requirerments as specified in federal lawT

BENCHMARK B: BENCHMARK B: SKILLS, KNOWLEDGE £ DISPOSITIONS
SKILLS, KNOWLEDGE Staff has the professional skills to be effective in their postions,

& DISPOSITIONS .

Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:

|. Content Knowledge
= How do school leaders assure staff have substantial comtent knowledee in their
assigned areal
1. Communication
= In'whit ways does staff communicate effectively with students, parents, and colleagues?
3.School/Classroom Management
* How do staff establish and use systerns to masamize student learmng!
= How do staff utilize strategies to masximize student learning?
4. Collaboration
* How do staff collaborate on student learming!
5. 5tudent-Centered
= How do staff give the needs of students first priority!
6. Technology
= Inwhat ways does staff possessiuse instructional technology skills to suppart/entance
professional practioe?
= mow do stall integrate educational techrology into curriculurm, instruction and
assessrment?

PERSONNEL &
PROFESSIONAL
LEARNING

a5y
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STRAND III: PERSONNEL & PROFESSIONAL LEARNING

STANDARD 2: PROFESSIONAL LEARNING

Educators in schools/d

stricts acquire of enhance the knowledpe, skills, attitudes,
and beliefs necessary to create high levels of learning for all students (NSDC).

scted with colleapues across the school/distnct

an improving staff practices and student achieverment.
PERSOMNNEL & Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
PROFESSIONAL LEARNING |. Staff Participates in Learning Teams
* In what ways does the school have structures in place where teachers/stafl work
STANDARD 2: in learning teams!
PROFESSIONAL LEARNING

Frofessional EATUNE 15 €0

1. 5taff Collaboratively Analyze Student Work
BENCHMARK A: * How do stafl continuousty collaborate to adjust instruction based on on-going
COLLABORATION student performance?

BENCHMARK B: CONTENT
BENCHMARK B: : Joy L SERMNOH G
CONTENT & PEDAGOGY Professional learning at schoals/distncts emphasize bath content and pedapogy of teaching

and learming

BENCHMARK C:

Key Choracteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
ALIGNMENT

I.Uses Best-Practices

* How does professional learning use examples of best practice to increase
teachers’ understanding of how students learn!

= How does professional learning model effective constructive strategies
to improve student achievement!

* How does professional learning mockel best practice to help teachers better

differentiate instruction?
2. Applies Curriculum Content

* In what ways do teachers have deeper content understanding due to professional
learning

3. Induction/Mentoring/Coaching

* How are new teachers inducted and supported ina manner that hedps them be successhul?

BENCHMARK C: ALIGNMENT
schooldistnct professional kearning is needs-based, aigned, job-embedded, and results-drren
Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:

. Aligned
* How are professional learning opportunities provided to meet identified

individual/group staff needs?

* How i professional learning aligned with the school improvement plan,
J Michigan Curmiculum Framewark and Mational Stafl Development Counal Standands?
i 1. Job-embedded

A PERSOMNEL &
PROFESSIOMNAL
LEARNING

* | what ways are professicong) '.|_-,_';rT--|._}: opportunities embedded within the
regular work day!

= In what ways are professional learming opportunities structured to mest
adult learming needs

&

* How do teachers/staff apply learming from professional learming?
* Towhat extent do colleagues observe one another and prowvde feedback regarding
application of learming?
3. Results-driven
* How do colleagues observe one another and provide feedback regarding
apphcation of learming!
*OOW W SISO S ey 2 WO RARTTIWIR R WTIERL Uy A URSORA el W g
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STRAND IV: SCHOOL & COMMUNITY RELATIONS

The schoal staff maintains purposefil, actve, positrve relationships with families of #s

students and with the community in which it operates to support student learming

STANDARD 1: PARENT/FAMILY INVOLVEMENT

Schools actively and continuoushy invohe parents and famibies in student learming and other
school activities,

STRAND IV:
BENCHMARK A: COMMUNICATION
SCHOOL & o : ;
COMMUNITY RELATIONS schoal/parent/family communications are twio-way, ongaing, and meaningful,
STANDARD 1: Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
PARENTIFAMILY INVOLVEMENT . Methods
* How are a variety of communication tools used on a regular basis by the schaols!

ggmm:aﬁﬁ * How are opportunities provided for direct contact between the school and

- parents/families that take into consideration a vanety of parent needs (&g, parents’
BENCHMARK B: schedules, transportation, translations, interpretation, and child care)?
ENGAGEMENT * How does the school share the board-approved district and schoaol parent

invohement plans with parents and families?
1, Diversity
* How does the communication systerm address issues of family diversity, including
anguage, culture, econamic status, and beliel systems!

BENCHMARK B: ENGAGEMENT

Schools have 3 systematic approach that encompasses a vanety of meaningful activities

actions that engage parents/ffamilies as partners in helping students and schools succeed,
Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
. Volunteering
* In what ways are those who are able to voluntesr provided various opportunities to
dosad
* s there a systern in place to wdentify and utihze parents’ interests, talents, and avadability?
1. Extended Learning Opportunities
* How does the school create opportunities for parents/families to leam about,
and become invobved in, comicular and instructional activities in schoaol?

* How s nformation prowded about how parents/families can foster learning

at hame by gnang appropriate assistance, monitonng homework, and giving
feedback to teachers?
3. Decision-Making

= How does the school engape parentsffamilies in school improverment planning and
policy-rmaking!

A SCHOOL &
COMMUNITY RELATIONS
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STRAND IV: SCHOOL & COMMUNITY RELATIONS

STANDARD 2: COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The community-at-large is supportive of and involved in student learning and other
school actwiies

BENCHMARK A: COMMUNICATION

Communications within the community are welcoming, visble, purposeful, and

take nto gccount diverse [ .:['-li'-":lll 5.

SCHOODL & Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
COMMUNITY RELATIONS . Methods

STANDARD 2: * How are a vanety of communication tools used on a regular basis?
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 1. Diversity

* How does the cormmumication system _1-:]:1'[-5355, issues of community deversity
BENCHMARK A: ' : ' .
COMMUNICATION ncluding: language, culture, economic status, and belief systems!

BENCHMARK B: BENCHMARK B: ENGAGEMENT

ENGAGEMENT The school and community work collaborat vely and share resources in order to
strengthen student, farmby,. and communty learning,
Key Charocteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
|. Business Community
* |nwhat ways does the partnership extend the learming opportunities for students
ared refate expectations of the w wknlace!
* In what wiys dees the schoaol partner with businesses to obtain additional
resources 1o support programs?
1. Educational Institutions
+ Inwhat ways does the school partner with educational institutions and other
crganzations that affer educational pr oprams, to supplement and extend learning
opportunties for students!
3. Community Agencies
* In what ways does the school partner with community agenaes to coordinate
socal services for students and farnilies?
4. Collaboration
* How is community input utitized in planning?

* How are community resources used to enhance educational opportunities?

* How are school resources used to support commignity programs!

A SCHOOL &
COMMUNITY RELATIONS

IWATA 2 Ik AT 14N}
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STRAND V: DATA & INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

Schoolsidistricts have a system for managing data and information in order ta inform

decisions 1o mprove student achievement

STANDARD 1: DATA MANAGEMENT

The school has policies, procedures, and systems for the generation, collection, storage,
and retrneval of its data,

STRAND V:

DATA & INFORMATION BENCHMARK A: DATA GENERATION, IDENTIFICATION, AND COLLECTION

MANAGEMENT Schools have a process for the generation, identification, and collection of student and

T :
EA:?HE::A%&.IMENT Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:

schoal information

. Purpose
BENCHMARK A: -

DATA GENERATION, * How does the school use data to develop strategies to maintain strengths and
IDENTIFICATION, address challenges?
AND COLLECTION .

How does the school use data to identify strengths and challerpes?
} g B

How does the school collect data that shows who is or is not learning and why!
- * How does the schoal use data to determine the effectiveness of strategies!
BENCHMARK B: i ‘ yeneqs g
DATA ACCESSIBILITY * How does the schicol « :—‘fl-P-'t the appropriate data for identified groups and use
it the planning process!
2. Systematic
¢ To what extent does the school have.a process 1o determine the data to be collected!
* How does the school ensure the collection of all needed data?
1. Multiple Types
* How are multiple types of data collected (e.g, student achievernent, demographics,
perception, context/process)?
4. Multiple Sources
= How 15 each type of data collected from multiple sources?
* How are multiple years of data available from any piven source?
5.Technical Quality
* In what ways is the data refiable, valid, and timely?

BENCHMARK B: DATA ACCESSIBILITY

The appropriate information and data is readily accessible,

Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:

. Retrievahle
* Inwhat ways do teachers, students, administrators, parents and comm ity
members, have access to the data they need when they need !
1. Security
* How is data secured so that it is available only to authonzed users!

ILINITY BELATIEN

DATA & INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION - v.9.05 ‘(13) MICHIGAN SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT FRAMEWORK




STRAND V: DATA & INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

BENCHMARK C: DATA SUPPORT

The system provides muttiple types and sources of clata

Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:

I.Process

* How s data rganized, summanzed, and formatted for analysis?

STRAND V- * Does staff have the skills, knowledge, and disposition to analyee datal
DATA & INFORMATION * How are opportuniies provided by the school/district for collaborative
MANAGEMENT analysis of datal
1. Tools
BENCHMARK C: « Ta what extent is data prowided that shows « OIMBArTSOn A0r0ss grouns!
DATA SUPPORT

STANDARD 2: . Tf..=.wf.l..:| f':):ftl‘.f u‘.. are |'|_|-lft|_|.=lr: l'r:.‘-.ES:i-lrll'l sources of data provided that show
compartson o analyss over tume
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

BENCHMARK A: STANDARD 2: INFORMATION MANAGEMENT
ANALYSIS !

& INTERPRETATION

BENCHMARK B:
APPLICATIONS

* To what extent is data provided that shiows companisons over timel

The school/district stafl collaborate to derive information from data and use it 1o
support decisions

Staff use appropriate methods to examine data and collaboratively determine its
possible mean ng

Key Characteristics with Sample Discussion Questions:
. Analysis

* How well does the data help staff understand companisons across groups!

* How well does the data help staff understand compansons over tima]

* How well does the analysis of multiple types and sources of data help staff
understand compartsons over time!

.

How are multiple years of data aggregated and disagpregated

= |nowhiat WaYS | lo =chiools use benchmark data 1o mirove stuclent achievement
1. Dialogue about Meaning

* How do staff discuss the data they have, what it means, and what action it implies?

* Iz there a process in place to interpret/explamn data that imobees multiple members
of the wchool community?

= How have vanous interpretations and explanations been considered!

BENCHMARK B: APPLICATIONS
Data is used to inform school decsicns ir icluding monito rng and adjusting teaching
and learming,

Key Characteristics with Semple Discussion Questions:
|. Dissermination
* How does thee school shire whal it has kearnied from data analysis and interpretation’?
* How does the schoal determine the audience for s data analysis and
interpretation results?
= How does the school use information to build support for decisions?
1. Data-Driven Decision Making
( INITY. RELATIONS * How s information dermed from the data used 1o make decisions and determine
artions at the classroom and student level!
7 DATA & INFORMATION i L O ol R
MANAGEMENT * How i information derved from the data used to make decisions ar il determine

actions at the school levell

* How s information denved from the data used to monitor and evaluate the
etlectiveness ol deasions and actions!
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