
 



Making Data Useable for 
Improvement  

Improving Early Literacy in Baltimore 



Our Problem 
High literacy failure rates of children 

in Kindergarten and Grade 1. 
 
 

50% to 60% of children were not meeting grade 
level expectations each year. 

 



Our Work 

One NIC 
Two Grades 
Ten Schools 

Focused on Improving Early Literacy  
Within Baltimore City Public Schools 



Aim and Driver Diagram 
Group Aim: Increase by 20 percentage points the number of students meeting 
proficiency standards on DIBELS and TRC in First grade from BOY to EOY by June 2018 
at all ten schools.   
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Learning about Data 

Constraints: 
• Oversimplified data 

oGreen, Yellow, Red 
 

• Not enough time for teachers to analyze 
o  45 minute planning period 

 
• Questions about what to do next 

oLack of teacher knowledge to accelerate learning 
 

 



Our Design Challenge 
Make data more actionable for teachers  



Attacking the Problem 





What We Did 

Grouping 
Process 

Created a 
grouping protocol 

that eliminated 
color coding 

Focused on raw 
data across 

multiple 
assessments 

Segmented the 
population into 4 
distinct student 

profiles  Developed 
Instructional 

Recommendations 
based on the 

profiles  

Used a PDSA to 
test the changes 

for the profile and 
intervention 







Data for Improvement 
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• Empower teachers to 
make decisions 
 

• Embrace data for learning, 
not accountability 

 
 

 
 
 



Instructional Implications 



Change in Student Proficiency 
School #1 
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Cecil Student Progress DIBELS Composite First Grade

EOY +18 percentage points (Exceeded Goal)
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Cecil Student Progress TRC First Grade

EOY +46 percentage points (Significantly Exceeded Goal)
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Grade  Well Below Benchmark  Below Benchmark  Benchmark
Total




Students




Grade K BOY




3 (9%) 6 (19%) 23 (72%)




MOY




3 (9%) 30 (88%)1




(3%)




EOY




3 (8%) 33 (89%)1




(3%)




32




34




37




Grade 1 BOY




12 (19%) 18 (29%) 33 (52%)




MOY




8 (12%) 14 (21%) 45 (67%)




EOY




9 (13%) 12 (17%) 49 (70%)




63




67




70




Grade 2 BOY




10 (22%) 5 (11%) 30 (67%)




MOY




9 (18%) 3 (6%) 38 (76%)




EOY




12 (23%) 7 (13%) 34 (64%)




45




50




53




Comparing Populations: DIBELS Next




Classed/Unclassed: Official Class Assigned




 View




Segment Results by: Grade




Report Level: School




Grade Divider: Off




Bar Length: Percentage




 Population




Grade: All (PK - 12)




District: Baltimore City Public Schools




School: 007-Cecil Elem School




 Time




School Year: 2015-2016




Period: All Periods




Show Students Enrolled: On Test Day




 Measure




Measure: Composite Score




Performance Measurement: Levels




Level Filter: All Levels




Student Filters:




Roxanne Forr, 007-Cecil Elem School




Reference Point: School




BOY




25 (18%) 29 (21%) 86 (61%)




MOY




18 (12%) 20 (13%) 113 (75%)




EOY




22 (14%) 22 (14%) 116 (72%)




140




151




160




007-Cecil Elem School
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Grade K BOY




4 (12%) 25 (76%) 4 (12%)




MOY




2 (6%) 11 (32%) 14 (41%) 7 (21%)




EOY




15 (41%) 9 (24%) 11 (30%)2




(5%)




33




34




37




Grade 1 BOY




17 (27%) 34 (52%) 5 (8%) 8 (13%)




MOY




11 (16%) 24 (36%) 16 (24%) 16 (24%)




EOY




6 (9%) 17 (24%) 24 (34%) 23 (33%)




64




67




70




Grade 2 BOY




12 (27%) 9 (20%) 6 (13%) 18 (40%)




MOY




15 (30%) 7 (14%) 10 (20%) 18 (36%)




EOY




14 (26%) 10 (19%) 5 (9%) 24 (46%)




45




50




53




Reference Point:




BOY




33 (23%) 43 (31%) 36 (25%) 30 (21%)




MOY




28 (19%) 42 (28%) 40 (26%) 41 (27%)




EOY




22 (14%) 42 (26%) 38 (24%) 58 (36%)




142




151




160




SchoolSchool




007-Cecil Elem School




Grade  Far Below Proficient…  Below Proficient…  Proficient  Above Proficient…  No Proficiency Level Established…
Total




Students




Comparing Populations: DIBELS Next




Classed/Unclassed: Official Class Assigned




 View




Segment Results by: Grade




Report Level: School




Grade Divider: Off




Bar Length: Percentage




 Population




Grade: All (PK - 12)




District: Baltimore City Public Schools




School: 007-Cecil Elem School




 Time




School Year: 2015-2016




Period: All Periods




Show Students Enrolled: On Test Day




 Measure




Measure: TRC Proficiency Leve...




Performance Measurement: Levels




Level Filter: All Levels




Student Filters:




Roxanne Forr, 007-Cecil Elem School














Grade K BOY4 (12%) 25 (76%) 4 (12%) MOY2 (6%) 11 (32%) 14 (41%) 7 (21%) EOY 15 (41%) 9 (24%) 11 (30%) 2(5%) 33 34 37


Grade 1


BOY


17 (27%) 34 (52%) 5 (8%) 8 (13%)


MOY


11 (16%) 24 (36%) 16 (24%) 16 (24%)


EOY


6 (9%) 17 (24%) 24 (34%) 23 (33%)


64


67


70


Grade 2


BOY


12 (27%) 9 (20%) 6 (13%) 18 (40%)


MOY


15 (30%) 7 (14%) 10 (20%) 18 (36%)


EOY


14 (26%) 10 (19%) 5 (9%) 24 (46%)


45


50


53


Reference Point: BOY33 (23%) 43 (31%) 36 (25%) 30 (21%) MOY28 (19%) 42 (28%) 40 (26%) 41 (27%) EOY22 (14%) 42 (26%) 38 (24%) 58 (36%) 142 151 160 School School 0 0 7 - C e c il Elem School Grade  F a r   B e l o w   P r o f i c i e n t …  B e l o w   P r o f i c i e n t …  P r o f i c i e n t  A b o v e   P r o f i c i e n t …  N o   P r o f i c i e n c y   L e v e l   E s t a b l i s h e d … Total Student sC o m p a r i n g   Populations:DIBELS Next Classed/Unclassed: Official Class Assigned  View S e g m e n t   R esults by: Grade R e p o r t   L e v el: School G r a d e   D i v i der: Off B a r   L e n g t h : Percentage  Population Grade: All (PK - 12) District: Baltimore City Public Schools School: 007-Cecil Elem School  Time School Year: 2015-2016 Period: All Periods Show Students Enrolled: On Test Day  Measure Measure: TRC Proficiency Leve... Performance Measurement:  L ev e l s Level Filter: All Levels S t u d e n t   F i lters: Roxanne Forr, 007-Cecil Elem  S c h o o l






Change in Student Proficiency 
School #2 
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Maree G. Farring Student Progress DIBELS Composite Kindergarten

EOY +9 percentage points 

[image: ]



Maree G. Farring Student Progress TRC Kindergarten

EOY +25 percentage points (Significantly Exceeded Goal)
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Grade K BOY




32 (39%) 15 (18%) 35 (43%)




MOY




30 (33%) 14 (15%) 47 (52%)




EOY




26 (27%) 20 (21%) 50 (52%)




82




91




96




Grade 1 BOY




44 (54%) 7 (9%) 30 (37%)




MOY




48 (54%) 15 (17%) 26 (29%)




EOY




43 (47%) 12 (13%) 37 (40%)




81




89




92




Grade 2 BOY




40 (55%) 29 (40%)4




(5%)




MOY




38 (51%) 33 (45%)3




(4%)




EOY




31 (39%) 16 (20%) 32 (41%)




73




74




79




Reference Point:




BOY




116 (49%) 26 (11%) 94 (40%)




MOY




116 (45%) 32 (13%) 106 (42%)




EOY




100 (37%) 48 (18%) 119 (45%)




236




254




267




SchoolSchool




203-Maree Garnett Farring Elem School




Grade  Well Below Benchmark  Below Benchmark  Benchmark
Total




Students




Comparing Populations: DIBELS Next




Classed/Unclassed: Official Class Assigned




 View




Segment Results by: Grade




Report Level: School




Grade Divider: Off




Bar Length: Percentage




 Population




Grade: All (PK - 12)




District: Baltimore City Public Schools




School:




203-Maree Garnett Farring Elem...




 Time




School Year: 2015-2016




Period: All Periods




Show Students Enrolled: On Test Day




 Measure




Measure: Composite Score




Performance Measurement: Levels




Level Filter: All Levels




Student Filters:




Allison Breininger, 203-Maree Garnett Farring Elem School














Grade K


BOY


32 (39%) 15 (18%) 35 (43%)


MOY


30 (33%) 14 (15%) 47 (52%)


EOY


26 (27%) 20 (21%) 50 (52%)


82


91


96


Grade 1


BOY


44 (54%) 7 (9%) 30 (37%)


MOY


48 (54%) 15 (17%) 26 (29%)


EOY


43 (47%) 12 (13%) 37 (40%)


81


89


92


Grade 2


BOY


40 (55%) 29 (40%) 4


(5%)


MOY


38 (51%) 33 (45%) 3


(4%)


EOY


31 (39%) 16 (20%) 32 (41%)


73


74


79


Reference Point: BOY116 (49%) 26 (11%) 94 (40%) MOY116 (45%) 32 (13%) 106 (42%) EOY100 (37%) 48 (18%) 119 (45%)236 254 267 School School 2 0 3 - M a ree Garnett Farring Elem School Grade  W e l l   B e l o w   B e n c h m a r k  B e l o w   B e n c h m a r k  B e n c h m a r k Total Students C o m p a r i n g   Populations:DIBELS Next Classed/Unclassed: Official Class Assigned  View S e g m e n t   R esults by: Grade R e p o r t   L e v el: School G r a d e   D i v i der: Off B a r   L e n g t h : Percentage  Population Grade: All (PK - 12) District: Baltimore City Public Schools School: 203-Maree Garnett Farring Elem...  Time School Year: 2015-2016 Period: All Periods Show Students Enrolled: On Test Day  Measure Measure: Composite Score Performance Measurement: Levels Level Filter: All Levels S t u d e n t   F i lters: Allison Breininger, 203-Maree Garnett Farring Elem Sc h o o l




image2.emf





Generated on June 30, 2016, page 1 of 1 © 2016 Amplify Education, Inc. All rights reserved.




Grade  Far Below Proficient…  Below Proficient…  Proficient  Above Proficient…  No Proficiency Level Established…
Total




Students




Grade K BOY




69 (85%) 1




(1%)




10




(12%)




2




(2%)




MOY




29 (32%) 30 (34%) 20 (22%) 11 (12%)




EOY




44 (45%) 15 (16%) 21 (22%) 16 (17%)




82




90




96




Grade 1 BOY




55 (67%) 15 (19%) 7 (9%)4




(5%)




MOY




47 (52%) 21 (24%) 16 (18%) 5 (6%)




EOY




44 (48%) 24 (26%) 14 (15%) 10 (11%)




81




89




92




Grade 2 BOY




45 (61%) 7 (10%) 14 (19%) 7 (10%)




MOY




36 (49%) 9 (12%) 18 (24%) 11 (15%)




EOY




32 (41%) 16 (20%) 27 (34%)4




(5%)




73




74




79




Comparing Populations: DIBELS Next




Classed/Unclassed: Official Class Assigned




 View




Segment Results by: Grade




Report Level: School




Grade Divider: Off




Bar Length: Percentage




 Population




Grade: All (PK - 12)




District: Baltimore City Public Schools




School:




203-Maree Garnett Farring Elem...




 Time




School Year: 2015-2016




Period: All Periods




Show Students Enrolled: On Test Day




 Measure




Measure: TRC Proficiency Leve...




Performance Measurement: Levels




Level Filter: All Levels




Student Filters:




Allison Breininger, 203-Maree Garnett Farring Elem School




Reference Point: School




BOY




169 (71%) 23 (10%) 28 (12%) 16 (7%)




MOY




112 (44%) 60 (24%) 54 (21%) 27 (11%)




EOY




120 (44%) 55 (21%) 39 (15%) 53 (20%)




236




253




267




203-Maree Garnett Farring Elem School


















Shift in Mindset 

Teacher ownership of the data 
 

Higher expectations 
 

Shared learning across the network 
 

Better instructional recommendations  
for each group 

 



Lessons Learned 

Improvement  
Science 

Christian Licier 
Marc Stein 
Faith Connolly 



The Problem 

• Conjecture 

• General to 
Specific 

• Find the Real 
Issues 



Examining Data 

0
35
70

105
140

Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun0 24 
84 64 87 

123 
61 61 44 45 33 

Students Reaching CA (626 Total)



Examining Data 



Examining Data 



LIST IS RUN ON EVERY FRIDAY IN SEPTEMBER 1. 
2. COHORT TEAMS WILL CALL AND IDENTIFY 

ISSUES 

MINOR 
ILLNESS 

CHRONIC 
ILLNESS 

SICK 
FAMILY 
RESPONSIBILITI
ES 

PROCEDURAL 
PROBLEMS 

WILL NOT 
ATTEND 

TRANSFER/ 
WITHDRAWAL 

TRUANCY/ 
CLASS 
CUTTING 

DETAINED/ 
HOME AND 
HOSPITAL 

BAD 
CONTACT 
INFO 

3. COHORT TEAMS LOG CONTACT IN CALL LOG 
AND FOLDER IS CREATED FOR THAT STUDENT 

4. A LIST IS COMPLETED BY ATTENDANCE TEAM 
BY WED, FORWARDED BY THURSDAY TO 
BUCKET TEAMS 





John M. Tyson, Jr., J.D. 
Helping Families Initiative 

Volunteers of America Southeast 
jtyson@voase.org 

251.338.1284 
 

 

E3: Making Data Usable for Improvement 

Dr. Michael Lawson 
College of Education 

University of Alabama 
malawson1@ua.edu 

205.348.4807 



55 Reasons 



Our Compelling Focus provides: 
 
The People of the Helping Families Initiative help students 
suspended from school for truancy or other bad behaviors build 
productive futures while improving the safety and learning 
environment for all students.   
  
We do this with in-depth family assessments that identify the root 
causes of these bad behaviors.  Our Inter-Agency Teams plan and 
deliver combinations of services that meet individual and family 
needs.  We communicate human and statistical results to the public 
and other stakeholders. 
 



Our Promise to Communities: 

Better Futures for Students, Families 
and Communities 



Targeted Benefits: 

 
• Safer and more secure schools 
• Better attendance, behavior and grades 
• Improved graduation rates 



Targeted Benefits: 

 
• Improved safety and function of families, 

neighborhoods, and communities 
• Fewer violent crimes 
• Increased effectiveness of public and 

private service agencies 



HFI Structured Process 

Triggering 
Event Engagement 

Assign Case 
Officer and 

Conduct 
Family 

Assessment 

Inter-Agency 
Team: 

Individualized 
Intervention 

Plan 

Referrals Follow up 
Assessment 



North Carolina  
Family ASSESSMENT 

FAMILY 

Parental 
Capability 

Environm
ent 

Family 
Safety 

Family 
Interactions 

Child Well-
Being 

Social/Communi
ty Life 

Self-
Sufficienc

y 

Family 
Health 

Trauma & 
Post-

Trauma 
Well-Being 



Seeing the system 
that produces the 
current set of 
outcomes 



HFI Driver Diagram 



Initial Improvement Questions 
• How is family engagement distributed across the 

different “levels” of the HFI System? 
• What is the vulnerability profile of families who 

become engaged in case managed family 
services? 

• How do families generally proceed through the 
HFI service pipeline? 

• What design improvements might be needed to 
facilitate family access to needed services? 



How do families interact with HFI? 

60% Receive Letter Only 

20% Receive One-Time Services 

10%  Receive School 
Support 

5% do not 
engage 

5% Engage in Full-Range of 
HFI Interdisciplinary Services 



0
0.1
0.2
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0.7
0.8
0.9

1

HFI Family Vulnerability 
Profile 

% of Families with
Vulnerability



Average Number of Days to Service 
Access/Delivery from Intake 
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Average Time from Home Visit to 
Engagement in Interagency Services Team 
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Average Time from Intake to Engagement 
with IAT Referred Services 
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Service Referral Process by Family Need 
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Average Time from Home Visit to 
Engagement in Interagency Services Team 
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Families with 3 or More Vulnerabilities 

Families with 1 Primary Vulnerability 



Quick Takeaways 

• Important Need/Opportunity to Understand 
Experiences of those who do NOT receive formal 
HFI Services and Supports 

• HFI appears to prioritize family services based on 
severity of family needs. 

• There is a significant lag in access to MH and 
trauma services (which is common). 

• This lag may require longer term case management 
efforts and/or different service processes to fit 
different family need profiles. 



TURN &  
TALK 

• How might you apply these ideas to your projects?  
• What’s one thing you might do differently when you return 

to your site? 



Questions & Discussion 
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