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Rationale for Ohio’s Continuous Improvement Approach
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2002 provided a federal mandate for state education agencies (SEAs) to
build the capacity of under-performing districts and schools through the development of “statewide systems of
support.” Lane (2007) articulates the challenges inherent in the development of statewide systems of support
(SSoS), including “(1) negotiating and balancing expectations to monitor and provide support; (2) building
organizational cohesiveness around district and school improvement; and (3) addressing external conditions
hindering district and school improvement” (p. 12).
Despite the challenges inherent in NCLB, the Act caused states to think about or rethink their role in the
improvement process. For example, Paul Reville, then director of the Education Policy and Management Program
at the Harvard Graduate School of Education, argued that the role of state education agencies (SEAs) should be
systemic improvement of instruction. The question posed by Reville is as relevant today as it was in 2007: “How
can states assist districts to help schools to help teachers improve instruction? How can teachers, through enhanced
practice, help students to learn more?” (p. 17) Irrespective of the school within the district in which a child is
educated, and irrespective of the district within the state in which a child is educated, he or she should have equitable
access to high-quality instruction.
To that end, the substantive goal of Ohio’s statewide system of support (SSoS) and, by extension, the state support
team (SST) network that is its foundation, is to build the capacity of all districts1 to provide every child and youth
with equitable opportunities to learn. Its operational goal is to improve the learning of children and youth through
the use of inclusive instructional practices that support students’ development of foundational knowledge and skills,
competence with well-rounded academic content, reasoning skills, and social-emotional skills – critical domains
represented in Ohio’s new strategic education plan. Ohio’s SSoS views districts – and all schools within each district
– as the unit of change and improvement.

The Ohio Improvement Process (OIP) as an Organizational Framework. The OIP brings educators
together through collaborative team structures to learn from each other, and it facilitates communication and
decision-making between and across levels of the system (district, central office, school, grade levels, content
areas, classrooms). The OIP includes, but goes well beyond, the traditional plan-do-study-act (PDSA) cycle. When

1

The term “district” refers collectively to regular public school districts and their schools, and to community schools, in Ohio.
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viewed as an organizational framework, rather than an exercise in compliance, the OIP gives districts a process for
focused and intentional action. The team structures at the core of the OIP form peer-to-peer networks, giving more
people a voice and allowing for the inclusion of multiple perspectives in guiding each district’s journey toward
organizational learning and continuous improvement.
The OIP was developed, beginning in 2007, to work hand-in-hand with the Ohio Leadership Advisory Council
(OLAC)’s framework (i.e., Ohio’s Leadership Development Framework, BASA, 2013) and to serve as the
mechanism for supporting districts to operationalize and enact essential practices at the district, school, and
classroom level. Consequently, Ohio’s approach to improvement is often referred to as OIP.

Purpose of Ohio’s SSoS: WHY?
The mission of Ohio’s SSoS is to:
1. Foster deeper levels of learning for each child, including children with disabilities, ages 3 to 21 years, and
children from other traditionally marginalized groups who are often at risk of experiencing learning
difficulties and/or school failure; and
2. Reduce learning and achievement gaps among groups of children.
It accomplishes its mission by supporting districts to:
§

Provide leadership and organizational supports that fosters a culture of inquiry and continuous learning on
the part of all district personnel in order to provide equitable access to high-quality instruction and support
for all children in every classroom in every school across the district;

§

Align professional capital to address fundamental goals of the district, including the selection, onboarding
and deployment of all personnel, and the provision of ongoing support for collaboration and decision making
that improves access to high-quality instruction and support for each child;

§

Provide equitable access to high-quality instruction and support, and improve learning outcomes for each
child or youth, thereby meeting the requirements of Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA), and applicable state requirements; and
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§

Continuously and systematically improve instructional practice through the use of evidence-based
instructional frameworks, methodologies, and practices.

ODE’s

Center

for

Continuous

Improvement, Office for Exceptional

Opportunity to Learn

Children, Office of Early Learning and
School

Readiness,

Office

of

Integrated Student Support, and
Office of Approaches to Teaching and
Professional Learning work together
to coordinate improvement efforts
supported by and through Ohio’s
SSoS (e.g., the SSTs, ESCs, ITCs,
and other regional entities).
A strong SSoS – one that is both
statewide in scale and systemic in

The National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE, 1996) describes opportunity to learn as “the inherent
right of every child in America. Educators, parents, and other members of a child's many communities share
a common interest in the educational success of each child and in the role of education in our democratic
society. Full, positive participation in democracy is contingent upon every child's access to quality education.
Such access to high-quality education should not be dependent upon the specific community in which a child
lives. By focusing and building upon the strengths of learners, Opportunity-to-learn standards can help ensure
equitable access to high-quality education for all students in America.”
For additional information, see the OLAC module titled Instruction

nature – provides the backbone for
educational improvement. This system relies on the intentional use of a consistent process and a connected set of
aligned tools; goes beyond integration to unification of the component parts of a broad-based improvement strategy;
redesigns the work at all levels to be about improving capacity at other levels (coherence); redefines scale by
designing state-developed products and tools for universal access and applicability; and allows the ODE to ensure
the consistent delivery of high-quality, relevant, and useful support to any district, regardless of where that district
is located in the state.
For more information about systems thinking and how it can be used by state education agencies (SEAs) to support
district-wide improvement, see the Moving Your Numbers publication, The Critical Role of SEAs in Facilitating
School District Capacity to Improve Learning and Achievement for Students with Disabilities (NCEO, 2012). For
more information about improvement models, such as Improvement Science and the Collective Impact Framework,
see Appendix A.
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Overview of SST Tiered Support Model: WHAT?
SSTs use a tiered system for determining the type and level of support to be provided to districts2 designated by
the SEA as being in need of improvement, and to other districts (and their schools) at risk of being in need of
improvement for some or all groups of students.
The tiered service delivery model (see Figure 1) is built around three levels of support: universal (Tier I), targeted
(Tier II), and comprehensive (Tier III). Districts in the comprehensive tier include those designated as intensive or
in academic distress commission (ADC) status; those identified as early literacy pilot districts or districts participating
in the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG); and/or those districts, ESCs, career centers, or county boards
of developmental disabilities (DD) identified through selective review conducted by the ODE-Office for Exceptional
Children. Tiers reflect an increase in the intensity and duration of SST services provided, moving from Tier I (low
level of support) to Tier III (high level of support). Characteristics of the type of services provided and examples of
such services are delineated in Figure 1 below.
Figure 1. Characteristics of Technical Assistance (TA) by Tier3

Characteristics Associated with
Service Levels (Increasing in Intensity and Duration)

Intensive TA (Tier III)

2
3

TA includes services often provided on-site and requiring a stable, ongoing relationship between the
TA provider and the TA recipient. TA services are defined as negotiated series of activities designed to
reach a valued outcome, and are provided to TA recipients upon their request and in accordance with
a plan developed by the TA provider and recipients. The TA should result in changes to policy,
programs, practices, or operations that support increased capacity for improving outcomes at one or
more systems levels.

Targeted TA (Tier II)
TA is based on needs common to multiple recipients and not extensively individualized. A
relationship is established between one or more TA providers and the TA recipient.

Universal TA (Tier I)
Information provided to independent users through their own initiative, resulting in
minimal interaction with TA providers and including one-time, invited or offered
conference presentations, information or products (e.g., newsletters) downloaded from the
TA provider's website, and brief communication by phone or email.

The term district is used to describe traditional school districts and community schools.
Descriptions and examples are adapted from the Michigan Department of Education.
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Examples of the type of TA provided at each tier include the following:
•

Universal: Examples of universal (Tier I) TA include providing webinars and teleconferences; working with
ESCs and partner organizations to co-host events; linking to ESCs and partner organizations; disseminating
information through web-based and online resources at state and regional conferences or other events,
through social media, and through other avenues to support district improvement.

•

Targeted: Examples of targeted (Tier II) TA include providing specialized events, virtually and on-site,
requiring an ongoing relationship between the TA provider and several recipient districts; periodic webinars
that are not one-time, but also do not include follow-up support; facilitating networked improvement
communities (NICs) or communities of practice (CoP); providing shorter-term events; facilitating a series of
virtual meetings for districts or groups of districts around common areas of need (e.g., E-learning courses,
webinars and self-guided, multi-module courses that are more prescribed than what is provided through
universal TA); and offering unique, one-time particularized events (summits, action forums, conferences,
clinics, etc.) to support district improvement.

•

Intensive: Examples of intensive (Tier III) TA include providing longer-term services that have a defined
scope and sequence of professional learning with follow-up coaching supports, involve a multi-year
commitment, and involve data collection and evaluation. Such services often cross multiple levels of the
educational cascade (e.g., district, school, classroom) to address systems and practices (e.g., coaching to
build the capacity of district leadership teams to use inclusive instructional and organizational leadership
and OIP as the foundation for continuous improvement).

Areas of Practice. A building block approach (i.e., one where districts with more need are entitled to receive
services in more areas) aligns three inter-related areas of practice in order to ensure that districts get the support
they need to prepare every student4 with foundational skills, reasoning skills, and social-emotional skills through
equitable access to well-rounded content. These areas of practice include the following (see Figure 2):
1. Inclusive instructional and organizational leadership;
2. Capacity building through professional capital; and
3. Inclusive instructional practices.

4

The term student is used throughout this document to refer to children and youth, ages three through 21 years.
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Figure 2: Areas of Practice

A set of agreed-on measures, once fully implemented, will be used to assess district performance and progress in
each of the three areas of practice, design specific SST services to be provided in each area as applicable, and
determine when and how to fade SST support based on district progress in each area. Each area is described
briefly here. Additional information is appended as one-page synopses for each of the three areas of practice – see
Appendix B.
Inclusive instructional and organizational leadership – involves four key strategies that are actualized through
the use of the OIP continuous improvement framework and associated leadership team structures [District
Leadership Teams (DLT), Building Leadership Teams (BLTs), Teacher-based Teams (TBTs)]. These strategies
are: (1) promote system-wide learning; (2) prioritize the improvement of teaching and learning; (3) build capacity
through support and accountability; and (4) sustain an open and collaborative culture.
Capacity building through professional capital – is a key function of districts (DLTs, central office personnel)
that is necessary to ensure every child, regardless of race, socio-economic status, or disability label, has equitable
access to educators who are skilled and supported in the use of inclusive instructional practices. Capacity building
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involves the critical functions of selecting and developing all personnel through professional development and
coaching and engaging all personnel in inquiry and learning processes through participation in peer-to-peer
networks5 at the district (DLT), school (BLT), and classroom (TBT) level. The effective development of individual
and collective instructional capacity does not happen without effective leadership.
Inclusive instructional practices – entails the effective use of inclusive instructional practices in all classrooms in
all schools within a district. These practices are essential for every child, giving him or her rich and engaging
opportunities to learn the foundational skills, academic content, reasoning skills, and social-emotional skills needed
for life.
Priorities set by ODE program offices (e.g., Center for Continuous Improvement, Office for Exceptional Children,
Office of Early Learning and School Readiness, Office of Integrated Student Support, Office of Approaches to
Teaching and Professional Learning) should be addressed as part of the services SSTs provide to districts based
on their tier designation. For example, helping districts use all personnel effectively to improve student learning is
part of the support provided in the area of capacity building through professional capital. Coaching to improve
knowledge and implementation of positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) is part of the support
provided to all districts by regional providers.

The Nature of Regional Support
Ohio’s SSoS offers support to districts through the provision of professional learning opportunities, coaching,
consultation, facilitation, information sharing and, at times, and the brokering of services by SSTs, ESCs and other
partner entities that work together to meet district-identified needs. SST and ESC partnering efforts pool resources
and regional expertise, thereby building the capacity of the state to meet district needs effectively. Members of the
SSoS (e.g., SSTs, ESCs) support meaningful district improvement by making information and resources available
to regional partners; holding and facilitating regular meetings to improve their collective understanding of effective
OIP uses; providing support to regional facilitators to enable them to provide consistent, high-quality support to
districts using OIP; and leveraging resources to meet district identified needs. Regional partners also collaborate to
meet state-identified needs. Examples of such collaborative work include statewide professional learning in the use
of evidence-based early language and literacy instruction and in the use of positive behavioral interventions and
supports (PBIS).

5

Peer-to-peer networks are also referred to as networked improvement communities (NICs).

SSoS/FOUNDATIONS DOCUMENT 2.0/AUGUST 2019

9

FOUNDATIONS DOCUMENT
Undergirding the provision of SST support is the five-step OIP (see Figure 3 below), which works hand-in-hand with
Ohio’s Leadership Development Framework6 to provide an evidence-based continuous improvement framework
that supports district leaders, central office personnel, principals, teachers, parents and community members, and
others in working together to: (1) identify critical needs; (2) research and select evidence-based strategies to
address needs; (3) develop a single coherent plan with a limited number of focused goals and strategies for
addressing identified needs; (4) implement, and monitor the degree of implementation, of the plan; and (5) examine
and reflect on progress made and adjust the plan as needed.
Figure 3

For more information about the process for supporting districts using
the OIP 5-step process, see the section of this document titled,
Process for Providing Support: HOW? For additional information
about resources aligned to each step of the OIP, see Appendix C.
The OIP is a clearly defined process with major tools (e.g., Decision
Framework) that interact with each other in a web-based
environment, as well as support documents that are aligned to
various steps of the process. The process can and should be used
by districts to:
•

Reduce the number of duplicative and often conflicting priorities,

•

Reduce isolated and often disjointed practices,

•

Increase coherence across the district, and

•

Use state and federal funds to implement a unified and focused district-wide plan for improving instructional
practice and student learning.

Resources to Support Districtwide Continuous Improvement
Foundational Resources. The restructured OLAC website makes high-quality, no-cost resources available to
regional (i.e., SST, ESC) personnel to use in supporting districts. It is a primary source of support for regional
personnel as they work with districts to make meaningful improvement in teaching and learning. Information

Ohio’s Leadership Development Framework, originally released in 2008 and updated in 2013, delineates essential practices for
district leadership teams (DLTs), building leadership teams (BLTs), and teacher-based teams (TBTs), providing an aligned set of
structures to support educators from all levels of the district in collective inquiry and learning.
6
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available through the OLAC website is aligned to Ohio’s continuous improvement process and includes modules, a
video library, information about OLAC, events, webinars and podcasts, credit corner, success stories, case studies,
a blog, and additional resources. The site also offers suggestions for how to use various resources, such as modules
and podcasts.
The Learning Management System for
Ohio Education offers courses in such
areas as formative instructional practices
(FIP), as well as information about Ohio’s
Resident Educator Program and related
topics that can be used by regional
personnel

in

supporting

district-wide

improvement.
Resources developed by the State
Development Team (SDT) will be housed
in an electronic repository – the Continuous
Improvement (CI) Toolkit – providing easy
access to information, tools, and resources
as they are refined and made available for
statewide use. The CI Toolkit will be linked
to the OLAC website and will replace the

A Note about Focus and Coherence
The importance of supporting districts to gain focus around a coherent set of goals and
strategies that can be used to leverage improvement in the instruction provided to all students
is at the heart of OIP use. Gaining focus allows districts clearly identify the intended outcomes
of their work, have more capacity to implement priorities across the system, and guard against
the proliferation of strategies – often too numerous in number. Aligning the core work of the
district – across schools within the district and across classrooms within each school
increases coherence and pushes against the incompatibility of strategies within and across
levels of the system.
Both focus and coherence are critical in making and sustaining meaningful improvement on
behalf of all students. Think about it this way: all districts need a set of focused goals and
strategies, as well as a coherent set of goals and strategies.
For more information about the importance of focus and coherence, see:
Fullan, M., & Quinn, J. (2016). Coherence: The right drivers in action for schools, districts and
systems. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

OIP modules currently available on the site.

Additional Resources for Regional Providers. Understanding improvement models and other frameworks
and how they can be used to support district-wide improvement will support regional providers to make effective
use of OIP and OLAC resources. For information on approaches to supporting improvement, see Appendix A. See
the OLAC module, Learning Supports, for more information on educational frameworks, as well as methods that
support the use of any of the frameworks, such as co-plan to co-serve, differentiating instruction, teaching learning
strategies, and more.
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Requirements for SSTs
Regional providers (SSTs, ESCs, other services providers) offer an array of services that support districts and other
educational organizations in their work to improve capacity to meet the needs of all children. Because of their unique
role within the SSoS, SSTs must adhere to particular requirements set forth in a performance or grant agreement
that is developed annually by ODE. However, the delivery of services by SSTs often involves collaboration with
ESCs and other regional partners to ensure that district-identified needs are met.
SSTs provide universal support to all districts, and targeted and intensive support to districts identified as being in
improvement status. Such services involve supporting districts in meeting state and federal requirements,
undertaking a comprehensive needs assessment to determine root causes associated with critical needs, using
research- and evidence-based strategies (e.g., such as those included in Ohio’s evidence-based clearinghouse or
other clearinghouses) to address critical needs, developing one focused and coherent plan with a limited number
of focused goals for addressing critical needs, monitoring the implementation of the strategies and actions outlined
in the plan, and determining the effectiveness of such implementation in reaching district-identified goals.

Who Should Receive SST Services by Tier: WHO?
Under Ohio’s differentiated accountability system, SSTs have the task of providing the greatest level of support to
districts identified as being in the comprehensive tier and providing specialized support to districts in the targeted
tier. During the 2018-19 school year, approximately 323 districts comprising about 1,900 schools, fall into these two
categories (three districts in academic distress and 42 other districts are identified as intensive; the other 278
districts are in the targeted range). Schools within districts that are categorized as being in priority (lowest achieving
5% of schools in Ohio), focus, warning, or watch status; as well as those identified through analysis related to special
education profiles and selected partnerships, are collectively referred to as “support schools.”
The improvement process works only when districts take responsibility for system-wide improvement in all district
schools, even when just one or two schools within the district are designated as being in “improvement status” (e.g.,
priority, focus, watch status).
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Process for Providing Support: HOW?
Ohio’s SSoS provides high-quality services (e.g., coaching, technical assistance, resources) and other types of
support to each district identified as being in the comprehensive (also referred to as intensive) or targeted support
tiers in order to build the capacity of the district to improve instructional practice and student learning in each school
within the district. SSTs, working in partnership with other regional providers, use the following process in delivering
services:
1. Support each district identified in building its capacity at the district, school, and teacher team level by using
effectively the OIP continuous improvement framework to:
a. Identify the most essential needs of the district, using student data and adult implementation (Step 1);
b. Research and select evidence-based practices to address identified needs, using levels of evidence
as defined by ESSA (Step 2);
c. Develop a single, comprehensive district plan for addressing identified needs that is built around a
limited number of focused goals and strategies, and align resource use with identified needs and
associated goals and strategies (Step 3);
d. Implement the plan across the district and monitor, on an ongoing basis, the degree of
implementation and resulting progress in meeting identified goals (Step 4); and
e. Refine the plan, on an ongoing basis, based on data collected (i.e., quantitative and qualitative
information, student and adult implementation) (Step 5).
For additional information about each step of the OIP, go to: http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/District-andSchool-Continuous-Improvement/Ohio-Improvement-Process.
Gauging district use of the OIP as a continuous improvement framework involves assessing the functional
effectiveness of collaborative team structures to support continuous learning and improvement at the
district, school, and classroom levels.
2. Identify, based on the SST’s assessment of each district’s use of the OIP as a continuous improvement
framework, the priority needs for SST support of each district in the comprehensive/intensive or targeted
tier. Such support to the district must include, at a minimum, consultation, improvement networking, and
coaching in the effective use of the OIP framework, including the establishment and use of functional DLTs,
SSoS/FOUNDATIONS DOCUMENT 2.0/AUGUST 2019
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BLTs, and TBTs in order to build or refine a foundation for system-wide inquiry and learning and ensure
equitable opportunities to learn for each student.
3. Design the ways in which the SST will provide support to districts in the comprehensive/intensive and
targeted tiers (see characteristics of support and examples of services above), the degree to which schoollevel support should be provided in collaboration with district-designated personnel (e.g., OIP internal
facilitator, RELS, PBIS consultant), and the mechanism for delivering support (e.g., individualized on-site
support, multi-district virtual support, and so on) for the purpose of building the capacity of districts to meet
district-identified needs.
4. Provide customized support (depending on tier) to districts in the comprehensive/intensive and targeted
support categories using the OIP continuous improvement framework and associated state-developed and
state-sanctioned tools and support documents.
5. Partner with ODE personnel, the OEC Urban Team, ESCs, and other organizations to provide professional
learning opportunities, consultation, and coaching to designated districts, and to disseminate information
and resources to all districts and other relevant organizations across the region.
6. Evaluate annually the ways in which SST services have positively impacted district capacity to improve
instructional practice, equitable access to high-quality instruction for all students, and adult and student
learning across the district.
7. Provide information to districts and schools in the region to improve their knowledge of federal and state
laws, rules, and regulations; standards; and guidance identified by ODE.
A template for guiding SST service delivery is included as Appendix D.

SST Service Delivery: Guiding Principles. Decisions about the delivery of SST services and the eventual
fading of such services should be guided by the following principles:
1. SSTs should allocate at least 90% of their human and fiscal resources to supporting districts identified by
the state education agency (SEA) as being in the comprehensive (high support) and targeted (moderate
support) tiers per the grant agreement between the SEA and the SST’s ESC fiscal agent;
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2. SSTs should provide school-level support (e.g., to BLTs, TBTs, individual school personnel) to districts in
the comprehensive or targeted tiers only in collaboration with district-designated personnel and only for the
purpose of demonstrating (via modeling or coaching) the effective use of identified practices in order to
build the capacity of district personnel to implement such practices as part of meeting district-identified
goals;
3. SSTs should allocate no more than 10% of their human and fiscal resources to providing universal (tier I)
support to all districts, partners, and other relevant organizations in the region (see characteristics of support
and examples of services above). Such support should be designed to improve equitable access to highquality instructional practice for all students and student groups;
4. SSTs should provide services to all districts, irrespective of status (e.g., universal, targeted,
comprehensive/intensive) in response to state-identified needs;
5. SSTs should provide services to meet district-identified needs through the lens of the areas of practice (see
Figure 2). In general:
a. Universal support through the lens of inclusive instructional and organizational leadership is
provided to all districts, including those with minimal needs;
b. Targeted support through the lens of inclusive instructional and organizational leadership and
capacity building through professional capital is provided to districts with a focused set of moderate
needs.
c. Intensive support through the lens of inclusive instructional and organizational leadership,
capacity building through human professional capital, and inclusive instructional practices is
provided to districts with comprehensive needs (see p. 6 for districts identified as comprehensive);
6. Use the agreed-on measures to assess – on at least an annual basis – district progress in designated areas
of practice.
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Duration of SST Services by Tier. The duration of SST services provided to districts identified by the SEA as
being in need of improvement varies by district improvement status (see Figure 4).
Figure 4
District Status

Comprehensive
Targeted
Universal

Estimated
Duration of
Support*
Up to 5
years
Up to 3
years
Annually

Full Support

(a minimum of weekly contact;
more direct SST support)

Nature of Support Over Time
Moderate Support

Low Support

(a minimum of bi-weekly contact;
less direct SST support)

(a minimum of monthly contact
to check in, review status)

Years 1-3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Ongoing

*The reduction of SST support is contingent on evidence of district progress using an agreed-on set of measures.

In collaboration with districts, SSTs will assess district progress using an agreed-on set of measures and associated
benchmarks for what constitutes acceptable performance. The movement of districts from full to moderate to low
support, or from moderate to low support (i.e., the fading of SST support and release of districts from receiving SST
services) will be triggered by district performance against established benchmarks. In approximate time frames,
districts in the comprehensive tier receive SST support for a minimum of one school year and a maximum of five
years, and districts in the targeted tier receive SST support for a minimum of one school year and a maximum of
three years.
Districts can move to a lower level of support at any time if benchmarks have been met. If, at the end of the maximum
number of years of service, the district has not made significant progress, the SEA in collaboration with the SST’s
fiscal agent ESC, will identify changes that need to be made to the plan for support, which may include the
assignment of SEA personnel, contracted consultants, or others.

Working with Districts. The first course of action on the part of the SST should be to help district leadership
understand the value of assistance in supporting the district to improve teaching and learning by addressing districtidentified goals and priorities. Learning about the district – its beliefs, context, and structures – prior to talking with
its leaders (e.g., by studying its history and performance record) is essential in order to help district leaders
understand how services available through the SST can help them address district priorities.
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A Reminder About Non-negotiables Related to SST Service Delivery
The delivery of services by SSTs is guided by the following non-negotiables undergirding Ohio’s statewide
system of support:
•

Improvement is everyone’s responsibility.

•

Improvement requires all components of the system (state, regional, district, school, classroom, community)
to work together.

•

Districts play a key role in improving outcomes for all students across the system.

•

Fidelity of implementation of the right strategies to meet district needs is necessary and sufficient to achieve
sustainable improvement on behalf of all students.

•

All SST functions (e.g., services related to special education, early learning, literacy, etc.) should be
delivered in a coherent fashion using the OIP improvement framework.

•

A unified statewide system of support requires the intentional use of a consistent set of tools and protocols
(e.g., support documents) by all state-supported regional providers (rather than allowing for multiple
approaches across the state, based on preference).
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APPENDIX A: Improvement Models
Improvement Frameworks
Improvement frameworks provide procedures and tools designed to create an infrastructure that improves the
capacity of organizations to implement an innovation well. They do not usually dictate the use of particular
strategies – other than to encourage the use of evidence-based strategies or practices. Some frequently used
models are Improvement Science, Implementation Science, and Collective Impact.
Improvement Science
Improvement science combines insights from improvement initiatives in business and the health sciences
(Bryk, Gomez, Grunow, & LeMahieu, 2015). These insights help practitioners in these fields, and in education as
well, develop useful practices that have desired effects in particular settings. Curiously, not all practices that are
effective in general are actually effective everywhere. There’s inherent variability. Improvement science works with
the variability to find ways to extend the applicability of professional practices (e.g., in business, health science,
education, and other fields as well). According to Bryk and associates (2015, p. 475),
[Improvement science] joins together [scientific] discipline… with the power of structured
networked communities to accelerate learning to improve. It uses disciplined, analytic,
and systematic methods to develop and test changes that achieve reliable improvements.
It is inclusive in drawing together the expertise of practitioners, researchers, designers,
technologists, and many others. And it is very deliberate in organizing its improvement
activities in ways akin to a scientific community.
Six key principles support improvement based on the Improvement Science approach (Bryk et al., 2015):
1. Make the work problem-specific and user centered.
2. Focus on variation in performance.
3. See the system that produces the current outcomes.
4. Measure what we are trying to improve at scale.
5. Use disciplined inquiry to drive improvement.
6. Accelerate learning through networked communities.
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Plan-Do-Study-Act (P-D-S-A) Cycles
Improvement Science operationalizes disciplined inquiry in terms of P-D-S-A cycles. These cycles include four
stages of inquiry: (1) a “plan” stage to ask questions and make predictions as well as to plan data collection, (b) a
“do” phase in which the plans are executed and during which observations and unexpected problems are
documented, (3) a “study” phase in which data analysis takes place and in which the data are compared to the
predictions to generate information about the effects of the practice under review, and (4) an “act” stage during
which changes to the original plan can be implemented to resolve the unexpected problems. The cycle goes
through multiple iterations, always building knowledge.
Networked Improvement Communities (NICs)
Improvement Science uses a particular kind of community of practice to support P-D-S-A cycles as well as
sharing of information about the effectiveness of innovations. According to Bryk and associates (2015, p. 145) a
NIC provides the “architecture for broad participation” in improvement work, facilitating engagement by breaking
down large work processes into smaller subtasks thus “eas[ing] entry for individual participation.” Each NIC
focuses on a specific work “target” with the goal of fostering social learning about how to implement an innovation
effectively in a local school or district. In many cases, a NIC bridges the divide between research and practice by
connecting academics with practitioners. In this way, the NIC accelerates learning across a diverse group of
practitioners and organizations. The sharing of experience across the NIC speeds both the accumulation of
knowledge and the transformation of that knowledge into practice.
The term peer-to-peer network is sometimes used in place of NIC and describes groups of individuals that engage
in collaborative inquiry around common problems of practice. For additional information see, for example:
https://www.carnegiefoundation.org/blog/why-a-nic/
The following video provides an overview of Improvement Science Framework:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NytY0Vkglos
Implementation Science
This model focuses on a collaborative process for “identifying and solving problems of practice…. [The process
involves] reconfiguring the problem space, jointly developing prototypes of analytic tools through iteration and
learning and zooming in on the needs of users of research evidence while zooming out to promote systems
thinking among key stakeholders" (Metz, 2015p. 1). In addition to other important insights relating to
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operationalizing practices and implementing them with fidelity, Implementation Science describes stages of
implementation and implementation drivers.
Stages of Implementation. According to NIRN, there are four interrelated stages of implementation: (1)
exploration, (2) installation, (3) initial implementation, and (4) full implementation:
● Exploration. At the exploration stage, teams identify needs and options, and make decisions about
whether or not to move forward with a particular practice (e.g., instructional strategy, action, intervention).
Among the issues the team considers are whether the needs of students are identified, the "fit" of
potential practice in relationship to the need, evidence demonstrating the use of the practice, availability
of resources to support the practice, the readiness for use of the practice, and the capacity of the team to
use the practice as designed and to sustain its use over time.
● Installation. The installation stage involves creating the infrastructure and putting necessary
organizational supports into place for implementing a particular practice. Such activities may include
acquiring or repurposing resources needed to implement the selected practice, such as identifying
sources for training and coaching, providing initial training for staff, finding or developing assessment
tools, and providing access to needed materials, data systems, and equipment.
● Initial Implementation. At the initial implementation stage, team members are beginning to use agreed-on
strategies or actions. NIRN described initial implementation as "the most fragile stage," where the
perseverance required for using new practices sometimes results in team members giving up and
returning to the status quo. It's critical at this stage for the full and effective use of new practices to be
supported and accomplishments celebrated. NIRN advises teams to "get started, then get better."
● Full implementation. When the "new" practice becomes the standard practice or, more simply, the way
business is routinely done, teams have achieved full implementation status. According to NIRN, full
implementation is reached when 50% or more of the team use the practice as intended (i.e., with fidelity)
and desired outcomes-something that is difficult to achieve without the necessary support.
Implementation Drivers. Stages of implementation are not linear. Rather, teams move between stages as the
work evolves and as team members learn new ways of working together. Implementation drivers-defined by NIRN
as the key components of the capacity and the functional infrastructure supports that enable a program's successaffect teams' ability to implement fully agreed-on practices.
NIRN identified three categories of implementation drivers: (1) competency, (2) organization, and (3) leadership. A
brief description of each follows.
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● Competency Drivers. Competency drivers develop, improve, or sustain team members' and teams'
capacity to implement a particular practice (strategy, action, intervention, etc.) as intended. Coaching,
training, and the recruitment and selection of the right personnel for the right positions are examples of
competency drivers.
● Organization Drivers. Organization drivers-such as facilitative administration, data systems that support
decision making, and systems interventions-are mechanisms that create and sustain hospitable
organizational and system environments for effective implementation.
● Leadership Drivers. Leadership drivers (e.g., technical and adaptive leadership) focus on providing the
right leadership strategies for the types of leadership challenges that often emerge as part of the change
process and involve making decisions, providing guidance, and supporting organizational functioning.
The following video provides an overview of the Implementation Science Framework:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZLV-kyqnv8c
Collective Impact
In particular, the Collective Impact framework, which is
described by Collaboration for Impact as having a
“centralised infrastructure – known as a backbone
organisation – with dedicated staff whose role is to help
participating organisations shift from acting alone to acting
in concert,” is useful in considering Ohio’s SSoS (directed by ODE) as the backbone organization, and the use of
OIP as the backbone infrastructure for supporting district-wide continuous improvement.
The following video provides an overview of the Collective Impact Framework:
www.collaborationforimpact.com/collective-impact/
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Inclusive Instructional and Organizational Leadership
Research on district-wide improvement shows that certain strategies enhance performance and increase equity
(e.g., Fullan, 2010; Johnson, 1996; Seashore Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010; Wahlstrom,
Seashore, Leithwood, & Anderson, 2010). The Ohio Improvement Process 2.0 draws on this research, particularly
on Fullan and Quinn’s (2016) model of district improvement and the Moving Your Numbers (MYN) studies (e.g.,
Maltbie, Morrison, Duan, & Dariotis, 2017; Tefs & Telfer, 2013; Telfer, 2011; Telfer & Howley, 2014). This
research points to four key strategies.
Strategy 1: Promote System-Wide Learning
Districts, schools, and instructional teams engage in continuous learning through inquiry processes involving
formative assessment, thoughtful reviews of data, and ongoing monitoring of agreed-upon actions and their
desired outcomes. For more information about ways to promote system-wide learning, see Fullan (2016) and
Senge (1990).
Strategy 2: Prioritize the Improvement of Teaching and Learning
Districts, schools, and instructional teams focus improvement efforts on strategies for improving teaching and
learning. Support for focused efforts comes from the engagement of all educators in the process, the instructional
leadership of principals, the use of a differentiated system for providing support, and the allocation of relevant
human and material resources (e.g., Honig, 2008; Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 2011; Robinson & Timperle,
(2007).
Strategy 3: Build Capacity Through Support and Accountability
Districts expand capacity system-wide through a reciprocal system of support and accountability. Efforts to build
capacity are intentional, matched to district goals, based on relevant data, and responsive to the needs of
personnel (e.g., Elmore, 2002; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).
Strategy 4: Sustain an Open and Collaborative Culture
Districts shape their organizational cultures in ways that make those cultures collaborative, caring, ethical,
equitable, and amenable to positive change (e.g., Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bryk, Gomez, Grunow, & LeMahieu,
2015; Fullan, 2011; Hargreaves, 1995).
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Capacity Building Through Professional Capital
The term “capital” refers to a resource that enables an organization to accomplish its goals. In school districts,
personnel are the most important form of capital. According to recent research (e.g., Fullan, 2016; Fullan &
Hargreaves, 2016; Fullan, Rincon-Gallardo, & Hargreaves, 2015; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2013; Hargreaves &
O’Connor, 2018), school districts rely on the combination of three types of capital. Taken together, these three
forms of capital (collectively called “professional capital”) enable districts to build the capacity needed for
improvement. Building and then making use of professional capital entails group-centered (rather than individualor leader-centered) change.
● Human capital refers to personnel resources--the quality and capabilities of teachers, other staff, and
administrators. Practices for selection, induction, retention, and evaluation of personnel all impact the
human capital on which a district can rely.
● Social capital concerns the quality and impact of interactions among the people in a district, especially in
relation to the district’s on-going mission and improvement efforts. Leana (2011) studied the interaction
between human and social capital in relation to elementary achievement in math. She found that the most
significant driver for producing good math scores overall was social capital. As Fullan (2016, p. 46)
remarked, “Social capital (the group) improves individuals more readily than individuals improve the
group.” In districts with sufficient social capital, improvement efforts build on a strong culture of learning in
which meaningful, job-embedded professional development is central to the process.
● Decisional capital is the capacity and expertise for making decisions. OIP’s 5-step process requires (and
also builds) high levels of decisional capital. Decisional capital develops in a culture that promotes deep
learning rather than relying on superficial, compliance-focused professional development. Notably, deep
learning comes from attention to a small set of shared goals, agreed-upon practices, collective problemsolving, and on-going study of the effectiveness of agreed-upon practices.
Districts that invest in rich professional learning increase the professional capital available for their improvement
work. They create a “culture of collaborative professionalism--an approach that facilitates the sharing of expertise;
builds the confidence and skills of educators (Nolan & Molla, 2017); and contributes to sustainable change in
performance and equity (Maloe, Rincon-Gallardo, & Kew, 2018) .
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Inclusive Instructional Practices
The instructional practices that teachers use have a strong, direct influence on students’ learning (Ball & Forzani,
2009; Hattie, 2009; Rowan, Correnti, & Miller, 2002). A wide range of practices have positive effects (Marzano,
Pickering, & Pollock, 2001), but not all of them work well with all students or in all contexts (Meyer, Rose, & Gordon,
2014; Tomlinson, 2017). When teachers understand how to use a variety of effective Instructional practices as well
as how to assess their impact, a district’s capacity expands.
Expertise with inclusive instructional practices involves the ability to make use of practices that give each student
access to the knowledge and skills in the general education curriculum (Frattura & Capper, 2007; Tomlinson,
2017). Three types of practices shape effective instruction: practices relating to planning instruction, delivering
instruction, and assessing instruction. To be effective each set of practices needs to address several important
criteria.
● Effective planning of instruction involves careful translation of academic standards, attention to the
different ways that students learn, selection of high-quality resources, and support for a positive learning
environment. Bringing together all of the educators with relevant expertise allows teams to “co-plan” to
serve every student (Frattura & Capper, 2007).
● Effective delivery of instruction takes place through a repertoire of practices that help students integrate
new knowledge and skills into an evolving framework of competence and meaning. Among other
practices, this repertoire includes practices for setting the stage, activating prior knowledge, providing
clear explanations, demonstrating new concepts and skills, promoting engagement, fostering discussion,
guiding practice, and offering precise feedback (Astleitner, 2005; Hattie, 2009).
● Effective assessment of instruction focuses simultaneously on improving student learning and
improving instructional effectiveness (e.g., Black & Wiliam, 2006; Maughan, Teeman, & Wilson, 2012). It
involves the collection, analysis, and interpretation of data about adults’ implementation of practices as
well as about students’ emerging competence. In both cases, assessment is effective only as a support
for wise decision-making. Student learning benefits when educators use assessment information to
improve how they teach.
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APPENDIX C: OIP Resources
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Purpose of the tool and possible audience
This tool helps district teams assess their readiness to support
collaborative learning structures.
This tool helps school-level teams assess their readiness to
support collaborative learning structures.
Definitions of plan components.
This is the ESSA definition of High-Quality Professional
Development that aids in planning.
This is an observation checklist for High-Quality Professional
Development Training that can be used to determine the quality of
the training, provide feedback to the trainer, or support design and
revision of professional development offerings.
This is Guskey’s Five Levels of Professional Development
Evaluation. It measures participant reactions, learning levels,
transfer of new learning into the classroom, support the
organization provides and student learning outcomes.
This tool contains information on types, definitions, and purposes
and uses of assessments.
Assists the District Leadership Team in implementing their
Continuous improvement plan utilizing collaborative teaming
structures.
Assists the Building Leadership Team in implementing their
Continuous improvement plan utilizing collaborative teaming
structures.
This is an organizational tool for a systematic review of plan
components.
The Ohio Department of Education uses this rubric to provide
feedback on CCIP submissions.
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Coaching Teacher-Based Teams
Progress Monitoring and Evaluation Descriptors
Monitoring Plan Components
State Support Team Practice Profile

Hexagon Tool

Initiative Inventory

Implementation Drivers Assessing Best Practices

Ohio Improvement Process Orientation PPT
Focused Plan Descriptors
EVAAS – Ongoing Data Conversation
Literacy Family and Community Engagement Toolkit
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X

X

X

X

X

X

These are coaching prompts to use with teacher-based teams as
they make decisions about instructional strategies.
X
X
X
Helps define the difference between progress monitoring versus
evaluation
X
X
X
X
Helps District Leadership Teams create their monitoring plan
X
X X X
X
X
This document is to identify the core components and essential
functions of SST Consultants across all Regions to support district
change initiatives as they translate the evidence based strategies
(EBS) into actual practice.
STATE SUPPORT TEAMS ONLY
X
X X
X
This tool helps states, districts and schools systematically
evaluate new and existing interventions considering six broad
factors: needs, fit, resource availability, evidence, readiness for
replication and capacity to implement.
X
X X
X
Buildings can use this tool to guide their teams’ reviews of past
and current programs to get clear pictures of successful strategies
and challenges, as well as existing mandates and resource
commitments.
X
X
Implementation drivers are key components of capacity and the
infrastructure supports that enable a program to be successful.
The three categories of implementation drivers are Competency,
Organization and Leadership. Implementation teams can use this
newly revised assessment tool during any implementation stage
of an innovation. The assessment asks respondents to rate
current implementation supports based on their experiences.
STATE SUPPORT TEAM TOOL
X
An overview of the Ohio Improvement Process as an
organizational strategy
STATE SUPPORT TEAM TOOL
X
X
District focused plan descriptors checklist
X
X
X
X
Calendar of EVAAS data for buildings and districts to view
throughout the year.
Additional Resources for Use with Districts or Schools
X
X
X
Provides resources in order to build upon the natural learning
opportunities that occur within a child’s daily routine in the home
and community
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Literacy District and Teacher Support Toolkit

X

X

X

School-Based Health Care Support Toolkit

X

X

X

Building a SuccessBound Community: Educator Toolkit

X

X

X

Early Warning System Toolkit
Engagement Toolkit
Data-sharing Toolkit for Communities – How to Leverage
Community Relationships while Protecting Student Privacy

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

Using Needs Assessments to Drive School and District
Improvement PPT
Using Needs Assessments to Drive School and District
Improvement Worksheet
Decision Framework –Support
Freshman Success Framework

X

X
X

Support For Rapid School Improvement: How Federal
Dollars Can Be Leveraged for Systemic Improvement
Needs Assessment Guidebook
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X

X

X
X

X

Purpose of this toolbox is to assist districts, schools and teachers
in implementing evidence-based language and literacy instruction
and has organized available tools around instruction, lesson
design, and assessment
Resource to either begin a new school-based health partnership
or augment one that already exists
There is something for everyone in the Educators Toolkit. The
resources are designed for all educators, regardless of grade level
taught on the preK-16 continuum or level of experience with this
type of work
Not available yet
Not available yet
Informs district, civic and community leaders who wish to use
shared data to improve academic and life outcomes for students
while protecting student privacy
Supports state education agencies (SEAs), local education
agencies (LEAs), and schools as they design and complete needs
assessment for various purposes
Not available yet – draft in progress
The Network for College Success (NCS) envisions high schools
that continuously cultivate collaboration, powerful learning, and a
culture of high achievement to prepare all students for college and
career success
Center of School Turnaround publication that delves into oftenoverlooked federal funding sources that can be used to support
local efforts to pursue rapid turnaround
Reviews some of the major school-improvement-related needs
assessment requirements found in ESEA. Introduces the
elements of a successful needs assessment, presents a practical
approach to addressing those elements across the phases of
needs assessment implementation, describes supports that states
can provide to districts, and districts to schools, in the
implementation of effective needs assessments and discusses the
role of needs assessment within a continuous improvement
process
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Moving Your Numbers

SIPR
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X

X

X

A set of practices featured through Moving Your Numbers is
useful only to the extent that members of the education
community collectively and strategically implement those
practices, continuously gauging their degree of implementation
and evaluating the effects of their work on adult professional
practice and adult and student learning.
Identifies leadership strategies that are strengths and weaknesses
across the system. Results should be used to guide district
decision-making and planning. In pilot stage.
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Appendix D: Template for Guiding SST Service Delivery

(for use in working with districts to jointly plan services to be provided to address district-identified needs for improvement)

District/Other Organization:
SST Region:

District/Organization Primary Contact:
SST Primary Contact(s):

District/Organization Designation
District/Organization Designation (check one):

❑ Comprehensive*

❑ Targeted

❑ Universal

*If Comprehensive, what is the reason(s) for the designation:

❑ Identified as Intensive
❑ Identified as ADC
❑ Serving as Early Literacy Pilot
❑ Serving as SPDG Partner
❑ Identified through ODE-OEC Selective Review (note: districts, ESCs, career centers, or county boards of DD can be identified)
Critical Needs Identified by District/Organization
Briefly state the most critical needs for improvement identified by the district/organization:

Services to be Provided by Area of Practice
Describe the services to be provided by the SST to address the most critical needs for improvement identified by the district/organization.
For comprehensive districts/organizations, note services to be provided in all three areas of practice. For targeted districts, identify services to be provided in areas I
and II. For districts identified as universal, list services to be made available in area I only.
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Methods/Approaches for Providing Services
Describe the ways in which the SST will provide services, including delivery format, nature/duration of the service, collaborative partners involved in
providing the service, relevant resources available at the state and regional level, and district commitment:
Area(s) of
Practice (✓)

Service
I

II

Format

III

(specify onsite, virtual,
etc.)

Duration

(specify short-, long-term,
etc.)

Partners/Resources
(involved in providing
service)

District Commitment

Success Criteria

Signatures
__________________________________________________
SST Director Signature
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_________________________________________________________
Superintendent/Authorized Official Signature
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