Module 2 Appendix ii: Prioritizing Needs Protocol
The Prioritizing Needs Protocol to follow is designed to support Collaborative Teams at each school identified for Comprehensive Support and Improvement identify and focus the Collaborative Team on the needs deemed to be the most pressing for school improvement efforts. This protocol is meant to be used after reading all of Module 2 and should be facilitated by a trained LEA or RIDE staff member.
This protocol is the second step in a three step process which will ultimately result in the Collaborative Team identifying 3-5 high-priority needs and their likely root causes. 
Having completed the Examining Data Protocol (Module 2 Appendix i), Collaborative Teams should have established a common understanding of the schools performing on the major indicators within the statewide system of accountability. At the completion of the Examining Data Protocol, they should have descriptive notes covering a wide range of indicators. During this protocol the Collaborative Team will be required to revisit those indicators and their notes and evaluate the data along two dimensions:
1. Performance: the extent to which the data on that indicator are strong or weak
2. Priority: the extent to which the data on that indicator have large or small impacts on students
Calibration will be important in making judgements along both of these dimensions. For judgements of performance, the Collaborative Team should norm on a common point of reference. The following are examples of points of reference for performance that could be used:
· The performance level equivalent to a cut score necessary for at least a 3-star rating
· The performance level of a demographically similar “role-model” school
· The performance level required to meet stated district or state strategic goals in strategic plans or other documents
· The performance level required to meet a college/career readiness standard
· The state averages of cut scores (reference table included below)
	Table 1: State Averages for 2019 Accountability Metrics

	ELA Ach. Index
	ELA Growth Index
	ELA % Exceeds
	Math Ach. Index
	Math Growth Ind.
	Math % Exceeds
	ELP Index

	45.7
	0.9
	3.9%
	38.7
	0.9
	2.7%
	0.7

	Student Chronic Abs.
	Teacher Chronic Abs.
	Suspensions per 100 S.’s
	4 Yr. Grad. Rate
	Composite Grad. Rate
	% Comm. Seal
	PSS Index

	19.5%
	5.8%
	7.6
	79%
	82%
	26%
	41.5



For judgements of priority Collaborative Teams should calibrate based on the size and audience of impact. Relatively large impacts will be those that affect many students and/or make relatively large differences in the accountability system. This includes size of gaps between student subgroups that must be considered during determinations of priority.
This data protocol can be used by any Rhode Island school regardless of their rating on the statewide system of accountability in order to support improvement efforts. This protocol requires facilitation by a person who is well-versed in the metrics and methods of the RI Statewide System of Accountability and its school report cards. The RIDE School Improvement will provide technical assistance to interested parties, please e-mail SchoolImprovement@RIDE.ri.gov.

Facilitator Directions
Participants
This protocol is meant to be performed with a CSI schools Collaborative Team, inclusive of Community Advisory Board members and the School-based team members. In total, this protocol should be completed with between 4 to 8 community members and 4 to 8 school-based team members and facilitated by one or two LEA or RIDE staff.
Time
The protocol will take 60-90 minutes.
Before facilitation:
Make sure all participants have read Modules 1 and 2 – you may want copies handy for reference.
Make sure all participants have completed Module 2 Appendix i: Examining Data and have their notes with them.
You’ll want a space that can comfortably fit your entire Collaborative Team plus facilitators (up to 18 people). You’ll need an active connection to the internet (you may want to go back and reference data from https://reportcard.ride.ri.gov) and a large screen visible to the entire room. You will also want chart paper showing the following illustration:Low priority, low performance: Minor Area of Weakness
Low priority, strong performance: Minor Area of Strength
High priority, strong performance: Major Area of Strength
High priority, Weak Performance: Major Area of Focus
Strong performance
Weak performance
Current performance
Priority
High priority
Low priority


Make sure you have a space where the entire group can engage in conversation and hear one another without background noise.
Make sure all participants are informed ahead of time of the objective for this protocol: 
To identify the 3-5 highest priority needs that emerged from the Examining Data protocol.

During Facilitation:
1. Make sure every participant has their notes from Module 2 Appendix i: Examining Data Protocol, their Prioritizing Needs note taking sheet (included at the end) and a stack of stickie notes.
2. Begin with a discussion of the chart paper graph you’ve created, explaining the two axes and four quadrants (you can refer back to the section 2.2 from Module 2 on Prioritizing Needs for talking points).
3. Once participants have an understanding of the chart paper graph, ensure they understand the objective is to narrow the range of needs to those in the bottom right quadrant, and of those, the most urgent 3-5. Also emphasize that needs can emerge from any/all of the data considered, including subgroup performance gaps, participation, or any other of the many pieces of data covered in the examining data protocol. Needs are not limited to the “all students” indicators.
4. Now you’ll want to have an opened-ended discussion about calibration along both the axes of performance and priority. Have the group come to a consensus on what benchmarks they will use to evaluate performance, from the bulleted list provided above or another point of reference as determined by the Collaborative Team. Next, have the same discussion about priority. You should allow the group to reflect on principles of equity and size of impact and come to some shared value statements. You may want to revisit some of the pages of the report card to help participants determine potential impact on the accountability system and the size of equity gaps. Where there are disagreements, make sure all voices are heard and that, to the broadest extent possible, consensus is arrived at before proceeding.
5. Now, in light of the calibration conversation, instruct participants to revisit their notes and identify their 3 to 5 most important areas of need, and write one need on each sticky note.
6. Then, as they are ready have participants place their sticky-notes on the chart paper with the four quadrants. Tell them as they come up, to look at the other sticky notes on the quadrant and if there is a match (both what’s on the sticky, and what quadrant it is in), have them cluster those sticky notes together.
7. After all participants have gone, read over the sticky notes aloud and try one final consolidation of similar or substantially related sticky notes. Try to observe patterns in the notes, including areas of disagreement (same stickies, different quadrants), as well as consensus (same stickies, same quadrant). Facilitate a conversation to arrive at which quadrant stickies belong in, by allowing participants to make the case for their judgements, grounded in data and the group to vote if necessary.
8. Now, focus only on the bottom right quadrant. If you have between 3-5 clusters of sticky notes, those are your highest priority needs. If, is as likely the case, you have more, you will need to facilitate a final conversation around identifying the top 5. Participants should be given a chance to advocate for their sticky notes and judgements and the whole group can vote to narrow the set, until five remain.
9. Record the final 3-5 identified needs on chart paper.
10. Allow participants to reflect on the experience of their process. Record their reactions on chart paper.
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Module 2 Appendix ii: Prioritizing Needs Note Taking Sheet
Calibration Notes: 
After the Collaborative Team has had its conversations about priority, what did you agree with the whole group on? Were there areas where you disagreed?




Prioritization:
What were the three to five highest priority needs you individually identified? Record them below and locate them on your personal graph:Performance


Priority



After the group built consensus, what were the entire Collaborative Teams 3-5 identified highest priority needs? Record them below:
