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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to provide formative feedback about the development and
implementation of the Washington State Leadership Academy (WSLA) to academy instructors and
coaches, legislative leaders, district and school participants, and other interested parties. This
annual report documents the processes that have taken place in Year 3 of the program, the
culminating year for the first cohort of Educational Service Districts (ESDs) and school districts
who have been the primary participants in this study. Although this is the third year of the program,
the first year was a planning year, and it is only the second year of the implementation phase with
participating ESDs and school districts.

The evaluation goal in Year 3 was to draw a connection between the program implementation and

its impact on participants. We looked for changesi N | e a d etircdgBsur@yt)dnd t U d e s
practices (through interviews) over time and tried to determine whether these conditions had any
relationship to student achievement (as determined by student state test scores). In addition, we

(

examined the extent to which teachers 6 1 N st r U chdhgkd@ver Anle andthdwah&et | C € S

changes may have been influenced by leadership strategies. Using a multiple measures, mixed
methodology approach, we collected both quantitative and qualitative data, which added scope and
breadth to the study and provided the ability to triangulate findings. Descriptive and inferential

statistics as well as qualitative data analysis were used to draw conclusions.

There were no significant changes to the structure of the WSLA program in Year 3. WSLA leaders
and coaches maintained fidelity to the initial design of the program, while also monitoring and
adjusting to the needs of the state, districts, and schools. The quarterly regional meetings, on-site
coaching, and homework assignments continued, and many participants noted there seemed to be
more focus and direction in the second year of the implementation phase (Year 3 of the program)
than there had been in the first. This was attributed in part to experience (having gone through this
the year before), but also to the development of a list of expected outcomes by strand and an
outcomes rubric that helped participants, coaches, and instructors alike gauge where they were in

the process of implementation.

Most of the difficulties that participants had with the WSLA program overall were a result of the

program being 0a work in pregelssof aodeadisne

benefitodo based on the kinds of school [
WSLA. The WSLA program was designed to be flexible and address a Problem of Practice

developed by each individual district. However, as the first cohort of ESDs and school districts

moved into its second year of implementation there was need for increasing differentiation in

program elements as districts moved at different speeds to implement WSLA suggestions and ideas.

Analyses of the WSLA Participant Survey demonstrated significant improvements for the WSLA
participants around each of the curricular strands, with the most improvement evident on Focus on
Learning dread Coherent SistienSupport for LeamiRgrvey results for coaches were
similar, with statistically significant improvements on five of the six curricular strands. For the
teachers, the only statistically significant result was a decrease on the Why Changgricular strand.
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While results were not statistically significant for district and building administrators O non-

participants, scores increased on all curricular strands, except Enhance Personal Leadershkip Skills

Why Chang@sken together, these results suggest WSLA participants and coaches who were closest

to the training reported more changes around the curricular strands and, although not statistically

significant, district and building administrators not participating in the program also saw changes in

many of the areas. Although teachers do not appear to recognize significant changes in any of the six

strands according to the survey, qualitative data suggests that they are noticing changes in their
administratorsd focus on | earning and abil it

The results from the Constructiisachiigtor survey items suggest that there has been little
change in teacher practices across the initiative, although qualitative data gathered from interviews
and focus groups show that there is an increased focus on teaching and learning, data analysis, and
instructional practice in teacher conversations. Administrators and teachers report small increases
in powerful teaching and learning practices beginning to happen in classrooms, particularly in those
districts that have adopted an instructional framework and where administrators are conducting
regular walkthroughs and learning walks in classrooms.

As a result of their two years in the WSLA program, most participating districts have developed a
Problem of Practice and put in place measures to address this Problem. Strategies used by district
teams have ranged in complexity from encouraging focused conversations about teaching and
learning and the development of learning meetings, to the adoption and implementation of
instructional frameworks and a process of ongoing administrative and teacher walkthroughs in
classrooms to determine the level of powerful teaching and learning present in the district.
Although evidence about changes in teacher practice is uneven and data about student achievement
isas yet unavailable, it is c¢clear that partic
practices in many districts, particularly in those whose leaders clearly sponsored the work and
whose administrative teams were willing to become learners themselves in the process. District
team collaboration and the opportunity to plan as a team has built coherence and understanding
across administrative levels in many districts and led to a more unified, systemic approach to change
in individual districts. Collaborative work encouraged by WSLA has been a powerful source of
learning and support for many administrators.

There is still a long way to go for all of the participating districts to align their systems to support
teaching and learning and student achievement. WSLA has given them a framework and tools to
use. Whether the teams can maintain their focus in the face of mounting budget deficits and the
inevitable personnel changes remains to be seen. The program has been refunded by the
Washington state legislature for another year and plans are being finalized to bring on a third cohort
of school districts in the fall of 2010 to begin the two-year process. As WSLA prepares to bring on
another cohort, we offer these recommendations for possible action in the areas of program design
and sustainability. Related to program design, we recommend attention to differentiation of
regional meetings, consistent program structures, and the length of program. In addition, WSLA
personnel should consider additional ways to sustain and expand the program, perhaps by enlisting
the help of the Educational Service Districts.
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Washington State Leadership Academy

YEAR ANNUAREPORT
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to provide formative feedback about the development and
implementation of the Washington State Leadership Academy (WSLA) to academy instructors and
coaches, legislative leaders, district and school participants, and other interested parties. This
annual report documents the processes that have taken place in Year 3 of the program, the
culminating year for the first cohort of Educational Service Districts (ESDs) and school districts
who have been the primary participants in this study. Although this is the third year of the program,
the first year was a planning year, and it is only the second year of the implementation phase with
participating ESDs and school districts.

In this section of the report, we outline the WSLA program and describe the research methodology
and evaluation design. Subsequent sections analyze the implementation of the WSLA program,
examine the impact of the program on leadership, teacher practice, and student achievement, and
profile two participating WSLA teams as examples of the strengths of the WSLA program and the
challenges the program faces in moving toward its goals. We conclude the report with

recommendations for further development.

Program Background and Structure

In April 2007, the Washington State Legislature passed legislation to create the Washington State
Leadership Academy (Section 1 of Second Substitute Senate Bill, SSSB 5955). The intent of the
legislation was to put together a public-private relationship and organization that would develop
and support school leaders in creating educational systems where powerful instruction helps all
students succeed. The legislature provided funding for two years, contingent upon WASA and
AWSP leaders securing additional private funding (Section 1, paragraph 4 of the legislation).1 In
July 2007, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation awarded a three-year grant to fund WSLA. Year
1 focused on planning and developing the academy and Years 2 and 3 would begin the pilot or
implementation phase of the program.

The mission of the Washington State Leadership Academy is to develop and support school leaders to
cre educational systems where powerful instruction helds Bt sitdenisrsyosls of

the organization are to:

i Identify and implement leadership behaviors and actions that directly improve the quality
of instruction in classrooms and program, resulting in increases in student achievement,
especially for students of color and children from low-income families.

' WASA (Washington Association for School Administrators) and AWSP (Association of Washington School Principals)
are co-sponsors of WSLA.
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I Demonstrate that creating effective learning communities for districts and school
administrators, supported by on-site coaching and rigorous case study pedagogy along with
reading and reflective dialogue, will result in leadership behaviors that improve student
learning in schools and districts.

Y Inform and influence systems that govern and provide for the preparation and continued
training and certification for education leaders.

 Measure the impact of education leadership on transforming and improving schools and
districts.

9 Attract and sustain a regular cadre of practicing administrators in the Leadership Academy
program.

In the Pilot Phase (Year 2) of the project, WSLA leaders implemented the research-based program
with a cohort of four participating Educational Service Districts (ESDs) and 18 school districts (see
Appendix 1). In Year 3, two school districts dropped out, bringing the total Cohort One districts
involved to 16 in addition to a separate ESD level team. ESD and district staff members participated
in state and regional workshops that provided the background for their on-site work. Each district
team worked with an on-site external coach for reflection and support. The coaches provided on-
site coaching for 16 days in each of the districts and spent an additional seven days with the districts
during the state and regional workshops. The instructors and coaches center their support on six
instructional strands, which serve as the framework for the WSLA program. The six strands, along
with the critical content, are listed in Appendix 2.

Evaluation Plan for Year 3

The evaluation goal in Year 3 was to draw a connection between the program implementation and

its impact on participants. We looked for changesi n | e a d etirssghsur@yt)dnd t ud e s (
practices (through interviews) over time and tried to determine whether these conditions had any

relationship to student achievement (as determined by student state test scores). In addition, we

examined the extent to which teachers 8 1 N St r U hdngkd@ver Anle andhdwah&et | C € S
changes may have been influenced by leadership strategies. Using a multiple measures, mixed

methodology approach, we collected both quantitative and qualitative data which added scope and

breadth to the study and provided the ability to triangulate findings. Descriptive and inferential

statistics as well as qualitative data analysis were used to draw conclusions. Our study was shaped

by the following research questions:

1. Towhatextentdol eader s 6 at tchange tvélt @msarodrditldsixpr act i ces
curricular strands?

2. Towhatdegree canchangesi N | eader s 0 acattributtdtbd es and pr a
professional development provided by the Washington State Leadership Academy?

3. To what extent does teachers 0 1 N St r UdBaiigd o@rNirAed practice

4. Towhatdegrececant € @ac her s i mh&itributdd@otprof@sind | pr acti ce

development provided by the Washington State Leadership Academy?

5. To what extent is implementation correlated with teacher and student outcomes
(impact)?

6. To what extent are the changes sustainable?
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Data Sources

The data sources for this evaluation are listed below. To maximize the length of time between
baseline evaluation activities and final evaluation activities, most of the data was collected in the

spring .

Attendance at Academy ActiViti's attended Academy regional workshops,C 0 @a ¢ h e s 0
trainings, and the end-of-year celebrations to document the nature of support provided.

AcademiRegional WorkshdpvaluationsWe analyzed program evaluations collected during
regional workshops training to determine the effectiveness of program elements.

SurveysWe administered surveys organized around the six curricular strands to administrators
(program participants and non-participants), teachers, and coaches and analyzed them to determine
the extent to which attitudes and practices have changed.

Focus Groups and Interviews.interviewed program staff (coaches and instructors) and
conducted interviews and focus groups with district leaders, school leaders, and teachers (using a
stratified random sample) from districts and schools participating in WSLA to explore changes in
leadership behavior and program dissemination.

Document Collection and Analysis collected and analyzed various initiative level documents,
including documents used to provide professional development in the Academy and documents
created by participating district and school leaders such as WSLA homework assignments, agendas

for meetings, instructional framework documents, and others.

Achievemnt Score8ecause there is an emphasis in Year 3 to measure not just the
implementation of the program, but the impact of the Washington State Leadership Academy on
student learning, we planned to compare student achievement data collected during the first year of
the project with Year 3 achievement data to track changes in student achievement. However,
because of changes in the statewide test (moving away from the Washington Assessment of Student
Learning (WASL) to Measurement of Student Progress (MSP)) and because of delays in reporting
the results, only data from the first year of participating in WSLA is available.
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PROGRAMIPLEMENTATION

There were no significant changes to the structure of the WSLA program in Year 3, compared to
previous years. WSLA leaders and coaches maintained fidelity to the initial design of the program,
while also monitoring and adjusting to the needs of the state, districts, and schools. The quarterly
regional meetings, on-site coaching, and homework assignments continued, and many participants
noted there seemed to be more focus and direction in the second year than there had been in the
first. This was attributed in part to experience (having gone through this the year before), but also
to the development of a list of expected outcomes by strand and an outcomes rubric that helped
participants, coaches, and instructors alike gauge where they were in the process of
implementation. Although there were specific issues with each of the program elements (as will be
described below), on the whole most participants seemed to feel that the structure of the WSLA

program was helpful and appropriate for the work . 0The planning that has
Academy structure as well as the days we spend working with other school districts has been well

t hought out, based on research. Theydve stru
practices, givenU S good protocols, and theydre helping

one administrator.

The overall program provided participants with a common, research-based language around
leadership and instruction and provided accountability through on-site coaching, homework
assignments, and group discussions and presentations in regional workshops. A website provides an
opportunity to communicate and share resources among participating districts. The cost of the
program was subsidized, making it available to smaller districts that would not otherwise have been
able to afford this type of professional development, and the requirement to attend as a district
leadership team helped build a foundation for collaboration and team planning that most of the

districts found increasingly valuable.

The constructivist nature of the program design also allowed for differentiation among participating

districts as they shaped their own work within WSLA according to their particular Problems of

Practice and Theories of Action. ~AS one admini strator described
somewhere different [than the other districts], and [the instructors] allowed us to be different. They

didndét treat all of the gr aduwp ssttahyatt ovgesrteh eprar
Anot her administrator said, o0ltdéds not prescr
and ideas and ways of thinking,and wedr e encouraged to apply it

abo US;rmboiiceﬂly., }érticipation in the Washington State Leadership Academy was a powerful

message to leaders and teachers throughout the participating districts that the district was

commi tted to making changes that would benef
powerful messagetoy OUT t eam. Youldreangloiymngdore gtoamtg $om
somet hing. Wedr e gaadihdte@re ntulGple Iby@s of eldgabbut s omet hi ng
professional |l earning about ki ds. el to psraawi de

one administrator.

Most of the difficulties that participants had with the WSLA program overall were a result of the
program being 0Oa work in progresso and distr
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benef i thOkinds & ﬁh@oldmprﬁv&nent work they had been doing before joining
WSLA. As the first cohort of ESDs and school districts moved into its second year of
implementation and became clearer about what was expected, there was need for increasing

differentiation in program elements as districts moved at different speeds to implement WSLA
suggestions and ideas.

Regional Workshops

Quarterly regional workshops held in each participating ESD and Tacoma provided the primary
focus and content delivery for participants. Instructors planned these one-day seminars together,
developing a common lesson plan and materials (based on the six instructional strands) for all of the
meetings, which individual instructors then adapted for the particular ESD and group of districts
they were working with. This process kept the content somewhat uniform across all of the
workshops, although both participants and instructors noted that instructor expertise (or lack
thereof) in certain areas affected the depth of the delivery. Coaches were also exposed to this
content at regular coaches meetings, again in an effort to keep the content focused and coherent
across the entire cohort, and to help the coaches prepare to lead this work with their assigned
districts at regional meetings and on-site in the districts.

In Year 3, district and school leaders in interviews, focus groups, and narrative comments on
workshop evaluation forms reported mixed feelings about the regional workshops. Without
exception, every district team felt that the time to meet together to reflect, collaborate, and plan in
a focused and structured manner was extremely valuable. Most participants appreciated the
exposure to relevant research, protocols, activities, and other tools. The modeling of the protocols
and processes in the regional workshops also helped participants to see how they might apply them
back in their districts. Questioning by instructors and coaches forced deeper reflection and the
intentional and ongoing focus on leadership for inStrUCtigHiierated new ideas and connections for
many administrators. Although not all district teams agreed on the value of networking with other
districts, the opportunity to share strategies and resources across districts helped many, particularly
the smaller districts, feel less isolated. The few job-alike discussion opportunities provided at
regional workshops were mentioned by some participants as helpful in sharing more specific
strategies and developing relationships across districts. One administrator commented,

I especially enjoy the regional meetings because to get away from the building and for that
[ti me] we can focus on exactly issues t
relevant to the school di striasthatinal 6 m ab

constructive way that allows me to focus and allows us as a team to focus. And also to share

h a
| e

with other districts which is important. You find out you get good ideas from each district
and other districts have the same issues we have.

In addition to the value each of the Cohort One districts said they derived from the regional
workshops, there were several elements of the workshop that teams felt inhibited their progress
toward their goals. Reflecting on their first year in the program compared to their second year,
several teams reported some confusion about the purpose for some of the activities and lack of
clarity around outcomes and expectations for their work from WSLA program staff. By the second

5 THE BERC GROUP



T s

B T T

year, some of this confusion and lack of clarity diminished, partly because teams gained clarity
about their own work and partly because WSLA program staff learned from their first year and
became more focused and clearer in their program focus and delivery. Nevertheless, participants
thought that they would have benefited from a general road map that would have shown them the
structure of the two years and more clarity about what they would be expected to do. As one
participant described it,

I think they could have taken the program from the sta r t ahtéveyad adr, deal . 06

The first year is big picture o} study, reading, learning. I think what that could do is create

curiosity and set the fertile ground for the theory of action, and so we could have all those
questions inour mindandknow | edge t o back it up and we ca
together. Now |l etds go. 6 Because | felt a
another activity instead of seeing how the activity is set into a bigger picture.

Several districts also mentioned some frustration with regional meetings in their second year,
feeling that the content did not exactly meet their needs, that the pacing was too slow, and that
they were not given enough team time to accomplish their goals for the day. Most districts wanted
some input on the agendas for the regional meetings so that their needs could be better met. For
some participants, the content delivered in the second year felt repetitious but for others, the roll
out of new content or tools was frustrating because they had already chosen a framework or path to
follow and the introduction of more options felt like a road block. For some district teams, time
meeting in cross-district groups was helpful and for others, that time felt wasted because the two
districts were not in the same place in their movement toward their goal or problem of practice.
All of these issues speak to an increasing need in the second year to find ways to differentiate for
districts at different levels or different stages of readiness to benefit from the WSLA program.

A third theme that arose out of participant interviews and focus groups concerned the lack of clarity

around how to move from theory into action.
right now because@a | ot of districts know the words and
moment of how do you move from administrator learning to teacher learning, and changing

practice?06 This question was refltdemet ed i n co
[the WSLA program] had a hard time migrating from kind of philosophical -wW h athe-Besarch-

abouti t t o actwual application in the districts.
to move through this transition, but not all had this kind of clarity. Another district team member

said, oOoOWedve had a | ot of help in identifyin

Analyses of the evaluations from the statewide and regional conferences suggest that the attendees
found value in the conferences, and rated all areas positively. Aggregating item responses for the
Seminaid the Present@rsy that mean-score responses were above a 4.0 (out of 5.0) for all
conferences, which suggests a positive result (see Figures 1 and 2).” While there are some minor
fluctuations by workshop, it appears that participants were generally satisfied.

> For Figures 1 and 2, State refers to the statewide conference, Y refers to the Year, and R refers to a regional
conference. For example, Y2 R1 is Year 2, Regional Conference #1. Please note the evaluation results from the June
2009 and 2010 statewide workshops are not included because the evaluation format differed from the other workshops.
However, the results from the initial statewide conference in September are included in this analysis.
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Workshop Evaluation Results: Seminar
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Homework

A unique aspect of the WSLA program is that between trainings, WSLA participants were given
specific assignments they were required to accomplish as a team. This added a heightened level of
accountability for implementation and generated thoughtful discussions within most of the district
teams. Some of the assignments were preparation for the regional meetings, such as reading
articles or preparing materials to use during team planning time or to present to other districts. In
addition, in Year 2 WSLA participants were asked to submit in written form a Problem of Practice
and Theory of Action and then revise these documents based on comments from WSLA

instructors.

In Year 3 some districts continued to refine their Problem of Practice and Theory of Action, and all

districts were encouraged to consider adopting an instructional framework. Although a few

participants noted that some homework was assigned but never discussed in the regional meetings,

most administrators in interviews said that they had found the assignments useful for keeping them

accountable for the work, particularly with regard to the Problem of Practice and Theory of

AcionnO0 The assigameni $ 6ar gogdodhat there is a o
things happen, so how do you keep going in light of that? Well there are deadlines. And [the
instructors] are good a venyalminibtrexoss fpectiattkd Ng, 0 s ai
the opportunity to read and reflect on curre
was cited by many as having had a big impact on their thinking and understanding of instruction.

Coacling Support

District personnel participating in WSLA received follow-up support through 16 days of on-site
coaching. Having the coaches participate with the district team in the training and then following-
up the work at the district level helped district leaders transfer their learning into practice. For
many teams, the coaching support was helpful in keeping them focused on their problem of practice
and their goals. Coaches have performed many different roles in districts including facilitating
meetings, conducting classroom walkthroughs with administrators and staff, synthesizing school or
district data and presenting it to staff, bringing in research, modeling learning meetings and
leadership, conducting research in schools, and acting as a sounding board for administrators as they

work to improve their own instructional leadership capacity.

With few exceptions, administrators from all of the districts say they have benefitted greatly from
the outside perspective, reflective conversations, and hard questions that their coaches have asked.

ol 6ve found a [ ot of wval ue i nNevelqlts@ons@ihac hi ng a
someone who has an outside perspectiveand canpusha | i t t 1 e Dbi t when therebd
those questions about evidence and student outcomes, or think what might be the next question to

| ead teachers down the path to making instru

number of coaching days in the district did not change in Year 3, several coaches have suggested

that the nature of their coaching changed. For most, Year 3 was their second year in the same

district and the coaches were reaping the benefits of having built relationships so their conversations

with administrators were somewhat deeper. oL
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|l evel, getting our focus. And then this year
0

going, 6 said ne coach.

Online Comunication

Part of WS L Aokhi8unication strategy includes improving the program website, posting all
materials on the website, and providing a discussion board where districts can share information
and ideas. In Year 3 the website has continued to expand in making materials and resource
connections available to WSLA participants. Participants were aware of the website but it was

uncl ear how often they used it. One admini st
| know t he yerd thigs thfd Bh& disirids gre dding, donfe @idtesses that are going
on. Il think that is a great resource that |

Suggestions for Improvement

When asked what suggestions they might have to improve the WSLA program, participants listed
several including:

setting up site visits to different districts as part of a regional meeting

providing more job-alike conversations in regional meetings

including teacher-leaders and possibly school board members on district teams

cutting the regional meeting time to a half day

creating a specific session around WS L A 0s online retnOtdlr ces and v

experiment and explore

= —a —a _a =2

=a

Videotaping WSLA regional meetings and making them available online

q conducting a preliminary needs assessment in incoming districts to prepare for planning the

first regional meeting
q setting up partnering or mentoring relationships between individual districts

il providing more individual team feedback on how well teams are reaching program

expectations

q having outgoing cohorts present their work to new cohorts early in the process to give
practical examples of possible road maps for the process

9 THE BERC GROUP
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EVIDENCE OF IMPACT

The goal of the evaluation in Year 3 is to draw a connection between the program implementation
and its impact on participants and ultimately on student achievement. The following sections
specifically address the research questions laid out at the beginning of this report to highlight
evidence of the impact of WSLA on participant attitudes and practices and on student achievement.
Data for these sections were drawn from interviews and focus groups as well as responses to the
WSLA Participant Surveys (collected from participating administrators, teachers, coaches, and a
sample of non-participating administrators), and analysis of standardized test scores for each
district.

EvaluatiorQuestion1T o what extent do | eadersd attitude
around the six curricular strands?

To track | eader sd at t ihdsiddredar sttafdsghwe Ped tleCt I CesS 0OV
WSLA Participant Survey to give us a quantifiable picture of changes over time and data from

interviews and focus groups to give us a more nuanced picture of those changes. In general, the

survey and interview data support each other although the qualitative data captured more of the

smaller, incremental changes that have occurred.

In 2009 and 2010, evaluators administered a survey to WSLA participants (n = 91 and 87
respectively), district and building administrators not participating in WSLA (n = 63 and 20
respectively) and coaches (n = 18 and 17 respectively). In addition, we selected a stratified random
sample of teachers to complete the survey in 2009, and we re-surveyed these same teachers in
2010. Of the 195 teachers who responded in 2009, 103 responded in 2010, representing 53% of
the original sample. Many of the teachers who did not respond left the school or were on

temporary leave, and others chose not to respond.

The purpose of the survey was to determineé  t he ext ent to which | eader
change over time and was designed around the six curricular strands: Build Clear and Collaborative
Relationships, Enhance Personal Leadership Skills, Focus on LearnWidé &gidmherent System
Learning, Problem of Rraldfiiey Chan@dividual survey items were scored on a 5-point

Likert 6type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral/undecided, 4 = agree, and 5 =
strongly agree). Re Sosseodatifli@dtalSurve e Spésithee 1 a 040
response. Likewise, an overall factor score of 4.0 and above is a positive response.

To determine if there were differences in survey results from 2009 (Year 2) to 2010 (Year 3), four
multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were conducted; one for each participant group
(WSLA participants, district and building administrators O non-participants, coaches, and teachers).
The dependent variables in each analysis were the six curricular strands and the independent
variable was the year. The overall results were statistically significant for WSLA participants (F=
4.79, P< .001), coaches (F=4.80, p< .01), and teachers (F= 6.38, p<.001). The results
approached significance for district and building administrators & non-participants (9= .06). The
non-significant result may be due to the small sample size of non-participants.
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Further analyses demonstrated significant improvements for the WSLA participants around each of
the curricular strands (P < .05), with the most improvement evident on FOCUS On Learpiig
.001) and Lead Coherent Systensupport for Leqrrin@1). The results for coaches were
similar, with statistically significant improvements on five of the six curricular strands ([ < .05).
The exception was Problem of PrastjC€or the teachers, the only statistically significant result
was a decrease on the Why Chanrggicular strand (p< .001). While results were not statistically
significant for district and building administrators o] non-participants, scores increased on all
curricular strands, except Enhance Personal Leadership\VBkilShanggken together, these
results suggest WSLA participants and coaches who were closest to the training reported more
changes around the curricular strands and, although not statistically significant, district and building
administrators not participating in the program also reported improvement in many of the areas. It
does not appear from the survey data that classroom teachers recognize the changes around the
curricular strands at this time.

Figures 3 through 6 show a comparison of results from 2009 (Year 2) to 2010 (Year 3) for cach of
the groups. See Appendix 3 for individual item responses.

Washington State Leadership Academy Survey Results
Curricular Strands

EWSLA Participants 2009 B WSLA Participants 2010

Build Clear and Enhance Focus on Lead Coherent Problemof  Why Change?
Collaborative Personal Learning System-Wide Practice
Relationships  Leadership Support for
Skills Learning

Mean Scores

Figure3. WSLA Survey Results: Six Cuaular Strandsd WSLA Participants
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Washington State Leadership Academy Survey Results
Curricular Strands

B District/Building Administrators (non-participants) 2009
@ District/Building Administrators (non-participants) 2010

Build Clear and Enhance Focus on Lead Coherent Problemof  Why Change?
Collaborative Personal Learning System-Wide Practice
Relationships  Leadership Support for
Skills Learning

Mean Scores

Figure 4 WSLA Survey Results: Six Curricular Strand®istrict/Building
Administrators (non-participants)

Washington State Leadership Academy Survey Results
Curricular Strands

BCoaches 2009 B Coaches 2010

Build Clear and Enhance Focus on Lead Coherent Problemof  Why Change?
Collaborative Personal Learning System-Wide Practice
Relationships  Leadership Support for
Skills Learning

Mean Scores

Figure 5WSLA Survey Results: Six Curricular Strand<Coaches
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Washington State Leadership Academy Survey Results
Curricular Strands

H Teachers 2009 B Teachers 2010

Build Clear and Enhance Focus on Lead Coherent Problem of  Why Change?
Collaborative Personal Learning System-Wide Practice
Relationships  Leadership Support for
Skills Learning

Mean Scores

Figure 6 WSLA Survey Results: Six Curntar Strandsd Teachers

Interviews and focus groups with instructors, coaches, and district teams confirmed the survey

findings and added more detailed information about changes in understanding around each of the

six curricular strands. While all of the six strands were addressed in the content of the regional

meetings, more emphasis was given to the Problem of PraEteeis on Learaiagoherent System

Wide Support for LedCieag and Collaborative Relatighghipise more part of the Year 2

content of regional meetings and continued with the work coaches did with teams, although team

work was certainly practiced in regional meetings throughout Year 3 as well. Why Changgeared

have received more emphasis in Year 2 as well, and most participants and instructors agreed that

Personal Leadership S&iHgnt strand was not emphasized very strongly. A question to be

considered for instructors and coaches is whether in fact there was not enough emphasis on the

Personal LeaderslIsjerSkilbr whether the connection between the work that participants were

doing and | eadership skills was not made mor
[on the Personal Leadership Skille n d] was strong lermenghigh but ma)
connecting that you are gaining these skildl
tal king about something specific to them ri
anything about personal leadership. I think we need to go back and figure out how to articulate that

so people can see it.o

S
g

Build Clear and Collaborative RelationshipBhout question, district teams noted one of the
biggest impacts of the WSLA program was time to work as a team at regional meetings and onsite
with coaches. Some teams had never worked together as a team before, and WSLA gave them an
opportunity to build one. For teams that had worked together, WSLA provided focus and direction
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for their work. Teams developed what one administrator ca I | ed ocol l ective commi
they were accountable to each other and to their WSLA coach for making changes and trying new

strategies to move their district and schools toward their goal. In Year 3, fourteen of the district
teams were finding time to meet together in their districts in addition to their time at regional
meetings, to discuss what they were learning and to make plans. Leaders found these collaborative
groups helpful and noted their changing attitudes and mindset toward collaborative W O ¥ K . Ol nsteac
of it just being separate entities within a school district, how do we solve this issue as a collective

group?dé said one administrator. OAnd we have
casier to develop [a Problem of Practice or a Theory of Action] with a collective than just one

person. 0 These | eadership teams helped to bu
asked about changes they saw in their district and school leaders, teachers often noted the

increasing coherence and unity of focus among their leaders. Instructors also noticed changes in
attitudes and the ability to work together
the trainings | 06ve seen a eclirkt @arafteh2@ning® i n t h
they were | osing interest and this year we
hal f hour ?6

Individual responses to the survey demonstrate WSLA participants and non-participants continue to
believe it is important to collaborate with their colleagues (100% and 90% in 2010) and they are
clear about their roles and responsibilities related to improving teaching and learning (91% and
85% in 2010). Survey responses also show that collaboration and trust among individuals is
growing. For example, only 68% of WSLA participants and 19% of non-participants reported high
levels of trust within the district administrative team in 2009. These scores rose to 76% and 45%
respectively in 2010. Also in 2009, only 64% of WSLA participants and 29% of non-participants
agreed that collaboration time was used effectively but in 2010, agreement levels rose to 79% and
68% respectively. In 2009, 54% of WSLA participants and 37% of non-participants reported team
norms guide district collaboration but in 2010, agreement levels rose to 72% and 80%
respectively. On all these items, non-participating district and building administrators rated these
items higher than they had last year, sometimes by as much as 40 percentage points. These results

seem to point to an increasingly purposeful focus for collaboration.

Enhance Personal Leadership SKillsough this curricular strand did not receive as much

attention or emphasis as some of the others in regional meetings, most participants reported

learning new skills, and their colleagues saw evidence of changed leadership behaviors. In

interviews and focus groups, some leaders expressed disappointment at not having had the

opportunity to work on specific personal leadership skills, and some wanted specific individual

feedback on their | eadership skills. 0There
t hat might be helpful, hereds some exampl es
personal stuff. It was mor€ coll aborati ve, how do we wor k as
the same time, in Year 3 interviews and focus groups, most leaders described many ways in which

their leadership skills and understandings had been challenged and transformed by their work with

the WSLA program, including such things as modeling good instruction through learning meetings

with agendas, lessons plans, and follow-ups; learning to become a facilitator rather than a director;

increasing accountability for a focus on learning at all levels; listening more; deeper questioning;

|l earning to conduct |l earning walks; | earning
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hard conversations about unsatisfactory performance; and through all of this work, gaining

increasingconfi dence as an instructional | eader

be | eaders, 6 said one administrator

Individual survey responses for this item did not change drastically between 2009 and 2010. Non-
participants seemed to feel slightly less confident in their own abilities as instructional leaders,
although they report they have developed skills in listening, communication, trust building and
playing a role in leading change in their districts. WSLA participants, on the other hand, reported
increasing confidence in their abilities to lead instruction and to reflect on their leadership skills.
For example, in 2009, 88% of WSLA participants and 91% of non-participants believed they
empowered others to help improve teaching and learning. In 2010, 94% of WSLA participants but
only 85% of non-participants felt the same way, a decrease for non-participants. Similarly, in 2009
79% of WSLA participants and 89% of non-participants agreed that they had the ability to
effectively coach others to improve teaching and learning. In 2010, the number of participants in
agreement rose to 92% for WSLA participants but fell a few points to 85% for non-participants. In
specific listening skills that contribute to clear communication and trust building, both WSLA
participants and non-participants rose in agreement from 2009 to 2010 (89% to 95% and 79% to
90% respectively). Both groups also increased in their belief that they were playing an important
role in leading change in their districts (81% to 90% for WSLA participants and 57% to 70% for

non-participants).

In considering these data, we suggest that one interpretation of the decreasing non-participant
scores around leading for instruction may be that as WSLA participants shared their growing
understanding about what it takes to become an effective instructional leader, non-participating
leaders had a clearer idea of what they did not know, and thus rated themselves lower in this area
than they did in the first year of implementation.

Focus on Learninghe Focus on Learning curricular strand received a great deal of emphasis
throughout the two years of implementation of the WSLA program as WSLA instructors asked
district teams to consider how to lead for high quality teaching and learning and develop common
understandings about what high quality teaching and learning is. Strategies for focusing on learning
such as reflection with colleagues, turning staff meetings into learning meetings with agendas and
shared learning opportunities, conducting learning walks, and particularly in Year 3, adopting an
instructional framework were all topics of regional meetings and the focus of coaching work on-

site.

By the end of Year 3, most of the participating districts had instituted learning meetings at least at
the district level, and in many cases, at the building level as well. Eleven of the district teams had
conducted learning walks or walkthroughs in classrooms, and of those eleven districts, seven had
begun to include classroom teachers in the learning walks. Twelve districts had adopted and were
implementing a district-wide instructional framework, and in all but two districts, teams reported
that conversations about teaching and learning were happening with increasing frequency both

formally in meetings andinfor ma | | Yy among admini strator s
evidence of | earning, evidence of thi
admini strator s, as teacher s. Ther eods
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refleccmore Of us being | earning |l eaders and t o mc
administrator explained. What was especially powerful for many was that Superintendents, who
had previously been somewhat detached from instructional issues, now saw a role for themselves in

supporting instruction. One building adminis
that it has brought superintendents back into the loop of teaching and learning. You see
superintendents connecting with their principals aboutis s u e s 0 f teaching and | e

about budgets or fund balances. They are involved in the daily teaching and learning that occurs in
their districts. o

Positive individual responses on the survey for this strand rose dramatically for WSLA participants
and non-participants alike in 2010, suggesting an increasingly shared vision or definition of
powerful teaching and learning and efforts to implement that vision in the districts. For example, in
2009, 36% of WSLA participants and 35% of non-participants agreed that their district had a clear
vision of what effective instruction looks like. In 2010, those percentages rose to 74% and 75%
respectively. In 2009 only 35% of WSLA participants and 43% of non-participants agreed that their
district had selected an instructional framework. In 2010, that agreement rose to 80% for both
groups. In addition, while 57% of WSLA participants agreed their district had made progress in
implementing their vision for powerful teaching and learning in 2009, 94% agreed in 2010. For
non-participants, the same survey item moved from 40% agreement to 100%.

Lead Coherent System Wide Support for Learaitgch in educational reform and
improvement shows that without system wide support for learning, innovations and improvements
are generally not sustained. The WSLA program was designed to encourage system wide support
for learning through its stipulation that the district send teams to the regional meetings, and
through its emphasis, via this curricular strand, on systems alignment (curriculum, assessment,
professional development, resources), and the development of working relationships between

district and school leaders to support student learning. As one WSLA instructor explained,

What we know from the researchist hat we ar enot going to be &
do for children if the system is not aligned. You have to have the system in a row so that

everything is focused on student learning in a district. When we talk about this in the

beginning, people kind of roll their eyes but then pretty soon they begin to see why that

matters and then they develop a common | a
profound when they get it.

Most district teams credit WSLA with providing a vehicle for system conversations and building
trust and relationships between school and district administrators. Bringing leaders from different
levels of the system together with a common focus and purpose helped district teams develop
system-wide goals and develop plans for systems alignment. By the end of Year 3, ten of the
participating districts had begun work on aligning their curriculum, assessments, or professional
development K-12.

According to individual responses on the survey, system-wide support for learning has increased

over time and coordination and communication throughout the system is improving. Generally,
people agree the leadership encourages improvement of teaching and learning, and this level of
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agreement has risen over time from 89% WSLA participants and 76% non-participants in 2009 to

93% and 95% respectively. In addition, more participants and non-participants agree in 2010 that

improving instruction is part of existing district improvement strategies at every level (69% in 2009

and 88% in 2010 for WSLA participants and 75% in 2009 to 90% in 2010 for non-participants).
More people also agree in 2010 that the school board, administration, and employee
representatives share a goal of helping all students achieve (moving from 67% to 86% for WSLA
participants and from 68% to 95% for non-participants). More WSLA participants (30% in 2009
and 66% in 2010) and non-participants (35% in 2009 and 70% in 2010) agree that effective
instructional strategies have been communicated up and down the system, and the district has a
visual model that clearly shows a system-wide support for learning (28% in 2009 and 52% in 2010
for WSLA participants and 18% in 2009 to 70% in 2010 for non-participants).

Problem of Practi@nd Theory of ActioThe Problem of Practice curricular strand is a critical
component of the WSLA program and was a central focus of regional meetings, coaching
discussions, and district team meetings at WSLA and in their districts, particularly in Year 2. By the
end of Year 2, each team had developed a Problem of Practice (goal) and a Theory of Action
(rationale and strategies), which would frame the rest of their work with WSLA. As the teams
moved into applying their Problems of Practice and Theories of Action to their district work, Year
3 saw an evolution in the Problems of Practice. Five districts refined their Problem of Practice
statements, generally moving from a narrow focus on a specific subject area (math) to a broader
focus on improving instruction throughout the district. As one administrator described it:

Our original [Problem of Practice] focus had to shift so it was useable by everyone in the
district, so that it was a true system approach that we were taking to solving a problem.
But it took a lot of time to really recognize the depth of the problem that we were working

on. One content area is much easier to wrap your brain around than all instruction.

The refined Problems of Practice in some districts also incorporated language and understandings
district teams had gained while developing instructional frameworks so that the Problem of Practice
became more aligned with the instructional work. Theories of Action also evolved, shaped by the
development of core values for the district, a shift to a system wide focus for improvement, and
influenced by work presented at WSLA regional workshops on the instructional core (Elmore).
One district team rewrote their Problem of Practice entirely, reflecting a shift in focus and purpose

as well as turnover in the team.

Defining their Problem of Practice and Theory of Action was difficult for many teams but many
administrators reflected that the process was valuable for the team in helping them to set priorities,
and create a frame of reference from which to make decisions and plan interventions. Creating a
viable, relevant,@a N d dynami ¢ Problem of Practic
owhat is the real probl em?06 andnet hen

administrator described her experience in this way:

I dgendothe Theory of Action for |
and this.o6é6 And then it dawned on
we were taking and a belief system. So it rested on the belief that we needed coherence
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across the system. So that gave us an ans
mat h and we have holdouts saying, o0l &m do
come back with, ONo our Theory ThfatAaneiamrs
not hide in your room anymore, Yyou have t
forward together, system wide, wedre al/l

As teams worked on developing their problem, and then on implementing their solutions, the

common struggle helped bring team members together into a collaborative learning group. 0The

whole Problem of Practice, the theoretical part of that, was kind of unfolding as we learned

together. Whatds occurred | SsadwigsGaore bec ome mo
working through the Problem of Practice and
one administrator explained. The need for data of all kinds to understand their Problem of Practice

generated new understandings about the reality of their work and student achievement, and in

some cases, gave new purpose to data collection and analysis in the district. In addition, in several

districts the Problem of Practice and Theory of Action led to a focus on the system as a whole, and

generated system-wide initiatives such as K-12 curriculum alignment and the creation or adoption

of a district wide instructional framework. In some districts, the process of developing a Problem

of Practice and Theory of Action was moved into the schools so that each building developed their

own Problem of Practice and Theory of Action that would address building level issues while

staying aligned with the district wide goal.

Overall findings from the individual item responses on the survey show continued progress toward

developing and sharing their Problems of Practice. Scores in most categories increased from 2009

to 2010, for participants and non-participants alike. The jumpinnon-par t i ci pant sd under
the Problem of Practice was at times dramatic. For example, 57% of WSLA non-participants in

2009 agreed that the Problem of Practice focused on improving student learning but that

percentage rose to 85% in 2010. In 2009 only 48% of non-participants agreed that their

administrative team had identified a Problem of Practice but in 2010, 90% agreed. These numbers

reflect an increasing awareness in the districts of the Problem of Practice and suggest that WSLA

participants are doing a better job of sharing their work with others in the district, at least at the

administrative levels.

Why Change?his curricular strand was designed to help district teams understand and create
urgency around gaps in student achievement. Although this strand received more concerted
attention in regional workshops in Year 2, the issue of building urgency for change remained
important for many of the participating districts into Year 3, especially as the district teams began

to look more closely at student achievement data and considered how to disseminate their WSLA

work throughout the district. OMhy @anges a bi g i ssue in our distri
0Thereds a | ot of resistance to change in ou
and to do it with conviction but also carefully so thatyoumak € s ur e youdre not al i
and that they feel the need to change, not |

interviews and focus groups, administrators noted that research presented in regional meetings and
discussions about the change process and the cycle of inquiry were helpful in validating their

proposals for change to other staff in their districts and helped them to refocus conversations about
change on the data and student learning rather than on individual teacher performance. OWedr e
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trying to point our fingers at increased stu
just need to | ook at different practices bec
about right andgtatarer ong, 6 sai d one admi

Continued examination of student data also helped build urgency. As one administrator explained,

OWe realized wedve got to raise the bar. Ki d
to learn how to instruct them better, give bett€ r resour ces, wedve got t o
urgeémt admot her district, sinking test scores
everwere,@anNd as | told everybody, everything is r
tisbef ore. Wedve been doing it this way becau

workedand the data shows us that, o6 said one adt
plans to communicate with stakeholders about changes they are considering, the work they have

done in this curricular strand to develop rationales for change and to understand the change process

comes back to the forefront.

Individual responses on the survey point to a small increase in understanding among administrators
for the need to change but mixed responses to the use of data to build urgency for change. The
most significant difference between WSLA participants and non-participants in this strand (2010
survey responses) is in answer to the question about whether colleagues are clear about the data
used to highlight the need to change, with 81% of WSLA participants agreeing that they are and
only 63% of non-participants agreeing. In addition, WSLA participants and non-participants are less
sure they have a clear understanding of what students say about their educational experience (69%
and 56% respectively), and only a little more than half of the survey respondents agreed that the
district implements a system-wide framework for using disaggregated data to inform work around
closing the achievement gap (56% and 65% respectively).
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Evaluation Question 2: To what degree can <ch
attributed to professional development provided by the Washington State Leadership
Academy?

At the end of Year 2 (2008-2009, the first year of implementation), participants attributed their

efforts to form a cohesive leadership team, to implement learning meetings, and to create a shared

focus on instruction and student achievement to the professional development provided by WSLA.

At the end of Year 3, evidence shows leadership teams have continued to develop a unified and

coherent focus for themselves, and learning meetings have been implemented to some extent in

most of the participating districts. 0 One of t he bi ggest changes wed
year across the district, including our athletic director and special programs director, is trying to

make meetings more of a | @ngoighollabb@tive@gmp or t uni ty
work has deepened conversations for most teams around instructional issues, and many teams have

moved from planning to implementation in some areas. In particular, Year 3 saw the development

of instructional frameworks in many districts, which had far reaching implications for other areas of

the system including attempts to align curriculum K-12, institutionalization of walkthroughs and

instructional rounds (learning walks), and professional development. Since a primary emphasis of

the WSLA program in Year 3 was instructional frameworks, the connection between changes in

|l eadersdé attitudes and practices can be cl ea
getting [participants] to consider and adopt an instructional framework than almost any other

el ement of the program. Wedve also spent tin
fits with coherence within the system and the support needed by district and building leaders.

Thatds been a heavy ar e aonidstudo0o cus f or each o

One of the difficulties district teams described in Year 3 was how to move their understandings
about teaching and learning out into the schools and classrooms. Adopting and implementing an
instructional framework gave several teams a structure within which to conduct classroom
walkthroughs or learning walks, to begin to develop common language around quality teaching and
learning, to practice new leadership strategies, and to focus planning and decision making to
support instruction at all levels. Of the twelve districts that adopted instructional frameworks,
eight of these districts had begun to institute them at the school and classroom level, engaging
teachers in learning walks, classroom observations, and providing professional development and

training in elements of the framework.

As a result of the focus on an instructional framework, district and building leaders noted changes

in the nature of conversations among staff, more demand for professional development by staff, and

more interest in collecting and analyzing student data to track performance and determine possible

interventions. Some building administrators reported increased teacher engagement and renewed
excitementinteaching. 0 Ther eds been a tofolir&cgififocisedt €r est am
professional devel opment . |l think that there
becoming enthusiastic | earners again, 6 said
teacher put rnidgandledrfindnkee@ings|fha®e @ndtiGited Gs.Mt helps@o Aedirect

our focus back to what wedre supposed to be
things a |ittle bit more than we used to. 6
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Contract negotiations and conversations with teaC h @ufios 1€ders also changed as a result of the

focus on learning. One administrator reported that the collaborative nature of the district team
work and the development of learning meetings included union leaders in discussions in a new way.

Ol tchange for them. Theydve had to read t hing
not just coming and sitting and | istening, ©b
peers. They just wantngotmamke soré tshgt DBOS
answer is yes.O0O An administrator from anothe

teachers association as a result of learning meetings and discussions around the instructional

framework,

ol npashte we woul d talk about this personos
assembly that wasndt scheduled correctly,
talked for a longer time, almost the whole meeting, about curriculum and assessment. So

thatds the biggest change |1 dm seeing, peo
about . ¢

Evaluation Question 3: To what extent does t
time?
To examine changes | Rertin€ e @sdl &tk fi®rdintetvibwSahdr U Cc t i 0 n a

focus groups and analyzed responses to questions from the Constructivist Tedshibign the
WSLA Teacher Survey. We gathered information about the type of instruction occurring in the
classroom and the extent to which that instruction includes active inquiry, in-depth learning, and
performance assessment, three essential components of powerful teaching and learning (see

Appendix 4 for a more detailed description of the Constructivist Tedehiig

The Cortauctivist Teackiagr consists of 12 items. Individual survey items were scored on a 5-

point Likert atype scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral/undecided, 4 = agree,

and 5 = strongly agree) . oReislieidalsevlyems consi de
positive response. Likewise, an overall factor score of 4.0 and above is a positive response. The

results presented here include only those teachers who responded to the survey in 2009 and 2010.

To determine if teachers reported differences in instruction from 2009 (baseline) to 2010 (end of

program), one ANOVA was conducted. The dependent variable was the Constructivist Teaching

factor and the independent variable was the year.

The overall result was not statistically significant suggesting that there has been little change in
teacher practices across the initiative. The factor score essentially remained the same, with a score
of 3.84 in 2009 and 3.82 in 2010, suggesting that the elements of active inquiry, in-depth learning,
and performance assessment are not yet widely present in participating WSLA schools. While
results are unchanged, it is notable that some individual districts demonstrated change and
individual survey items demonstrate some variation as shown in Table 1.
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Table 1
Constructivist Teaching
Question % Agreed or Strongly
Agreed
2009 2010
Students are engaged in activities to develop 91% 87%
understanding.
Clear expectations define what students should know ang 86% 86%
be able to do.
Student work shows evidence of understanding, not just 83% 83%
recall.
Students are engaged in active participation, exploration, 81% 72%
and research.
Assessment tasks allow students to exhibit high@rder 78% 72%
thinking.
Students are presented with a challenging cticulum 77% 68%
designed to develop depth of understanding.
Students produce quality work products. 72% 69%
Students apply knowledge in real world contexts. 71% 68%
Teachers and students set learning goals and monitor 76% 72%
progress.
The learning facus is competence, not coverage. 64% 62%
Teachers utilize the diverse experiences of students to 64% 64%
build effective learning experiences.
Students present to real audiences. 54% 60%

Evidence about teacher s Gsistéthnanfoge@idriccorn st r uct i on
across districts although changes do appear to be happening to some extent, in spite of the

unchanged scores on the Constructivist TedshgIn most of the participating districts, each of

the school buildings was at a different place in relation to the Problem of Practice and their efforts

to move toward improving instruction. Building leadership affected changes in instructional

practice and differing levels of building administrator buy-in to the WSLA work and the district

Problem of Practice and goals were evident in most districts. We saw more changes in instruction

in those districts that had adopted a district-wide instructional framework (twelve districts),

instituted classroom walkthroughs and observations by both administrators and teachers (seven

districts), and had begun to align resources and professional development to the instructional

framework. This was also evident from the survey results, when looking at results by district.

By far the most frequent and wide-ranging change reported by teachers and administrators alike

was that conversations among teachers and between teachers and administrators became more

focused on teaching and |l earning. As one par
teachers having are about how do we authentically engage our students and talk about pair-share

and less worksheets and more group work and technologies being brought more into the

classroom. We have a | 0n gThew@nyersatiodsha@ 0 but wedr
included deeper discussions about data, lesson objectives, and sharing instructional strategies.
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Some administrators reported changes in teacher attitudes brought about by increased

conversations and opportunities to collaborate with their peers in Professional Learning
Communities (PLCs) (five districts had instituted PLCs district-wide in Year 3) or other such
groups. Teachers were more transparent and willing to talk about areas where they felt challenged.
O0We had peop hoéadreverseeMdich obhdit tbadh, Brihafh ngver Mid that
experience of going into a classroom when there are students there, and seeing how that works. So
t hat was a pretty big cultural shift
changes in instructional practice noted by administrators and teachers themselves as a result of a
renewed focus on learning and, where applicable, adoption of a district-wide instructional
framework, included:

9 teachers being more intentional about looking at data and using it to plan interventions
I dearer and more focused learning objectives and learning targets that are communicated to
students

1 increased efforts to engage students in learning through changes in room set-up, lesson
content, and in some cases release of responsibility in the classroom to students

1 increased efforts and willingness to analyze teaching moves

Y more attention to questioning techniques and probing students for evidence of their
thinking processes

1 development of a common language around teaching and learning (especially if an
instructional framework has been adopted)

9 increased collaboration and more structured PLCs focused on teaching and learning

I use of new strategies such as student pair shares and student-led discussions

Several administrators in different districts offered examples of veteran, very traditional teachers

who were starting to make shifts, like this one:

I have a teacher who is very traditional, has been teaching for a long time, and has been
very skeptical about our work. Normally when I walk into her classroom I see a very
traditional be hp&h&'es afid fthe kil Alléhake €his ple hf@a}ﬁar@i on their
desk that they work through. And all of a sudden, the entire time I was in there she was
doing a lesson but not up in front of the class. She was engaging the kids in it. She was
having them use the Smart Board, she did a lot of pair-shares, and it was effective. As they
worked in groups they were truly talking about what she asked them to talk about. She was
going around asking questions to those groups that got stuck and she got them back on
topi c. So thatds a real begtivdsai ng
noticeable because it was such a shift from a pile of worksheets.

As teachers begin to renew their focus on instruction, many said they started to see increased need

for professional development and wanted more individual feedback from administrators after

learning walks through their classrooms.
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Evaluation Question 4: To whegiicte cachangesin eacher sd i nstructiona
attributed to professional development provided by the Washington State Leadership

Academy?

The |

nk bet ween

WSLA and changes in teacher

many districts, particularly those where an instructional framework had not been adopted or had

not yet been rolled out at the school and classroom level, teachers were only vaguely aware that

their administrators were involved in WSLA and for what purpose. In those districts where
teachers were more aware o0f hdplmeryjatenueafdd mi ni st r a

WSLAOGS

taef o cehcetr sobn

I NS ted ttb€ through the @dreasePfécditstafi c € s s e e

meetings on issues of teaching and learning rather than housekeeping, the increased exposure and

accountability teachers felt when administrators began conducting learning walks in classrooms, and

the support and structure provided to teachers by the adoption of an instructional framework that

helped them to examine their own practice and provided definitions and structures for making
changes. Il n addi
on a district-wide Problem of Practice and Theory of Action and subsequent action related to those

t

ion, although perhaps not d

elements often had an impact on teachers as K-12 curriculum alignment and assessment committees

were formed, and teachers began to become involved in helping to move the district toward its

goals.

Evaluation Question 5o what extent is implementation correlated with teacher and
student outcomes?

Many interviewees believe WSLA activities will have a positive influence on student achievement

but agree that it will take several years to see the change. This section presents quantitative WASL

data; however, we are unable to draw conclusions about student achievement outcomes because

data from the current year (2009-2010) is not available due to changes in the statewide test and

delays in reporting the results. Although we cannot provide the comparison analysis of

standardized test scores, we provide here data from the first year of participation in WSLA as a

basis for future comparisons.

WASL data from participating districts in the Washington School Leadership Academy were
obtained from public data files on the OSPI website for the 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008,
and 2008-2009 school years. The WSLA averages in elementary school mathematics and reading

were obtained by taking the mean of district scores at 3" 4" and 5" grade levels in each of the

three school years. Similarly, middle school averages were obtained by averaging 6" 7" and, 8"

grade district scores, and high school averages were obtained by using the 10" grade results. WASL

scores in writing were obtained by finding the mean of participating districts at the 4" 7" and 10"

grade levels. Science scores were also obtained in a similar fashion by calculating the mean of 5"
8" and 10" grade levels.

In general, participating WSLA districts averages were lower than state averages in all four areas.

There was no particular pattern of improvement in the first year. In some areas, the gap between

the WSLA districts and the state has decreased, and in other areas it has increased or remained the

same. Figures 7 through 10 show achievement results.
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Evaluation Question 6: To what extent are the changes sustainable?

At WSLAD s s te@lbf@etV éelébr@tion in June 2010, all of the Cohort One ESDs and school
districts presented their plans for continuing the work they had begun in the WSLA program.

These presentations, as well as interviews and focus groups with WSLA district teams, highlighted

el ements of the WSLA program that part.
two-year experience with WSLA. Districts that have worked to embed their Problem of Practice

and Theory of Action into their district and school improvement plans as well as those that have

adopted and begun to implement a district-wide instructional framework seem to feel the most

confident that the work they have begun will continue. Collaboration time and coaching are

elements that have been very important to most teams, and several teams will try to find continuing
funding to support these elements on their own.

Administrative turnover is always a concern to ongoing programs, and Superintendent sponsorship
of the work is crucial for sustainability of a program or initiative. Several participating districts will
be changing Superintendents, and while some districts feel this will mean the end of the focus on
WSLA elements, other districts have purposely hired someone who will support and sponsor the
plans and practices they have developed such as collaboration, distributed leadership, focus on

|l earning, and a system wide Theory of Act

Problem of Practice, Theory of Action, and instructional framework also helps to sustain the work
some districts have begun by embedding itintot € @ cwhrkin clasooms and supporting the

common focus on instruction.
Ultimately, as all of these examples show, the more that districts are able to incorporate and embed

their WSLA work into their district, school, and classroom systems, the greater confidence they

have that the Changes they have made will be sustained and sustainable.
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TWODISTRICT PROFILES

The following profiles offer brief snapshots of two different ttamsO eXxXperience over t h
in the WSLA program. These examples highlight the kinds of challenges that different teams faced

based on their particular context and their readiness to benefit from the WSLA program. Each

profile also describes the ways these teams addressed their particular challenges and integrated what

they learned from WSLA into their own work and their work with colleagues in their district.

District A

District A is a small, rural district located in eastern Washington. The total student population in
the district is approximately 1,500 students who are served by one elementary school, one middle
school, and one high school. Forty-four percent of students in the district qualify for Free and
Reduced Lunch, and approximately 36% are students of color. Standardized test scores for the
district are relatively high in reading and writing but are substantially lower in math and science.
District team members report their community is tightly-knit and there is strong parental support
for the schools. Before joining WSLA, District A had already been involved with several school
improvement initiatives and programs, including adopting a Continuous Improvement Model, the
development of K-12 content teams, and Professional Learning Communities, and forming
professional development partnerships with the Math Leadership Alliance, the LASER Consortium
and others. Some staff had received training on the STAR Classroom Observation Protocol as a way
of addressing instructional practice, but this was not a system-wide initiative.

When the opportunity to participate in WSLA was presented through the regional ESD, the
Superintendent and building administrators felt this would provide them with a way to learn and
then replicate what was being done in high achieving districts in the state. Also important to the
team was that WSLA provided specific leadership training through a model that could be sustained.

0There is very little st adiddshipfaglifyeulockprment or t
any effective school research youdoll see tha
think this is the first thing that |1 dve seen
can be sustained rather than a hit or miss, one-t i me only shot, 6 said a Dis

Because they are a small district, District A was able to involve most of their district and building
administrators on their WSLA team, which helped them to create a unified and coherent message
across the system as they moved through the first year of work in WSLA. The core WSLA team
included the district superintendent, a central office program director, the three building

principals, and one assistant principal.

After some debate and useful feedback from WSLA instructors during Year 2, District A settled on

a Problem of Practice that they felt aligned with current initiatives in the district and focused on a
particular problem ar ea thieerystuddn@deémonitrglee Nt i f i ed.
performance at 0 Althodgbnatywas a rofe ebifid c@nferl ared foaus ma t h ?

and did not address other areas of the system, the team felt that focusing on this particular problem

would highlight an area in urgent need of attention and at the same time help them create a

replicable model for further systemic improvement.
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The team was faced with two major challenges from the beginning. One was that the district had
been a ritfra Iﬁle(ﬂivély loglgitirSe tvith moderate to high standardized test scores.
They had received national recognition and felt they had a strong tradition of good schools, and this

situation led to an attitude of complacency and a lack of urgency to make changes. As one District

A administrator said, o0Our district has been
reach great wunless there was urgency around
undergoing a demographic change with rising rates of poverty, and an increase in their Hispanic

population with a corresponding increase in their ELL population, but these changes were not

driving up the urgency.

A second major challenge for the WSLA team in District A was that the teaching staff felt frustrated

and overwhelmed by all of the initiatives the district had taken on. One benefit provided by

WSLAGsSs team approach was that the administra
coherent vision around their Problem of Practice, which helped to lessen the feeling that the

di strict was engaged in a scattershot approa
t hat wedre going to focus ,amdtWwedr éhnotg §obima
change on you. 06Sos aihda todnse baedemnmi npioswterraftuolr,. Ano
was less random acts of improvement and a more strategic approach to using data, looking at

whether i1itds a classroom issue, grade | evel
respond to it so we can connect situations and actions and consequences versus something good

happcningand not knowing why it happened. 6

To build urgency and to better understand the nature and reality of their Problem of Practice

during Year 2 in WSLA, the District A team decided to take a hard look at their student data. They

administered the Measurement of Academic Progress (MAP) three times per year, each building

devel oped data walls that tracked ewvery stud
progress monitoring systems were put into place, and progress was charted publicly by grade level.

0olt became very clear the type of students t
administrator. Data walls helped school staff facilitate changes in school schedule to provide

interventions during the school day, and data were shared regularly with the school board and at

parent—teacher conference.

In Year 3, the District A team expanded their focus to instruction and reinvigorated their

commitment to the STAR Protocol, adopting it as their framework for helping administrators and

teachers ali ke understand what good instruct
math achievement, we needed to know what good instruction 10 O ked | i ke dnen the cl a
administrator noted. Administrators worked with a STAR Protocol trainer before the school year

started to plan for rolling out the framework to schools. They selected two STAR facilitators for

each school building who were trained by the WSLA coach, and the schools conducted five training

sessions before Christmas of that year. Administrators participated in these sessions along with

teachers, conducting learning walks, which led to more focused conversations with teachers about

their instructional practice. In addition to direct work on classroom instruction through the STAR

Protocol, administrative and staff meetings were also changing, becoming more focused on

teaching and learning with lesson plans and learning objectives. This resulted in a greater
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coordination of professional development across the district including the growth of common
language around instruction. Administrators were also starting to see small changes in teacher
practice.

With our math instructors, they were pretty traditional and it was nice to see this spring

the 8" grade teacher came to me, and we started talking about classroom management and

arrangement, and she wanted to put them in groups but she was scared about doing that.

Two weeks later [ went through and noticed that all the tables had four kids facing each

ot her and partner sharingl tsdrsf@scheld her ho
think the kids are enjoyi nweetkidghold So | f el

As the District A team moves out of its two-year participation in WSLA, plans for sustaining the
work they started are in place. The district plans to identify six new STAR Protocol facilitators
from the three buildings who will be trained first by the WSLA coach (hired back on contract by
the district) and then by the facilitators already in place. One administrator estimates that two-
thirds of the District A teaching staff have participated in learning walks. District committees have
also created district-wide K-12 power standards in reading, math, social studies, and writing that
are in the process of being refined and they have begun the process of creating common assessments
in reading and writing based on those power standards.

Di st r i CdiceilAVWBISA ill@tt{ @nfic bf the costs and benefits to participating in WSLA
as a small district. Because they are small, they can include most of their administrators in the
experience which helps to build a unified vision across the district but also means that most of the
administrators are out of the district for regional meetings, something that concerns every
administrator. Smaller districts often do not have the resources to support the adoption of
programs or pay for professional development, which forces administrators to be creative and
focused in their allocations. District A used an instructional framework that had already been
introduced to some of their staff and leveraged their WSLA coach to train facilitators from inside
the district who could then train others. They also created their own training videos about
instruction using District A teaching staff.

District A WSLA team members report that they experienced measurable growth in their own
individual leadership, in their ability to work as a coherent team and they see growth in data use
and slight improvement in instruction in their teaching staffs. Reflecting on their experience over
the two years, District A team members believe it was the combination of the school improvement
efforts already in place (the Continuous Improvement Model and PLCs), the WSLA work (building
a cohesive team, developing a Problem of Practice as a focus for their efforts) and the instructional
framework (STAR Protocol) which has resulted in changes in the district over the last two years. As

one District A administrator put i1it, o0l dond
if we didndt already have the work wedve alr
very specific, one Problem of Practice to be intentional about. But WSLA would not have

resonatedonitsownwithouttyingtogeth er the instructional framewo
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District B

District B is a large urban district located in western Washington. The total student population is

approximately 30,000 students who are served by fifty-seven schools, including alternative and

other special programs. A little over half of the students in District B qualify for Free and Reduced

Lunch, and 51% are students of color. SimilartoDI St r i ct A, -widé sentladdidedc t Bds d
test scores are moderately high in reading and writing but are substantially lower in math and

science. Overall student achievement lags behind the state average, as does the on-time graduation

rate. There is also a significant racial achievement gap that has increased over the last ten years. The

primary challenges the district faced when it joined WSLA in Year 2 were a 5-year legacy of

turnover at the district and Superintendent levels, which resulted in general confusion, lack of a

clear district focus, and lack of a systemic district-wide communication process.

Because of the size of the district and the team, the District B WSLA team met on its own rather

than in a regional group with other district teams. WSLA also provided an additional coach (two in

total) to work with District B. Like the other Cohort One teams, District B struggled in Year 2 to

identify a Problem of Practice that would help focus and clarify their work. Identifying one

problem to work on to make systemic changes was a challenge and communicating that problem

was also difficult with 100 building administrators and additional central office staff. 0 Wh at we
learned in our first year was that we did have a lot of opinions and sometimes in large organizations,

if there are 100 ademensissatgreatoourts ,i ni tad smeda nfifnigc
a District B administrator. Part of the difficulty with forming the Problem of Practice was that there

was no clarity about how much authority the WSLA team would have to suggest or make changes,

and it was unclear whether the central office was actually sponsoring the work of the team. In

addition, because the WSLA program could not accommodate all 100 administrators (nor would

that necessarily be desirable if it was possible), the District B team had to determine whether they

in fact had the right people on the team to achieve their goals. In Year 2, since their goals were

unclear, determining whether they had the right team in place was problematic.

To assist the District B team in developing a focus and Problem of Practice for their WSLA work,
WSLA coaches interviewed all of the WSLA team members individually and developed a list of four
universal needs that leaders in the district seemed to have with regard to improving instruction.
Building leaders needed a clear focus and understanding about the academic structure, coordinated

and articulated curriculum materials across the district, targeted and embedded professional

developme nt f or | eaders, and a systemic communic
it just felt | ike things were being picked o
made so that people couldseehO0 Wt h at al | { Biadininistra@rg-@ldintlewith 6 a Di s

these needs identified, the District B team hosted a series of dinner meetings with building

administrators to talk with them about developing a Problem of Practice. Remarking on this

process, one adk@iingitd wstdh thisAutfold 4nd se§ B orlting in thel t W

same direction. o I n spite of the frustratio
important outcomes at the end of their first year in WSLA. Central office and building

administrators K-12 came together to focus on standards-based instruction (SBI), the WSLA team

identified an instructional framework 3t he Cent er for Educational L e
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Teaching and Learning - to pursue, and the district supported a summer institute trainer-of-trainers
model to roll out standards-based instruction to the schools.

The end of Year 2 in District B a new Deputy Superintendent and new Assistant Superintendents
were hired. The new Deputy Superintendent was put in charge of the WSLA team and saw a
chance to use the WSLA experience as a vehicle to plan professional development around

standardssb ased i nstruction. As she put it, oOur g
standards-based instruction to our principals and have good alignment. WSLA was a good vehicle

to get principal |l eaders in the room to desi
purpose and clearer vision for WSLA work in District B, the Deputy Superintendent also realized

thatthe WSLAteam di d not i nclude the oOright player s
districcandb e abl e t o work on alignment issues. 0 W
central office administration. We [wanted] a critical mass of principal representatives, from the
principal sd association | eader, the principa
from each one of the | evels. So we kind of ¢
representative group intheroomt 0 t al kK about where we want to ¢

administrator.

The District B WSLA team moved into Year 3 with two major goals: to develop a district wide

coherent and focused Problem of Practice for implementing powerful learning and teaching in

every classroom and to plan and execute meetings as models of effective instructional practices.

The newly reconstituted WSLA team reported that they had more energy and focus and felt that

they had devel oped some mo meudiSBllafdbegardtdVe had fr
implement that. We had some really good conversations with each other which was hard in a large

di strict. It was great to see that happen, 6
now focused on systems alignment around standards-based instruction. The district has invested in

two workshops for principals on the Five Dimensions instructional framework led by WSLA

instructors, brought in outside consultants to work with principals on effective instruction and

student engagement, and the WSLA team developed study groups that looked at current literature

about instruction and | eadership. OPracticin
in the second year, 0 said another administra

A major push in Year 3 has also been to collect data from every school in the district so that

administrators and the WSLA team could see the extent to which powerful teaching and learning is

present within the district. The district supported both an internal district scan focused on levels of

student engagement across the district and an external School and Classroom Practices Study,

conducted by The BERC Group, that scored schools against a rubric aligned with the Nine

Characteristics of High Performing Schools. These efforts led to a better understanding of the big

picture of instructional efforts across the district, and WSLA team members were able to work

with WSLA coaches to sift through the data and develop plans. As one District B WSLA team

me mber P U tfitted frbm the @aW@& wh&reBvficBuld sit and problem solve and talk

about what wedre going to do with the dat
district come and help make sense yof all

a n
t he
valuable contribution to our own ongoing thi
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Because they found the coaching and support from WSLA to be important in helping them move

toward their goals, District B has contracted for a third year with WSLA which they will fund
themselves. As one administrator explained,
need to move a |ittle and st apiswri@Bplantté ack, 6 SO
continue its focus on learning in Year 4, including continued training in SBI and the Five

Dimensions instructional framework. In addition the WSLA team will be working with a district
team focused on School Improvement Grants (SIG) so that work is aligned with their Problem of
Practice and the WSLA team will be looking at ways to redesign and redefine the roles and
responsibilities for central office leadership support to support teaching and learning. One element
of this plan will be to release principals one day per week to work at the central office to involve
them more in the decision-making processes at the district level.

The differences between Districts A and B are related in some part to their size. While each district

team may have faced issues of team membership, communication, and authority to make decisions,

the size factor influenced the length of time it took to resolve these issues. Because of its size,

District BOs WSLA team did naedthswasecessarily n
problematic for the team as they worked to build themselves into a PLC. Although they all had

hope and felt energized by the reconstitution of the team and the reassurance of central office

support, many building administrators were still wary and unsure about their authority to make

decisions or recommend actions and uncertain about whether such recommendations would be

taken into account. An additional drawback for the team, also related to size, was that the team met

on its own rather than joining other district teams for regional meetings. District B team members

did not feel that meeting with other districts would necessarily have been beneficial because they

were the only large urban district in Cohort One and thus would not have much in common to

share with any of the other districts. However, what this also meant was that quarterly meetings

could be sidetracked by district crises, since all of the major players might be in the room. Team

members cited several incidences where the a
district crisis. WSLA instructors and coaches adapted to these situations but this may have

contributed to the lack of focus WSLA team members struggled with.
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SUMMARXNDRECOMMENDATIONS

Overall evaluation findings confirm that the Washington State Leadership Academy has developed a
successful program that has had an impact on leadership in support of teaching and learning in
participating districts across the state. WSLA instructors have been conscientious about modifying
their program to fit the needs of participants and their own understanding of what to emphasize and
support as districts have moved through the WSLA curriculum and process. Analyses of evaluations
from workshops and statewide conferences indicate participants are satisfied with seminars and
presenters, and qualitative data show deepening understandings about effective leadership for
effective instruction.

As a result of their two years in the WSLA program, most participating districts have developed a
Problem of Practice and put in place measures to address this Problem. Strategies used by district
teams have ranged in complexity from encouraging focused conversations about teaching and
learning and the development of learning meetings, to the adoption and implementation of
instructional frameworks and a process of ongoing administrative and teacher walkthroughs in
classrooms to determine the level of powerful teaching and learning present in the district.
Although evidence about changes in teacher practice is uneven and data about student achievement
isasyetwnavail able, it is clear that participatio
practices in many districts, particularly in those whose leaders clearly sponsored the work and
whose administrative teams were willing to become learners themselves in the process. District
team collaboration and the opportunity to plan as a team has built coherence and understanding
across administrative levels in many districts and led to a more unified, systemic approach to change
in individual districts. Collaborative work encouraged by WSLA has been a powerful source of

learning and support for many administrators.

There is still a long way to go for all of the participating districts to align their systems to support
teaching and learning and student achievement. WSLA has given them a framework and tools to
use. Whether the teams can maintain their focus in the face of mounting budget deficits and the
inevitable personnel changes remains to be seen. The program has been refunded by the
Washington state legislature for another year and plans are being finalized to bring on a third cohort
of school districts in the fall of 2010 to begin the two-year process. Having followed the first cohort
through the program, we offer these recommendations for possible action in the areas of program

design and sustainability.

Program Design

Differentiation at regional meetingbhe constructivist nature of the WSLA program design

and the focus on developing a site-specific Problem of Practice to frame di striwsta t eams
work, helped to create and maintain relevance for teams throughout their two-year participation.

As teams grew in their ability to collaborate and their ability to analyze and use data as a foundation

for their district improvement work, they took more ownership over their work and began to

move in different directions. This created some difficulties for teams and instructors around the

quarterly regional meetings, with teams wanting even more differentiation in the schedule to

accommodate their varying needs for information gathering, team time, cross-district discussions,
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and learning from instructors. This issue grew particularly acute at the end of the second year of

implementation.

To address this situation and to take advantage of the experience of district teams, WSLA leaders
may consider slowly releasing control of the workshops in the second year by having different
districts present the content or parts of the content. Gradual release of responsibility models
distributed leadership, builds additional ownership for district teams, and provides a safe place for
district teams to practice skills or presentations before working with their staffs. WSLA instructors
may also consider including district personnel in planning sessions before each workshop and giving
them input in setting the agenda. WSLA leaders may also consider having districts host a regional
workshop and using that experience as a case study for the other districts around which content

could be built.

Consistent Structut@ver the course of the first two years, WSLA instructors and participants
have come to understand that certain structures set up by the WSLA program are crucial for
shaping thinking around change and then for implementing changes that lead to improved student
achievement. These structures are also important in developing systems that will sustain changes

after the teamé&nddwo years with WSLA

Homework kept teams working together and accountable between regional meetings but in
particular, the requirement to develop a specific Problem of Practice and Theory of Action
was crucial since it provided a framework for the team for its entire tenure in the program. While
it may have taken teams time, the process of developing these two structures was as important as
the outcome. Teams were forced to work together, look at data, and face their own realities,
attitudes, and contextual barriers. Because this was to be a district-wide Problem, the teams also
had to broaden their thinking and adopt a systems approach, which was new to many of them.
Critical feedback from instructors also encouraged teams to be learners rather than experts, and to
grapple with tough questions. By the end of Year 3, every team had crafted for itself a Problem of
Practice of some kind although not all had a Theory of Action.

Another crucial element of the WSLA program was the recommendation that districts adopt an
instructional framework to help them define effective instruction and stay focused on how to
support such instruction. Although this was more of a recommendation than a firm expectation in
the first year, WSLA instructors realized that they needed to place more emphasis on this structure
in the second year and chose one framework to model. As with the Problem of Practice, adopting
an instructional framework forced teams to look at the quality of instruction throughout their
district and it also gave them a structure and a focus for moving into schools and classrooms with
professional development, learning walks, and professional learning communities. Twelve districts
had adopted an instructional framework by the end of Year 3 of the program.

WSLA instructors also encouraged district teams to develop a cOmmunications planto
disseminate what they were learning and plans they were making throughout the district. This
element of the WSLA program, when implemented, held the district teams accountable for the
changes they were making and helped to disseminate the ideas and work so that changes could

move into schools and classrooms and did not remain only at the administrative level. Developing a

35 THE BERC GROUP



T s

B T T

communications plan also encouraged teams to reach out beyond their immediate WSLA team to
other stakeholders and involve them in the process. As important as this structure was, several
teams did not have a communications plan in place by the end of Year 3.

A final important structure that was only developed in the second year of implementation was the
delineation of expected outcomes in the WSLA Expected Outcomes, Leadership Actions
and Behaviors, and Coachimp Support by Stranchnd the WSLA Year Two Outcomes
and Rubrics 2009.0documents. These documents gave participants benchmarks against which
to measure their progress through WSLA, something many of them had asked for by the end of the
first year of implementation. WSLA instructors at the end of Year 3 used the rubric as a self-
assessment tool for coaches and district teams to chart their progress, again something many teams
and coaches found to be helpful in identifying areas of strength and gaps in their progress. Moving
forward, WSLA instructors should consider using these documents regularly, starting early in the
process, as a tool for team self-evaluation and reflection on progress.

Each of these four elements helped to structure the work of district teams and required them to
rethink many unstated or underlying assumptions and beliefs about change. These elements should
be considered foundational and required elements of the WSLA program. WSLA instructors and
coaches should emphasize all of these elements more directly and consistently throughout the two
years and homework assignments should be built around them, as they already are for the Problems
of Practice/ Theory of Action element.

Length of Prograntducational research suggests that it takes at least two to three years for
specific innovations to take hold in a district or school and at least three to five years for
institutional reforms to become embedded.’ Many WSLA participants, when asked to recommend
changes, mentioned adding a year to the WSLA program. A third year to focus specifically on
implementation at the school and classroom levels would, many participants felt, help them to truly
embed the changes they were making into the daily routines and structures of their district,

schools, and classrooms. Although a few districts felt that the two year time frame for the program
was long enough, many districts were poised, by the end of their second year in WSLA, to move
into schools and classrooms but were somewhat unsure about how to do this. They wanted a third
year of leadership support as they rolled out their instructional framework and involved teachers in

the process.

It may be that WSLA could offer an optional third year of implementation support to participating
districts, although perhaps in a more limited format. Rather than using the program as it is now,
perhaps the third year might consist only of certain elements of the program as determined by an
implementation plan that would be developed by a district as part of a proposal for the third year.
WSLA support might only consist of coaching or a team may decide to continue to attend regional
workshops for another year or to send additional people to the workshops. Precedent has already
been set for creating an optional third year by a Cohort One district that has elected to continue
with WSLA for a third year at their own expense.

'See Fullan, M. Sept/ Oct Em8nd LibratAX:spmpti ons About Cha
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Sustainability

It appears that the WSLA program will continue to be funded by the Washington state legislature,
at least for the coming year, although private funding from the Gates Foundation will not be
renewed. Plans are in place to add a third cohort of school districts starting in the fall of 2010
including ESD 101 (Spokane), ESD 123 (Pasco), ESD 114 (Bremerton) and Renton, and to
continue working with Tacoma (Cohort One), ESD 112 (Vancouver), and ESD 105 (Yakima) from
Cohort Two. In addition, WSLA plans to apply for an evaluation grant from the federal
government in partnership with UW and WSU and has been i ncluded
to the Top proposal to the Department of Education to assist with the development of a new
teacher evaluation system. The program has also weathered its first major change in personnel with
the retirement of its founding director, Dale Kinsley, who will be succeeded by Carol Whitehead,
WSLA coach and instructor.

A remaining question for WSLA is how the program will continue to scale up its work as new
districts bring new complexities and require increased capacity of instructors and coaches as they
expand support to new districts. Additionally, how will WSLA embed itself in the state education
system such that their contributions to leadership development in Washington can be more
systematized and expanded?

One answer to these questions can be found in the relationship WSLA has begun to build with
ESDs who have supported and participated in the WSLA program. At the end of Year 3, WSLA
staff was working with each of the ESDs in Cohort One to come up with proposals for how they
might provide some ongoing level of support for WSLA districts after the WSLA program ended.
Preliminary ideas for this support include offering periodic regional meetings or follow-up
workshops or looking for funding to support continued coaching at some level. As of the end of
Year 3, two ESDs have moved beyond discussions into commitments to their districts around
providing support for ongoing leadership development. ESD 189 will continue to host regional
meetings for WSLA districts and others within their region, to try to disseminate the learning and
provide district teams with time to plan and collaborate. ESD 113 has worked as its own leadership
team in Cohort One and has developed and is now piloting a Data Dashboard and a process to
identify struggling districts and offer them appropriate help. If WSLA can expand these
relationships with ESDs into something consistent and ongoing, it will be in a position to embed
itself into already existing systemic structures, giving its work a more sustained and long-term
effect on district and school leadership for teaching and learning throughout the state.

37 THE BERC GROUP

n

Wa s h



APPENDIXdAPARTICIPATING ESDs AND SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Participating Educational Service Districts and School Districts

Educational Service Districts School Districts

ESD 113%* Aberdeen School District
Elma School District
Napavine School District
Toledo School District
Lake Quinault School District
White Pass School District
ESD 121 Tacoma School District
ESD 171 Bridgeport School District (withdrew Y3)
Cashmere School District
Lake Chelan School District
Soap Lake School District
Warden School District
Wilson Creek School District (withdrew Y3)
ESD 189 Granite Falls School District
Meridian School District
Mount Baker School District
Lakewood School District
Sultan School District

*ESD 113 also participated in the WSLA program as an ESD level team.
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APPENDIX@CURRICULUM STRANDS AND CRITICAL CONTENT

Curriculum Stands and Critical Content

Why Change

A Examine international, U.S., Washington State, and local data, disaggregated by key
student demographics that present the disparities in student achievement across our
nation, state, and local system:s.

A Examine beliefs and expectations regarding the goal of achieving high levels of learning
for all students, with an emphasis on social justice that responds to the call for high
achievement for all children.

A Understand changes in our world that shape what skills and knowledge students need
in order to be successful.

A Hear what students currently say about their educational experiences in our
Washington State school districts.

Focus on Learning

A Understand how people learn.

A Understand high quality teaching and learning, including specific aspects of student
engagement and learning assessment.

A Understand current instructional frameworks.

A Understand how to lead the implementation of high quality tcaching and lcarning.

Problems of Practiceand Theory of Action

A  Frame a system problem around improving teaching and learning.

A Work from data to understand teaching and learning issues more deeply in the local
context.

>\

Develop strategies for how to work on the identified teaching and learning issue, and a
clear rational for why those strategies are likely to work (theory of action).
A Evaluate progress over time, and refine the work, using evidence.

A Make the work on problems of practice public.

Lead Coherent SysteriVide Support for Learning

A Develop a systems approach to working on the improvement of teaching and learning.

A Align curriculum, assessment, professional development, and resources in service of
improvement of teaching and learning.

A Develop reciprocal accountability between school and district leadership for improving

student learning.

Critically examine cases of system-wide instructional improvement efforts.

consider |l eadersd roles in i mproy

> >

Build Clear and Collaborative Relationships

A Develop individual team and inter-team collaborative relationships that support
leadership for improving teaching and learning.

A Develop clear understanding of s
regard to the work of improving
0l ooseo) .

A Give information, get information, and put it into action, with a focus on learning
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improvement results.

Understand and practice attributes of highly effective teams.

Embed collaboration in routine practices of the schools and districts with a focus on
learning.

Time for collaboration is built into the calendar.

Focus on key questions.

Products of collaboration are made explicit.

Team norms guide collaboration.

Teams pursue specific and measureable performance goals.

Teams have access to relevant information.

Enhance Personal Leadership Skills

> >> > P>

> >

Periodic reflection on personal leadership attributes that each participant brings to the
work of improving teaching and learning.

Listening.

Empowering.

Coaching.

Recognition.

Focus on ways to distribute leadership in the service of improving teaching and
learning.

Develop and sustain the will to lead the work of improving teaching and learning.

Develop awareness of personal leadership strengths and limitations.
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APPENDIX3WSLA SURVEY RESULTS

41 THE BERC GROUP



Tablel.
Build Clear and Collaborative Relationships

Question % Agreed or Strongly Agreed
WSLA Part. District/Build Coaches Teachers
Admin.
2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 [ 2010 2009 | 2010
It is important to me to work collaboratively 99% 100% 97% 90% * sk
with my administrative colleagues
| am clear about my roles and responsibilities 92% 91% 79% 85% * ok
related to improving teaching and learning
District administrators work collaboratively 89% 97% 55% 85% 67% 88% 73% 72%
The focus of administrative collaboration time 82% 93% 67% 95% 50% 94% 62% 78%
has been improving teaching and learning
SchoolBoard, Superintendent, administrators, 76% 85% 81% 95% 50% 88% 87% 87%

and school personnel share a firm commitmenti
to improve student learning

District administrative collaboration is 80% 86% 46% 65% 67% 88% 52% 57%
characterized by open and honest dialogue
Administrators are clear about the roles and 76% 88% 60% 80% 33% 94%, 73% 81%

responsibilities they have related to improving
teaching and learning

Time for administrative collaboration is built 73% 77% 49% 60% 50% 82% sk
into the calendar

District leaders at every level are actively 71% 82% 56% 79% 50% 100% ok
involved in improving teaching and learning

There are high levels of trust among 68% 76% 19% 45% 56% 88% 42% 50%
individuals within the district administrative

team

District collaboration ti me is used effectively 64% 79% 29% 68% 33% 88% sk
Team norms guide district administrative 54% 72% 37% 80% 50% 88% *%
collaboration time

There are key questions that drive district 53% 71% 37% 70% 39% 88% *%

administrative collaboration
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Table2.
Enhancéersonal Leadership Skills

Question % Agreed or Strongly Agreed
WSLA Part. District/Build Coaches Teachers
Admin.
2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 | 2010
There are specific times that (my team)have 95% 95% 91% 95% 72% 76% sk
reflected on my own personal leadership skills
related to improving teaching and learning
| (my principal) provide(s) proper recognition 89% 86% 81% 75% 33% 82% 78% 80%
to others who help improve teaching and
learning
My (my principals) listening skills contribute 89% 95% 79% 90% 72% 94% 81% 85%
to clear canmunication and trust building
| (my principal) empower(s) others to help 88% 94% 91% 85% 61% 94% 85% 90%
improve teaching and learning
| am playing an important role in leading 81% 90% 57% 70% *k
change in my district
| (my principal) have (has) the ability to 79% 92% 89% 85% 33% 76% 77% 76%
effectively coach others to improve teaching
and learning
| have adopted and use a personal leadership| 41% 50% 48% 35% 18% 47% ok
assessment tool to guide my professional
development
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Table 3
Focus on Learning

Question % Agreed or Strongly Agreed
WSLA Part. District/Build Coaches Teachers
admin.

2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 | 2010 2009 | 2010
| understand how to help others improve 78% 92% 87% 95% *k *¥
teaching and learning
| am dear about what powerful teaching and 77% 92% 83% 85% *k *¥
learning is
Our district has made progress in 57% 94% 40% 100% 50% 94% 71% 78%
implementing our vision for powerful teaching
and learning
My colleagues (principal) understand(s) how 55% 78% 54% 58% 17% 94% 74% 82%
to help others improve teaching and learning
We have begun implementing powerful 55% 80% 47% 90% 28% 75% *k
teaching and learning in classrooms across the
district
Instructional coaching is a priority for the 50% 61% 30% 55% 56% 82% 40% 43%
district
My colleagues (principal) are (is) clear about 44% 76% 38% 45% 38% 94% 79% 80%
what powerful teaching and learning is
Administrative meetings model powerful 42% 53% 19% 70% 17% 82% *k
teaching and learning
IStaff meetings model powerfulé¢aching and 41% 47% 49% 60% 6% 53% 52% 64%
earning
Our district has a clear vision of what effective | 36% 74% 35% 75% 44% 88% 58% 65%
instruction looks like
Our district has selected an instructional 35% 80% 43% 80% 33% 94% 56% 61%
framework
Administrators share a clear understanding for] 34% 74% 37% 75% 6% 82% *ok
what powerful teaching and learning looks like
in the classroom
Our district has a written definition of 20% 51% 21% 55% 6% 75% 39% 45%
powerful teaching and learning
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Table 4
Lead CoherentSgmwide Support for Learning

Question % Agreed or Strongly Agreed
WSLA Part. District/Build Coaches Teachers
admin.
2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010
The leadership encourages continuous 89% 93% 76% 95% 72% 100% sk
improvement of teaching and learning
Improving instruction is part of existing district 69% 88% 75% 90% 44% 82% 69% 78%
improvement strategies at every level
The school board, administration, and employe¢ 67% 86% 68% 95% 50% 82% ok
representatives share a goal of helping all
students achieve
District members understand and implement 68% 79% 40% 75% 44% 88% ok
strategies to support the overall district goals
for improving instruction
There are specific school board policies that 58% 53% 49% 55% 18% 57% 34% 37%
support a focus on improving instruction
District aligns resources ( e.g. highly qualified 51% 72% 37% 45% 33% 76% 56% 52%
teachers / support staff) to improving
instruction
Efforts to improve teaching and learning are 49% 74% 36% 58% 17% 94% 57% 63%
coordinated throughout the district
Our district is working as a system 50% 75% 30% 68% 29% 82% 50% 58%
Effective instructional strategies have been 30% 66% 35% 70% 22% 71% 54% 65%
communicated up and down the system
Our district has a visual model that clearly 28% 52% 18% 70% 22% 71% 29% 35%
shows a systenwide support for learning
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Table 5
Problem of Practice

Question % Agreed or Strongly Agreed
WSLA Part. District/Build Coaches Teachers
admin.
2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010
Our problem of practice focuses ommproving 95% 98% 57% 85% 100% 100% 40% 49%
student learning
Our administrative team has identified a 93% 94% 48% 90% 89% 100% 34% 37%
problem of practice
| can point to specific data that helps define our| 92% 97% 56% 65% 89% 100% ok
problem of practice
We have emphasized rraming problems using| 88% 76% 48% 65% 83% 75% sk
data
Our team has placed an emphasis on framing tf  86% 91% 55% 73% 80% 82% ok
problems facing the district
As we work on our problem of practice, we can| 76% 75% 58% 60% 39% 76% 49% 48%
track progress over time ®ing data
We have a theory of action that includes a 68% 92% 27% 65% 50% 94% sk
rationale
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Table 6

Why Change?
Question % Agreed or Strongly Agreed
WSLA Part. District/Build Coaches Teachers
admin.
2009 2010 2009 20D 2009 2010 2009 2010
| (WSLA participants)understand why we need | 97% 100% 97% 100% 72% 88% ok
to change
| (WSLA participants)think it is important to 89% 90% 91% 80% 71% 100% sk
fundamentally change the work of our district
Members of the team are elar about the need to, 91% 94% 75% 75% 67% 94% ok
change
| am clear about data related to opportunity gap  85% 80% 83% 84% 67% 59% ok
and disproportionality
Most administrators in the district believe it is 77% 78% 78% 63% 67% 100% 38% 48%
important to fundamentally change the work
My colleagues are clear about the data used to| 77% 81% 59% 63% ok
highlight the need to change
| believe | have a clear understanding of what 66% 69% 62% 56% 11% 64% ok
students currently say about their educational
experiences
District implements a systerwide framework 46% 56% 51% 65% 11% 65% ok
for using disaggregated data to inform work in
closing the achievement gap, reducing dropout
rates and improving instruction
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APPENDIXACONSTRUCTIVIST TEACHING FACTOR

The Costructivist Teadhifig has been used by The BERC Group in an earlier educational

reform study (Fouts, 1999) and to gather bascline data for the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation

initiatives. Th e f oundati onds educat ke@Rentig r ant progr an
components of powerful teaching and learning (adapted from How People Learn: Bridging Research and
PracticHational Research Council, 1999) in a standards-based technology-enabled environment:

Active Inquiry: Students are engaged in active participation, exploration, and research;
activities draw out perceptions and develop understanding; students are encouraged to
make decisions about their learning; and teachers utilize the diverse experiences of students
to build effective learning experiences.

In-Depth Learning:The focus is competence, not coverage. Students struggle with
complex problems, explore core concepts to develop deep understanding; and apply
knowledge in real world contexts.

Performance Assessmenticar expectations define what students should know and be
able to do; students produce quality work products and present to real audiences; student
work shows evidence of understanding, not just recall; assessment tasks allow students to
exhibit higher-order thinking; and teachers and students set learning goals and monitor
progress.

Powerful Teaching and Learning is important to consider because it represents the extent to which
active inquimydepth learniag), performance assasstilefi place. The Constructivistcheng
factor was used in the Washington State Leadership Academy Teacher Survey because the factor is
aligned with the STAR Classroom Observation Protocol results and is an indicator of the type of
instruction occurring in the classroom. The results on the Constructivist TegehisiGerves as a
baseline measure for the instructional practices.
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