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Introduction 

 
This document describes the purpose, content, and use of the Systemic Improvement 
Practices Review (SIPR) and the companion document, the Systemic Improvement 
Discussion Guide. 

The Why of This Tool 

Districts and community schools that support high-level learning among all students do 
so, in part, by establishing and sustaining instructional and organizational leadership 
practices that mobilize educators and other stakeholders on behalf of equity and 
instructional improvement. In other words, they find productive ways to deploy 
strategies that simultaneously promote both excellence and equity. But what strategies 
should they use? How can educational leaders figure out the extent to which the district 
or community school is already using those strategies? Or, following improvement 
efforts, how can they know whether or not improvements have actually been made? 
 
One way to answer these questions would be to use the Systemic Improvement 
Practices Review (SIPR). The SIPR is a quick online assessment for measuring a 
district’s progress toward providing high-quality instructional and organizational 
leadership. Because it’s short and easy to complete, districts can use it periodically to 
gauge their progress. 
 
The instrument measures four sets of strategies. These are: (1) providing system-wide 
learning through assessment, data use, and monitoring; (2) prioritizing the improvement 
of teaching and learning as the basis for a focused improvement strategy; (3) using 
support and accountability structures to build system-wide capacity, and (4) maintaining 
an open and collaborative culture. The following are shorthand names for these 
strategies: (1) strategy 1: promote system-wide learning, (2) strategy 2: prioritize the 
improvement of teaching and learning, (3) strategy 3: build capacity through support 
and accountability, and (4) strategy 4: maintaining a collaborative culture.  
 
What Evidence Supports the Use of the SIPR 
 
The SIPR is a revised version of an instrument that drew on findings from a study of 10 
districts that were simultaneously making improvements in quality and equity--the  
Moving Your Numbers (MYN) districts. These districts, located in nine states in the US, 
were noteworthy for the improvements they were making on behalf of all students. 
 
Several years after the MYN studies took place, another study helped to clarify key 
district strategies and to cluster them into statistically validated domains. This study 
used a two-step process. First, an expert panel rated items on the original MYN 
instrument and suggested modifications. Then, a pilot test with the revised tool 
generated data that were analyzed using factor analysis to determine items that were 
associated closely with one another. Their close association pointed to the likelihood 
that they were measuring distinct domains of practice (what Ohio’s Statewide System of 
Support calls “strategies”). These sets of closely related items form the scales on the 



 

 

current version of the Systemic Improvement Practices Review. These scales were 
subsequently verified in two follow-up studies designed to confirm their content and 
distinctness. 

How Can the Systemic Improvement Discussion Guide Help?  

The SIPR will show district and community school leaders the inclusive organizational 
and leadership strategies that are relatively strong across the system and those that are 
weaker. Therefore, after completing the SIPR and reviewing the results, educational 
leaders can make specific plans about which strategies to strengthen. The Systemic 
Improvement Discussion Guide supports this type of planning. The Guide shows the 
specific practices that constitute each of the four strategies. By concentrating on 
strategies in need of improvement, districts and community schools can determine 
which specific practices to put into place, monitor, support, and institutionalize. 

Comparison Between Previous MYN Tools and This Version of the SIPR 

The four SIPR strategies are not all that different from the six strategies identified in the 
original MYN work. A quick equivalency table shows how the two approaches to 
categorization line up. 

 

Strategy on the SIPR Original MYN Strategy 

Promote system-wide learning Use data well 

Prioritize the improvement of teaching 
and learning 

Focus your goals 
 
Select and implement shared instructional 
practices 
 
Implement deeply 

Build capacity through support and 
accountability 

Monitor and provide feedback and 
support 

Maintain a collaborative culture Inquire and learn 

As the table reveals, the new categorization simply streamlines the original MYN 
categorization. With four categories rather than six, discussions about strategies and 
their embedded practices become more focused. Monitoring four strategies using the 
SIPR is also a little easier than monitoring six strategies using the more complicated 
Discussion Guide tools. With the SIPR, district and community school leadership teams 
need not complete the entire Discussion Guide, but, instead, can focus on the one or 
two strategies that need to be strengthened. 

Overview of Instructional and Organizational Leadership Strategies 

Research on district-wide improvement shows that certain strategies and practices are 
routinely associated with increased performance and increased equity (e.g., Fullan, 
2010; Johnson, 1996; Seashore Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010; 



 

 

Wahlstrom, Seashore, Leithwood, & Anderson, 2010).  Different studies conceptualize 
these strategies and practices somewhat differently. The reboot of the Ohio 
Improvement Process draws on a conceptualization grounded in the Moving Your 
Numbers program of research (e.g.,  Maltbie, Morrison, Duan, & Dariotis, 2017; Tefs & 
Telfer, 2013; Telfer, 2011; Telfer & Howley, 2014). It also fits well with Fullan’s model of 
improvement (Fullan & Quinn, 2016). To learn more about the improvement drivers in 
Fullan’s model, view the graphic on the following webpage: 
https://michaelfullan.ca/coherence-the-right-drivers-in-action-for-schools-districts-and-
systems/ 

The major strategies underlying the SIPR are described below. 

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. In other words, they 
promote system-wide learning through assessment, data use, and monitoring. 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. For more information about prioritizing the improvement 
of teaching and learning see Honig (2008), Leithwood and Seashore-Louis (2011), and 
Robinson and Timperley (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, aligned to district goals, based on 
relevant data, and responsive to the needs of personnel. For more information about 
building capacity through support and accountability see Elmore (2002) and Hargreaves 
and Fullan (2012). 

Strategy 4: Sustain an Open and Collaborative Culture 
Districts and community schools shape their organizational cultures in ways that make 
those cultures collaborative, caring, ethical, equitable, and amenable to positive change. 
For more information about sustaining and open and collaborative culture, see Bolman 
and Deal (1991); Bryk, Gomez, Grunow, and LeMahieu (2015); Fullan (2011), and 
Hargreaves (1995). 

How to Use the SIPR 

As a brief, easily administered instrument, the SIPR can be completed periodically to 
show district progress in developing leadership strategies. A first administration 
provides baseline data, and subsequent administrations show growth. Eventually, when 
Ohio gathers a sufficient amount of SIPR data across districts and community schools, 



 

 

norms can be developed to show each district or community school how it compares to 
statewide average scores on the scales measuring the four SIPR strategies.  

Administering the SIPR: The Pilot Test 

For the pilot administration of the SIPR, district personnel will work with their SST 
consultants to determine a specific timetable for the DLT/CSLT’s completion of the 
instrument.  The consultant will contact Aimee Howley (aimeehowley@gmail.com) to 
generate a SurveyMonkey link that the district or community school can use. The survey 
link will be open for one week from the date that the link is sent to the consultant. 

Who. The DLT/CSLT will identify five members, at random, who will complete the 
instrument. If a person does not want to complete the instrument, another DLT/CSLT 
member should be selected in his or her place. If a DLT/CSLT does not have five 
members, the consultant should notify Aimee Howley (aimeehowley@gmail.com) about 
how many members will be completing the SIPR. 

When. The pilot administration of the SIPR will take place during April and May of 2019. 
Any consultant who needs an extension of this timetable (to a week prior to April or after 
May) can contact Aimee Howley (aimeehowley@gmail.com) . 

How. Each of the selected DLT members will complete the instrument individually by 
clicking the link and answering all questions.  Estimated time to complete the SIPR is 
approximately 5-10 minutes. 

Interpreting SIPR Results 

For the pilot administration of the SIPR, results will be calculated as four scores (one for 
each strategy) with a range between a high of 4.00 and a low of 1.00. Because of its 
main purpose, namely to measure growth in districts’ use of leadership strategies, 
sharing SIPR items with district personnel is not permissible. These items sample 
the practices constituting the four strategies; they do not describe the strategies 
comprehensively. Knowledge of the specific items, therefore, can bias scores. 

 Scoring. Aimee Howley will generate scores for each district within a few days of 
the district’s submission of five responses. She will develop a brief report and share it 
with the SST consultant who serves the district, with a copy to the SST director. 

Relative strengths and weaknesses. The display of mean scores in the brief 
report will provide a rough gauge of the district’s relative strengths and weaknesses. 
Standard deviations will show the extent to which the five district respondents tend to 
agree (or disagree) in their ratings of the use of the four SIPR leadership strategies. 

Next Steps. The SST consultant will share the report with the DLT/CSLT and 
schedule a two-hour meeting to discuss the results and create an action plan. An 
agenda for the meeting might include the following items and timeframes. 

20 minutes: The district’s strengths and weaknesses based on a comparison of 
means and standard deviations. 

10 minutes: A discussion to determine which lower-scoring instructional and 
organizational leadership strategy (of the four) the district will target. If all 
strategies have similar scores, the DLT/CSLT should begin work with Strategy 1. 



 

 

If all strategies receive high ratings, the DLT/CSLT might consider administering 
the SIPR to another group within the district (e.g., TBT leads) to see if there is 
broader agreement that the district does not need further work on inclusive 
instructional and organizational leadership. 

30 minutes: A review of the targeted strategy using items on the Systemic 
Improvement Discussion Guide to determine which specific practices associated 
with the strategy the district will seek to strengthen. 

 

30 minutes: The development of an action plan specifying the actions the district 
will take to strengthen specific leadership practices associated with the targeted 
strategy. 

10 minutes: A discussion of the pilot process will provide essential information to 
inform the 2019-2020 rollout.  Consultants who facilitate the pilot will complete a 
survey link given to each director.  Questions for the pilot district (to be entered 
into the survey): 

• How long did it take for you to complete the survey? 
• Did you experience any technical challenges with SurveyMonkey? 
• Do the questions you answered reflect the work you are currently doing in 

your district? 
• Did you experience any difficulty responding to the questions and, if so, 

what was it/what were they? 
• Did you find you find the report and the process of planning next steps to 

be meaningful and/or of value? 

Glossary 
 
Differentiated system for providing support - required by ESSA, this arrangement 
allocates different levels of assistance to districts and community schools with greater 
and lesser need for improvement. 
 
Equity - means fairness in the allocation of goods, services, opportunities, or outcomes. 
In education, equal opportunity and equal access typically do not ensure equal 
outcomes. Efforts to close achievement gaps aim toward equal outcomes as the best 
way to gauge the equity of a school, school district, or state. 
 
Factor analysis - is a statistical technique based on correlation that is used to construct 
a small set of global variables from a larger set of discrete variables.  
 
Formative assessment - involves data collection, analysis, and interpretation that is 
used to guide any ongoing process such as learning, teaching, collaborative planning, 
or systemic improvement. 
 
Inquiry processes - include the steps people follow in order to study something. In the 
context of the OIP, these processes enable educators to observe the influence of the 
strategies and practices they decide to use on behalf of improvement. 



 

 

 
Instructional and organizational leadership - refers to the influence on a district, 
school, or unit within a school that is exerted by individuals or teams on behalf of a 
shared improvement goal or set of goals. Its focus is twofold: on core educational 
practices (i.e., instruction) and on structures and procedures supporting those core 
practices (i.e., the organization). 
 
Moving Your Numbers - is a research initiative sponsored by the National Center on 
Educational Outcomes (NCEO) at the University of Minnesota. It explored the methods 
used by districts that had increased their overall academic performance and the equity 
of academic performance. The research resulted in an inventory that measures what 
adults do intentionally and collectively to include and assist all students in learning at 
higher levels. 
 
Ohio Improvement Process - is a series of systematic inquiry processes used by 
nested sets of collaborative teams to foster improvement at the classroom, school, and 
district levels of an educational system in Ohio. Other states use similar processes such 
as action research or plan-do-study-act cycles. 
 
System-wide learning - refers to the idea that better performance results when 
members of a system continuously learn about how the system is working and act 
strategically to improve it (Senge, 1990).  
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