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Executive 
Summary 
Since 2014, Metropolitan Nashville Public 
School (MNPS) educators have partnered with 
the Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) 
Appalachia to improve teaching and learning 
through a collaborative inquiry approach to data 
use in middle schools. MNPS defines 
collaborative inquiry as a data-based team 
process that consciously uses the collaborative 
learning cycle and the qualities of effective 
groups. With funding from the U.S. Department 
of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences, 
the partnership provided professional learning 
in collaborative inquiry to over 200 MNPS 
teachers, administrators, and central office 
staff. 
 
A team of MNPS educators and Research, 
Assessment, and Evaluation staff along with 
REL Appalachia evaluators developed an 
evaluation plan for collaborative inquiry in 2015 
and implemented it during spring of 2016 in five 
middle schools. Evaluation activities included 
interviews with 17 teachers, 10 administrators 
and four instructional coaches as well as focus 
groups with two grade-level teams. The 
evaluation also included data from 70 teachers, 
seven administrators, and 12 instructional 
coaches on the Teacher Data Use Survey 
(Wayman, Cho, Mandinach, Supovitz, & 
Wilkerson, 2016). The purpose of the 
evaluation during this beginning phase of 
implementation was to capture early successes, 
challenges, lessons learned, and supports for 
applying a collaborative inquiry approach to 
data use. 

This evaluation documents implementation of 
collaborative inquiry practices in five 
Community of Practice (CoP) middle schools. 
The five schools represent diverse 
demographics and range in size from 269 
students to 765 students, with a total of 2,510 
students across all schools. Two schools have 
more than 25% English language learners, and 
the percentage of minority students range from 
51% to 99%. All schools were considered 

average-to-low performing based on average 
reading and math performance during the 
2015/16 school year.  

The following summary presents key findings 
from the evaluation and recommendations to 
help guide the next phase of implementation.  

Key Finding #1: Schools are applying 
collaborative inquiry practices in 
differing ways based on their needs and 
school leadership.  

All five schools applied components of 
collaborative inquiry to their data use practices 
to varying degrees. The Innovation 
Configuration (IC) Map was a valuable tool for 
school teams to self-assess where they were 
on the continuum of collaborative inquiry 
practices, identify areas for growth, and 
prioritize where they wanted to focus their initial 
efforts. Teams focused primarily on one of the 
following collaborative inquiry components: (a) 
maintaining a clear focus during meetings, (b) 
assuming collective responsibility for 
implementing solutions from the collaborative 
inquiry process, (c) fostering a culture of trust, 
and (d) using data effectively to inform 
decisionmaking.  

The application of collaborative inquiry 
practices ranged from whole-school adoption to 
only team leader use. We can attribute this 
variation, in part, to the leadership within 
schools and how leaders approached rolling-out 
collaborative inquiry. Some school leaders had 
only team leaders trained, while others had the 
entire staff being trained. In some schools there 
was a clear action plan or approach for teams 
using collaborative inquiry, and in other schools 
there was no implementation plan. In schools 
where a leader “championed” collaborative 
inquiry, implementation was higher and more 
widespread overall.  

Recommendations: 

1. Use the IC Map. Schools are encouraged to 
begin the implementation process by using the 
IC Map to self-assess areas of strength, areas 
of growth, and priority areas of focus. It is 
recommended that this self-assessment 
continue through the implementation process to 
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ensure that teams are progressing toward more 
ideal levels of implementation and higher levels 
of fidelity to best practices.  

2. Use an action plan. An action plan with 
team goals and implementation strategies for 
collaborative inquiry should be developed and 
revisited throughout the implementation 
process.  

3. Identify your collaborative inquiry leaders. 
Schools with collaborative inquiry leaders, or 
“champions,” will have more momentum and 
internal expertise for implementing collaborative 
inquiry. A leader helps build ownership and 
integration of collaborative inquiry by helping 
teachers translate what they learn from training 
workshops into practice.  

 

Key Finding #2: The use of collaborative 
inquiry in schools is making a positive 
difference in how teachers approach 
using data to make evidence-based 
decisions. It is too early to tell if these 
differences will impact student-learning 
outcomes. 

 
After only four months of implementing 
collaborative inquiry, we are beginning to see 
positive changes in how school teams engage 
in the inquiry process with data. There is 
evidence of schools cultivating trusting 
relationships around data, which allows them to 
have more open, data-centered dialogue about 
what’s working, what’s not, and what—
collectively—teams can do about it. Teams are 
beginning to delve deeper into the inquiry 
process by generating causal theories about 
root causes of problems, examining patterns 
and trends in the data, and generating 
evidence-based recommendations for next 
steps. Thus, data use is becoming more 
systematic while at the same time incorporating 
multiple viewpoints from those around the table. 
It is becoming safer to talk about data so teams 
can unleash their ability to make evidence-
based decisions to improve teaching and 
learning. 
 
 

 
Recommendation: 

4. Continue to evaluate collaborative 
inquiry. MNPS now has access to 
piloted and refined instrumentation for 
evaluating collaborative inquiry. 
Evaluation provides a mechanism for 
collecting ongoing feedback that can 
help MNPS identify implementation 
support and resource allocation. 
Evaluation can document changes in 
data use and instructional practices as 
well as impacts on student learning.  

 

Key Finding #3: Teachers, 
administrators, and coaches feel 
supported in implementing collaborative 
inquiry and value “just in time” and 
ongoing professional learning 
opportunities as implementation occurs.  

One of the key lessons learned about 
supporting schools is to meet them where they 
are in their learning process. Schools with 
limited or no experience with collaborative 
inquiry required additional support in learning 
about what it is, what it looks like, and how to 
implement it. Schools already familiar with 
collaborative inquiry needed support in going 
deeper into the data to make sense of it and 
generate possible solutions. Having access to 
“just in time” support from someone in the 
district who is an expert in collaborative inquiry 
was key in helping teachers and leaders.  

 
Recommendation:  

5. Continue ongoing professional 
learning support. MNPS is encouraged 
to continue providing schools with 
professional learning opportunities for 
building collaborative inquiry knowledge 
and skills, increasing group facilitation 
skills for collaborative inquiry, and 
modeling collaborative inquiry practices. 
These opportunities could focus on 
content and strategies from Lipton and 
Wellman’s books, Got Data? Now 
What? or Leading Groups. Easily 
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accessible resources and supports like 
the online Collaborative Inquiry Toolkit, 
the Community of Practice, and central 
office staff are necessary to foster 
implementation. 

 

Key Finding #4: All schools see 
value in integrating collaborative 
inquiry with current initiatives to 
address key problems of practice. 

School teams are applying the collaborative 
inquiry process to addressing salient problems 
of practice, such as behavioral and attendance 
issues, writing skills, using early warning 
system data, and responding to students’ need 
for additional instruction and intervention. 
Teachers are also applying collaborative inquiry 
practices in their classrooms with students. 
Collaborative inquiry is not perceived as an 
“add-on” to current practice but rather as a 
process or approach that teachers and leaders 
can integrate into current practice.  

Recommendation: 

6. Delve deeper into understanding and 
meaning through collaborative inquiry. 
When teams apply a collaborative inquiry 
approach, they deepen their understanding of 
their assumptions about data and student 
learning. They explore theories of causation, 
examine multiple types and sources of data, 
and generate possible solutions to addressing 
problems of practice. Teams look for trends, 
patterns, and solutions that could benefit a 
larger population of students.  

 
Key Finding #5: To create a culture of 
collaborative inquiry in using data, a 
common language and integrated 
approach to implementation are needed 
at both the school and district levels. 

 
At the district level, MNPS has helped to create 
a culture of collaborative inquiry by supporting 
professional learning opportunities and by 
making data accessible through the data 
warehouse. At the school level, leaders foster a 

culture of collaborative inquiry through 
protected time for teachers to meet in teams, 
support for participation in professional 
learning, making sure teachers can access 
relevant data, providing a common language 
through the IC Map, and voicing the value of 
collaborative inquiry. Feedback from the five 
schools suggests that a common language and 
definition of collaborative inquiry exists among 
teachers, coaches, and administrators to a 
degree. Still, with over 100 initiatives occurring 
in the district, a common language for 
collaborative inquiry data use practices needs a 
shared definition of what it is and what it means 
for teaching and learning in MNPS.  

Recommendations: 

7. Continue the Community of Practice.  The 
collaborative inquiry Community of Practice 
provides schools with opportunities to come 
together to discuss implementation successes 
and challenges, share lessons learned, build a 
common language around their collaborative 
inquiry practices, deepen their understanding, 
and foster a districtwide culture of data use.  
 
8. Sustain school-level leadership in 
supporting collaborative inquiry. School 
leaders, such as principals and assistant 
principals, are key to modeling collaborative 
inquiry practices and setting clear 
implementation expectations for teachers.  
  
9. Convey district-level support and 
expectations. It is recommended that the 
district clearly communicate how collaborative 
inquiry supports the district’s goals, values, 
strategic plan, and improvement initiatives as 
well as what expectations, if any, they have for 
schools in using collaborative inquiry.   
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Introduction 
A plan for data use can help translate the vision held by district and school leaders into a culture 
for data use (Armstrong & Anthes, 2001; Datnow, Park, & Wohlstetter, 2007; Wayman, Cho, & 
Johnston, 2007). A plan, however, is not sufficient for creating the cultural shift within schools; 
its success depends on administrators at both the district and school levels, providing adequate 
conditions, supports, and processes (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Mandinach & Jackson, 2012) for 
data use. Supports that district and school leaders can establish to help develop a culture for 
collaborative inquiry for teachers include providing access to both data and instructional 
coaches, fostering teacher collaboration, setting aside time for teachers to engage in data use, 
creating user-friendly data systems, and instituting useful formative and summative 
assessments (Young & Kim, 2010). 

In 2014, educators in Metro Nashville Public Schools (MNPS) formed a partnership with the 
Regional Education Laboratory Appalachia (REL AP) with the purpose of building capacity 
within the district to create a culture of collaborative inquiry in using data to improve teaching 
and learning. The current evaluation project arose from needs identified during a 2014 technical 
assistance activity with partnership members. The group expressed the need to evaluate the 
implementation and outcomes of introducing collaborative inquiry in its middle schools. Not only 
was this need stated during that event, it also surfaced during a prior root-cause analyses as a 
barrier to effectively using collaborative inquiry in the district. Specifically, members identified a 
lack of time and resources to evaluate district initiatives as contributing to a lack of data on 
which to base decisions about funding initiatives that were effective.  

The partnership members believe strongly that if they are advocating that schools incorporate 
collaborative inquiry into instruction, the district itself must model the same by evaluating 
implementation of collaborative inquiry. Developing and implementing an evaluation plan is a 
key step toward increasing the district’s capacity to evaluate the implementation and outcomes 
of its collaborative inquiry process in middle school instruction. 

The evaluation planning subcommittee of the research partnership between the MNPS and REL 
Appalachia determined that the evaluation plan should be implemented in two phases with the 
second phase building on what is learned from Phase I. Phase I, as described in this report, 
focused on a set of five Community of Practice middle schools that received technical 
assistance support for their collaborative inquiry work during spring of 2016. Protocols and 
instruments were developed and piloted and baseline data collected from teachers, 
administrators, and coaches in the five schools. Phase 1 of the evaluation includes revised 
instrumentation based on the spring 2016 pilot, this report of preliminary findings, and a draft 
plan for Phase II of the evaluation. Phase II will focus on evaluating implementation and impacts 
in a larger number of MNPS schools for the 2016/17 school year. REL Appalachia evaluators 
worked to expand the capacity of MNPS partners to conduct the evaluation for Phase II. 
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Collaborative Inquiry 
 

Collaborative inquiry shapes how groups work together to use data in applying instructional 
practices to meet student learning needs. In schools that use collaborative inquiry, teams of 
teachers work together over the course of the school year to diagnose the needs of struggling 
students and develop effective strategies to meet their learning needs (Robinson, 2010). 
Collaborative inquiry is a professional learning process that engages educators in using a 
systematic, self-directed, research-oriented approach to examining their teaching practice 
(Donohoo, 2011).  

There are multiple stages to the inquiry process, including making predictions and uncovering 
assumptions, framing problems and identifying questions, collecting evidence from multiple data 
sources, analyzing evidence, and making conclusions from the data that guide decisionmaking 
(Lipton & Wellman, 2012). Through these stages, educators take an active role in expressing 
and testing research hypotheses related to teaching and learning (Reeves, 2010).  

Research has shown that schools using a collaborative inquiry process increase student 
achievement as well as teacher collaboration and reflection on practice (Love, 2009; Robinson, 
2010). Collaborative inquiry has been adopted by some school districts as a potentially powerful 
process for helping administrators and teachers use student data to improve instruction and 
raise student achievement (Dana, Thomas, and Boynton, 2011; Robinson, 2010). 

In MNPS, educators are adopting a collaborative inquiry process framed by Lipton and Wellman 
and presented in their book Got Data? Now What? Creating and Leading Cultures of Inquiry 
(2012). The “collaborative learning cycle” (CLC) and strategies for developing high-performing 
groups combine to address the conditions, supports, and processes that data teams of 
teachers, instructional support staff, and administrators need for effective data-driven dialogue 
and collaborative inquiry.  

As shown in Figure 1, the CLC model is intended to build 
educators’ capacity to engage in the three phases of 
collaborative inquiry: 

• activating and engaging prior knowledge by surfacing 
predictions and underlying assumptions before 
examining datasets 

• exploring and discovering patterns, trends, and 
surprises in data displays 

• organizing and integrating learning by developing 
theories of causation and theories of action as 
platforms for thoughtful improvement planning 

To facilitate these phases, leaders engage in managing, 
modeling, mediating, and monitoring the collaborative inquiry 
process. Lipton and Wellman also purport that going through 
the three phases of their collaborative learning cycle is most effective when data teams practice 
the seven qualities of high-performing collaborative inquiry groups: 

Managing 
Modeling 
Mediating 
Monitoring 

Activating	   
and	   

Engaging 

Exploring 
and 

Discovering 

Organizing 
And 

Integrating 

Figure 1. The collaborative learning 
cycle process.  
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1. Maintain a clear focus. 
2. Embrace a spirit of inquiry. 
3. Put data at the center. 
4. Honor commitments to learners and learning. 
5. Cultivate relational trust. 
6. Seek equity. 
7. Assume collective responsibility. 

Collaborative Inquiry Professional Learning & Tools in MNPS 
 

Since the partnership with REL AP began in 2014, teachers, instructional coaches, data 
coaches, and central office staff have engaged in a variety of capacity-building activities around 
collaborative inquiry. Laura Lipton and Bruce Wellman have offered collaborative inquiry 
knowledge and skill-building workshops during the summers of 2014 and 2015 as a well as 
professional learning workshops on leading groups during the spring of 2016 (Lipton & 
Wellman, 2015). The purpose of these workshops was to increase participants’ understanding 
of the collaborative learning cycle, qualities of highly effective teams, and facilitation skills for 
guiding collaborative inquiry school teams. 
 
In addition to these knowledge and skill-building workshops, REL AP partners helped MNPS 
educators uncover assumptions and define outcomes around data use in the district. In 2014 
REL AP facilitated a root-cause analysis to explore the question, “What are the barriers to using 
a collaborative inquiry approach for effective data use in adolescent literacy instruction?” Of the 
11 priority barriers identified, the three most significant barriers were (a) lack of structures, 
protocols, and a common language for collaborative inquiry; (b) lack of relational trust in using 
data; and (c) lack of clear direction in implementation of collaborative inquiry. During a follow-up 
workshop, the group addressed the question, “What outcomes would we expect to see if we 
implemented a collaborative inquiry approach to data use without any barriers?” To answer this 
question, partnership members developed three logic models that identified short, intermediate, 
and long-term outcomes related to these three most significant barriers in implementing 
collaborative inquiry. 
 
In 2015 the REL AP and MNPS partnership focused its work on identifying the data use 
practices that school teams need to implement to achieve the outcomes delineated in the logic 
models. The partnership accomplished this by developing an Innovation Configuration (IC) Map 
for collaborative inquiry (see Appendix A). An IC Map divides an innovation, in this case 
collaborative inquiry, into its components and describes variations in practices from less-than-
ideal to ideal. To develop an IC Map for collaborative inquiry, the REL AP facilitated a webinar 
on principles of innovation configurations and two workshops on developing innovation 
configurations. A working group of 15 MNPS members engaged in developing the collaborative 
inquiry IC Map. The collaborative inquiry IC Map serves as a key tool in implementing and 
evaluating collaborative inquiry in middle schools.  
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Community of Practice Schools 
 

To support MNPS educators in translating the previously described research-based professional 
learning and tools into practice, MNPS formed a collaborative inquiry Community of Practice 
(CoP) in 2016. A core group of MNPS educators actively involved in the REL AP and MNPS 
partnership identified five middle schools to implement collaborative inquiry as part of the CoP 
and this pilot evaluation study.  

To be part of the collaborative inquiry CoP, Dr. Margie Johnson met with principals to explain 
the nature of the CoP and to get a signed memorandum of understanding (MOU) (see appendix 
B). The MOU outlined the expectations of being part of the CoP and emphasized the 
importance of school-level buy-in to the implementation process. It was important that school 
principals supported the implementation of collaborative inquiry practices in their schools. 

During the implementation period of collaborative inquiry from February to May 2016, educators 
in the five CoP schools received ongoing support through the REL AP partnership. This 
included participation in the previously described professional learning offerings including a one-
day workshop on using the collaborative inquiry IC Map with IC Map experts and a two-day 
workshop on leading groups with Dr. Laura Lipton. Additionally, Dr. Lipton conducted onsite 
observations of school teams using data and provided feedback, guidance, and modeling to 
support teams in improving implementation. Dr. Margie Johnson, MNPS Business Intelligence 
Coordinator, also provided ongoing, onsite support to schools on an as-needed basis. She also 
created an online Collaborative Inquiry Toolkit that provides CoP schools with resources, tools, 
and a platform for information exchange about collaborative inquiry. Furthermore, REL AP 
hosted two CoP virtual meetings to bring together educators across the five schools to share 
implementation experiences and learn from one another.  
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Evaluation Purpose and Design 
The overall purpose of the evaluation approach is to build trust while providing information to 
stakeholders at all levels about teacher instruction and student learning results from 
collaborative inquiry. The evaluation is intended to  

• inform district decisionmaking for professional learning and implementation support, 
• refine and/or reinforce collaborative inquiry,  
• support fidelity of implementation of collaborative inquiry,  
• learn where collaborative inquiry was implemented well and under what conditions,  
• learn what works and what doesn’t in implementing collaborative inquiry,  
• learn what was the general sense of support for implementing collaborative inquiry,  
• learn what were constraints/barriers, and  
• measure progress in teacher capacity and student literacy that is being made.  

Key evaluation questions: 

• How and where is collaborative inquiry occurring in MNPS schools and with what 
fidelity?  

• How does the culture of MNPS support collaborative inquiry and promote the integration 
of collaborative inquiry as essential to the work of the district? 

• What preparation and support needed to implement collaborative inquiry are teachers 
and administrators receiving? 

• Is collaborative inquiry making a difference for teaching and learning in MNPS? 

Evaluation Approach 
The evaluation followed a utilization-focused and participatory approach (Cousins, 2003; Patton, 
2008). For an evaluation to be relevant, meaningful, and useful, key MNPS stakeholders 
participated in the evaluation process. Using a utilization-focused approach, REL AP evaluators 
and a team of 10 MNPS educators identified the intended audiences for evaluation findings and 
how those audiences might use the findings. Building backward from there, the evaluation 
aligned evaluation questions, data sources, data collection methods, data analysis approaches, 
and reporting mechanisms with the information needs, goals, and priorities of intended users.  

Through this approach we aimed to foster dialogue, reflection, and inquiry to increase the 
capacity of MNPS staff to understand how evaluation information can meet their needs. A 
partnership of this nature can be highly effective in building stakeholder evaluation capacity and 
producing evaluation products that stakeholders actually use (Cousins & Chouinard, 2012; 
Cousins, Goh, & Clark, 2005). 

Evaluation Data Collection Methods  
Data collection should be appropriate for the phase of program development such that relatively 
new collaborative inquiry activities should focus on short- and intermediate-term outcomes, 
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whereas well established and refined activities after three years of implementation would lend 
more credibility to the measurement of longer term outcomes of collaborative inquiry. It would 
be premature and inappropriate to expect the attainment of longer term outcomes of 
collaborative inquiry after only one to two years of implementation. A focus of this Phase I 
evaluation is on the nature of short- and intermediate-term outcomes and the timing of their 
emergence. Given this early phase, not all of the questions in the evaluation plan are yet 
applicable such that this report includes a selected list as reported in the findings section. As 
described in the following sections, a mixed-method approach allowed us to quantify the 
attainment of outcomes through a survey and qualify the actualization of intended outcomes 
through interviews, focus groups, and document review.  

Interviews and focus groups 
To gain a better understanding of participants’ perceptions and experiences as well as how 
schools implement collaborative inquiry, the evaluators developed interview and focus group 
protocols for teachers, data teams, and administrators (see appendix C for teacher protocols). 
Evaluators adhered to well-defined protocols for conducting interviews and focus groups. For 
interviews, evaluators verbally solicited participant consent, reviewed the purpose of the 
interview, and confirmed that responses will be anonymous. Interviews lasted approximately 30-
45 minutes each, and focus groups lasted approximately 60 minutes each.  

Teacher Data Use Survey  
The Teacher Data Use Survey (TDUS) and Administration Guide (Wayman, Wilkerson, Cho, 
Mandinach, & Supovitz, 2016), is a reliable instrument reviewed and approved by the U.S. 
Department of Education’s Institute for Education Sciences and developed through the REL AP 
and MNPS partnership. This survey measures what data teachers access and how they use it, 
which data they find most useful, what supports are available to help teachers use data, and 
how they collaborate when using data. There are three versions of the survey: one for 
classroom teachers, one for building administrators (principals and assistant principals), and 
one for instructional support staff (data and instructional coaches who are not currently working 
as classroom teachers). Each survey version contains the same content asking how teachers 
use data, but questions on the administrator and support staff versions are reworded as needed 
for each role. The surveys were administered in February 2016 and took about 15 minutes to 
complete. A summary of findings is presented in appendix D. The next administration for the five 
CoP schools is expected to occur December 2016. 

Document review 
Documents collected for the evaluation included notes from the CoP virtual calls, team meeting 
agendas and notes, materials posted to the MNPS Collaborative Inquiry Toolkit, and 
observation notes from Laura Lipton’s site visits to schools. 

Evaluation Sample 
The evaluation team collected data from a representative sample of MNPS teachers, data and 
instructional coaches, school administrators, and school teams from the five CoP schools. Table 
1 shows an overview of the number of respondents for each data collection method and 
participant group. Interviews included 17 teachers, 10 administrators, and four coaches. Two 
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focus groups with teachers were held at two schools. Because of scheduling difficulties at the 
end of the year, evaluators were unable to conduct focus groups in the other three schools. 

 

 
Table 1. Evaluation Respondents by Method  

 Data Collection Methods 

Participants Surveys Interviews Focus Groups 
Teachers  70 17 2  (10 participants) 
School administrators 7 10  
Coaches 12 4  
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Evaluation Findings 
Since 2014, over 200 middle school educators and central office staff have participated in at 
least one collaborative inquiry workshop or book study based on Lipton and Wellman’s book, 
Got data? Now What? The extent of these participants’ application of what they have learned to 
their practice in schools remains anecdotal. However, it is through the five collaborative inquiry 
CoP schools that we have been able to systematically document with evidence the nature, 
extent, and preliminary impacts of implementing collaborative inquiry. This section presents the 
evaluation findings from the interviews, focus groups, and surveys of teachers, administrators, 
and instructional coaches in the five collaborative inquiry CoP schools. Findings are organized 
by overarching and supporting evaluation questions. 

 

Which schools have implemented collaborative inquiry and to what extent? 
As stated previously, this evaluation documents implementation of collaborative inquiry 
practices in the five CoP middle schools. The five schools represent diverse demographics and 
range in size from 269 students to 765 students, with a total of 2,510 students across all 
schools. Two schools have more than 25% English language learners, and the percentage of 
minority students ranged from 51% to 99%. All schools were considered average-to-low 
performing based on average reading and math performance. No schools were designated 
Priority schools.  
 
Prior to spring 2016 implementation, schools ranged in their experience with collaborative 
inquiry from no experience to active implementation of collaborative inquiry practices. Schools 
took different approaches to implementing collaborative inquiry during the spring. For example, 
one school that expected high teacher attrition focused implementing collaborative inquiry with 
their eighth-grade team only. The school with no prior experience focused on building teachers’ 
understanding of collaborative inquiry. The school with the most experience in collaborative 
inquiry created a collaborative inquiry task force comprised of grade-level team leaders and lead 
by the assistant principal. The task force focused on expanding their collaborative inquiry 
facilitation practices to guide grade-level teams through the inquiry process. 
 
Teams within the five CoP schools were asked to use the IC Map to self-assess on their 
collaborative inquiry practices. Their initial self-ratings, on average, suggested that teams 
placed themselves at lower levels of collaborative inquiry implementation. By the end of the 
spring implementation period, their ratings indicated slight improvement toward more ideal 
levels of collaborative inquiry practices. 

 

 

 

How	  and	  where	  is	  collaborative	  inquiry	  occurring	  in	  MNPS	  schools	  and	  
with	  what	  fidelity?	  
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81% 

19% 

Yes 

No 

Teacher Interview: 
Do Teacher Teams Implement CI 

Practices? 

Figure 2. Percentage of teachers reporting their 
teams implement CI practices. (n = 16) 

What persons are implementing collaborative inquiry (all levels) and to what extent? 
This early stage of collaborative inquiry implementation is characterized by teacher teams 
meeting regularly and implementing collaborative inquiry practices within team meetings. Across 
the five CoP schools, an estimated 164 teachers 
and 12 instructional coaches are actively engaged 
in implementing collaborative inquiry practices 
during team meetings. Ninety-three percent of 
interviewed teachers report meeting regularly, 
whereas administrators and coaches report 100% 
of teams meeting regularly. Not all teams were 
reported as using collaborative inquiry practices 
during those meetings: Of the 16 teachers who 
responded, 81% said their teams use 
collaborative inquiry practices (see Figure 2), 
whereas administrators believed that 78% of the 
teams in their school used collaborative inquiry 
practices, and coaches believed 75% of the team did. The three teachers who indicated they 
are not implementing collaborative inquiry said they are not trained, they lack adequate support 
for implementation, or their team is focusing on something else that is necessary before they 
can begin implementing collaborative inquiry. 

What does teacher and administrator implementation of collaborative inquiry look like? 
During these early phases of implementation, focus has been on using the IC Map to adjust how 
teams work together during meetings to (a) foster a culture of trust using data, (b) maintain a 
clear focus during meetings, (c) take collective responsibility, and (d) use data to inform 
decisionmaking. As teachers and administrators focus on how they work in teams, they apply 
these collaborative inquiry skills to solving critical problems of practice. The following sections 
describe implementation of collaborative inquiry related to effective teaming practices and 
solving problems of practice.  

Collaborative inquiry and effective teaming practices 
Schools set goals for themselves in implementing collaborative inquiry during spring of 2016. 
They could focus on any of the four components of the IC Map. As such, three teams focused 
on improving practices for fostering a culture of trust using data, two teams focused on 
maintaining a clear focus during meetings, two teams focused on taking collective responsibility 
when using data, and no teams were documented as focusing on collaborative inquiry practices 
related to using data to inform decisionmaking at the time of data collection. 
 
Teacher interviews revealed that the majority of teams met weekly and that the team leaders 
facilitated collaborative inquiry practices with the team. Most often this was evident through 
changes in the structure and organization of meeting agendas and the designation of roles and 
responsibilities assigned to team members. Processes and structures were put in place to help 
teams keep data at the center of meetings, to promote input from all team members, and to 
follow through on tasks after meetings.  
 
Of teachers that reported that their teams implement collaborative inquiry practices, the majority 
are using the IC Map to guide implementation of collaborative inquiry practices, but a number of 
teams also use the group inventory protocols from the book Got Data? Now What? as well as 
strategies from Leading Groups and Groups at Work  books, all by Lipton and Wellman.  
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During interviews, administrators and instructional coaches were asked about how they support 
teacher implementation of collaborative inquiry. Administrators and coaches were asked about 
four specific support behaviors: talking about the value of collaborative inquiry to teachers, 
attending the team meetings, observing collaborative inquiry in classrooms, and troubleshooting 
problems with collaborative inquiry implementation. Findings suggest that administrators most 
often support collaborative inquiry implementation by observing collaborative inquiry in the 
classroom, talking about its value to teachers, and attending team meetings (see Figure 3). 
Feedback between administrators and coaches varied on whether administrators observe 
collaborative inquiry in the classroom, time being the biggest limitation. To a slightly lesser 
extent, administrators support collaborative inquiry by troubleshooting problems of practice with 
them. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Percentage of respondents indicating support of CI implementation. 

Collaborative inquiry and problems of practice 
Teachers and administrators in the CoP schools applied collaborative inquiry to solving salient 
problems of practice. This ranged from improving writing skills to addressing behavioral issues. 
A response to intervention team in one school uses collaborative inquiry practices to examine 
multiple sources of student data and identify appropriate instructional strategies to address a 
specified area of need. Another school established Tuesday Talks with grade-level teams to 
facilitate meaningful dialogue about issues. Through the collaborative inquiry process during 
these meetings, teams investigated student behavior and discipline issues by examining 
possible theories of causation. As a result, they identified a possible lack of adequate social 
emotional learning support, particularly around self-regulatory skills, and consequently created a 
Behavior Advisory Committee with diverse stakeholders to continue the inquiry process and 
identify possible solutions for addressing the behavior and discipline issues. 
 
One teacher shared how she examined student writing data as part of her team’s collaborative 
inquiry process to address the problem of low writing scores:  

 
“We looked at student beginning writing and the reading coach has exemplary 
papers and determined where are kids lacking in their writing skills. We looked at 
patterns. We identified mini-lessons and then laid out calendars and backward 

75% 

25% 

100% 

100% 

50% 

90% 

100% 

83% 

Troubleshooting problems with CI 
implementation? 

Observing CI in the classroom? 

Attending team meetings? 

Talking about its value? 

Do Administrators and Coaches Support CI in the Following 
Ways? 

Administrators (n = 10) Coaches (n = 4) 
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Figure 4. Teacher implementation of CI with 
students. (n = 13) 

mapped mini-lessons with formative assessments to determine they could be 
successful.” [Teacher interview, spring 2016] 

How is collaborative inquiry integrated into the instructional day’s daily practice? 
During interviews, 13 teachers indicated they are 
implementing collaborative inquiry practices in their 
classrooms with individuals and groups of students 
(see Figure 4). In their descriptions most reported 
engaging students in data use, but two teachers 
talked about students collaborating in the use of 
data as one teacher describes, 

 
“I give students time to collaborate with one 
another and do data chats with them so they 
can see where they are and can help them 
improve. We have done glow and grow 
checks with students. We ask them: How 
can teachers along with advisors help 
improve your grades?” [Teacher interview, 
spring 2016] 

 
Four administrators indicated that instruction has changed as a result of collaborative 
inquiry implementation, and they agreed instruction is based more on specific student 
data, is easier to observe student success, and is based more on student feedback. The 
following interview quotes provide examples of changes administrators have observed 
as a result of their teachers’ implementing collaborative inquiry: 
 

 “[E]ngagement and differentiation as teachers reflect on practice, identifying 
action steps, and reflecting on how it worked.” 

 
“Those who are taking it from the meetings to the classroom are becoming more 
effective at understanding their students' needs, circumstances, and situations.” 

 
“[D]ata informed and differentiated instruction; students getting more feedback.” 

What data services are being accessed by the teams, and are they sufficient? 
During interviews, teachers were asked 
about their access to instructional and 
data coaches. Thirteen teachers (87%) 
reported having good access to 
instructional coaches as often as they 
requested, and eight teachers (53%) 
had access on a regularly scheduled 
basis (see Figure 5). To a lesser extent, 
four teachers indicated they have had 
access to working with a data coach as 
often as they requested, and three of 
them also had access on a regularly 
scheduled basis.  
 

62% 

46% 

69% 

Whole class 

Small groups 

Individual students 

Teacher Interviews: 
With Which Students Do 
Teachers Implement CI? 

87% 

53% 

13% 

As often as I 
request? 

On a regularly 
scheduled basis? 

Only with my team? 

Teacher Interviews: 
Able to Access Instructional Coach 

Services? 

Figure 5. Teacher access to coach services. (n = 15) 
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On the TDUS, teachers were asked to indicate the availability of four types of data to them: 
TCAP, AIMSweb, district tests, and teacher-developed tests. Of those responding to these 
items (n = 70), 83–89% reported that these four data types were available to them. Eighty-two 
percent of teachers rated their teacher-developed tests as being the most useful, and 16% rated 
the TCAP as being useful. During interviews, all 10 administrators and all four coaches believe 
teacher teams have access to the data they need (see Figure 6). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What are the collaborative inquiry structures, protocols, and processes in the buildings? 
There are a variety of protocols and group 
processing tools available to collaborative 
inquiry teams. These include the 
collaborative inquiry IC Map, group 
inventories, and protocols from Got Data?  
Now What? (Lipton & Wellman, 2012); 
strategies and structures for working with 
groups from Leading Groups and Groups at 
Work (Lipton & Wellman, 2015 and 2011, 
respectively); and supporting documents on 
the MNPS Collaborative Inquiry toolkit. 
During interviews, 10 teachers reported 
using the IC Map, and seven reported using 
protocols from Got Data? Now What? (see Figure 7). Four administrators indicated that teams 
are using a variety of tools and gave the following examples during interviews:  

“Groups at Work and Leading Groups; A couple of teachers have Got Data? Now 
What?  and will refer to that. We [team leads] started by using the Scaled Group 
Inventory and Facilitator Feedback form and came up with goals as a team. The 
IC Map is not prominent in team meetings, but it's in the back of the team leaders 
minds.” 

 
“They looked at the IC Map and are trying to use them to make sure their 
meetings are the way they should be. Not all teachers are set up for the 
Collaborative Inquiry Blog, but they have requested it.” 

 
“Collaborative inquiry tools used include agendas, norms, roles, use of data, 
Leading Groups.”  

 

59% 

41% 

41% 

IC Map 

Got Data? Now 
What? 

Other 

Teacher Interviews: 
 What CI Tools Teams Are Teams Using? 

Figure 7. Teacher use of various CI tools. (n = 17) 

94% 

6% 

Yes 

No 

Teacher Interviews: 
Do Teams Have Adequate Access to data? 

Figure 6. Teacher teams access to data. (n = 16) 
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67% 

33% 

33% 

67% 

Not trained 

Not comfortable with 

Disinterested 

Other 

Teacher Interviews:  
Why Do Teachers Say They Aren't  

Implementing CI? 

Figure 9. Teacher reasons for not implementing CI. (n = 3) 

“Online toolkit, book chats about Got Data? Now What? I don't know about use of 
IC Maps.” 

 
In the five CoP schools, the most common structure for implementing collaborative inquiry was 
during team meetings that involve student data. Most teachers indicated that they had fairly 
regular team meetings before collaborative inquiry implementation began, but they acknowledge 
that meetings have changed. Fifteen teachers shared how changes in their team meetings 
support collaborative inquiry implementation in the schools (see Figure 8). All 15 teachers 
responded that the team fosters a culture of trust, 14 said the team uses relevant data to drive 
decision making, 13 said the team maintains a clear focus, and 11 said the team evidences 
collective responsibility. One teacher commented on maintaining a clear focus: 

 
“At Lipton training, the purpose of meetings are not to dispense information. So 
I've really tried to change that by making it a focused discussion. We should set 
our focus on the students and really keep that as our umbrella focus for the year 
and then specific focus for weekly meetings is their goal.” [Teacher interview, 
spring 2016] 

 
Administrators and coaches (except for one who does not believe teams have changed at this 
early stage) are in general agreement with the teacher results. 

 

Figure 8. Teacher responses on ways teacher teams have changed. (n = 15) 

What are barriers to collaborative inquiry in the district, in schools, for collaborative 
teams? 
During interviews, teachers were asked to 
explain any ways in which they were not 
able to fully implement collaborative 
inquiry. Of the three teachers that 
responded, one indicated needing more 
training, one was not yet comfortable 
implementing collaborative inquiry, and 
one was disinterested in collaborative 
inquiry (see Figure 9).  

100% 

87% 

73% 

93% 

27% 

Team fosters a culture of trust 

Team maintains a clear focus 

Team assumes collective responsibility for 
the team 

Team uses relevant data to drive decision 
making 

Other changes? 

Teacher Interviews: 
 In What Ways Have Teacher Teams Changed? 
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The following teacher interview responses highlight some of these barriers:  
 

“[I] haven't received a clear definition to the process/approach; need more 
training; may be doing it but not aware of it. I’ve seen the IC Map but not clear 
about the approach.” 

 
“[I] tried to make the focus [of the team] for the year to foster a culture of trust in 
their team meetings.” 

 
“Delivery was weak for those who had not been exposed to collaborative inquiry; 
one PD day, then go back to schools and do it; teachers didn't feel supported.” 

 
Thus, one barrier was insufficient preparation on implementing collaborative inquiry practices. 
Another team was focusing their collaborative inquiry practices on fostering a culture of trust so 
that it would no longer be a barrier to the team using data collaboratively.  

 
Administrators and coaches were asked to rate four factors as to whether they were not a 
barrier, a moderate barrier, or an insurmountable barrier to implementing collaborative inquiry in 
their schools. The four factors were time for teams to implement collaborative inquiry, ability of 
teams to implement collaborative inquiry, teacher confidence in implementing collaborative 
inquiry, and teacher belief in the value of collaborative inquiry. Coaches rated ability to 
implement collaborative inquiry as the greatest barrier; administrators, however, saw it as the 
least barrier. Teacher confidence was rated the next highest barrier for coaches and the highest 
for administrators. One coach added,  

 
“Teachers don't see value; not any major barriers, you have some resistance 
from individuals, and it makes it difficult or you have individuals placed in roles 
[as team leaders] that they don't want, so it's been hard.” [Instructional coach 
interview, spring 2016] 

 
Two administrators shared the following: 

 
“The way it was rolled out for the whole staff was a barrier, but had they not 
already done the [Got Data? Now What?] scaled group inventory, they wouldn't 
have been prepared.” 

 
“Time for understanding the process; I do believe teachers see value and we 
have adequate resources and structure of it, but time for understanding the 
process for reviewing data and using it for action does become a barrier for 
effectiveness.“  
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12% 

42% 

46% Not yet 

To a degree 

For the most part 

Figure 10. Percent of respondents indicating a common definition of CI. (n = 26) 

 

 
Is there a common language in MNPS to support collaborative inquiry, a common 
definition? 
Of the 17 teachers who responded to whether there was a common definition of collaborative 
inquiry, six selected for the most part, nine selected to a degree, and two selected not yet. 
Three coaches said there was a common definition of collaborative inquiry for the most part, 
and one coach selected to a degree. Only four administrators responded to the question, with 
three selecting for the most part and one each selected to a degree and not yet. Overall, the 
total for the three groups was 12 selected for the most part, 11 to a degree, and three not yet 
(see Figure 10).  

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

What are teachers’ and administrators’ attitudes and beliefs about collaborative inquiry? 
Of the 17 teachers who responded to whether teachers believe in collaborative inquiry, five 
selected for the most part, 10 selected to a degree, and two selected not yet. Similarly, when 
asked if they had a positive feeling toward collaborative inquiry, six teachers selected for the 
most part, seven selected to a degree, and three selected not yet. Of the nine administrators 
who responded to whether teachers believe in collaborative inquiry, four selected for the most 
part, and five selected to a degree. Six administrators said teachers have a positive feeling 
about collaborative inquiry for the most part, and two said to a degree with one saying not yet. 
All four coaches said teachers believe in collaborative inquiry and have a positive feeling about 
it.  

Teachers were asked to rate our principal believes in collaborative inquiry; 15 selected for the 
most part and two selected to a degree. 

 

How	  does	  the	  culture	  of	  MNPS	  support	  collaborative	  inquiry	  and	  promote	  
the	  integration	  of	  collaborative	  inquiry	  as	  essential	  to	  the	  work	  of	  the	  

district?	  
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Are administrators prepared and supported in using collaborative inquiry? 
In addition to administrators participating in the collaborative inquiry workshops, Dr. Johnson of 
MNPS provided ongoing support as requested to principals, such as facilitating grade-level 
team meetings, presenting at faculty meetings, and working with instructional support 
specialists. She also scheduled a meeting in May with school principals and central office staff 
to further discuss how to support the CoP schools.   

During interviews, six administrators responded to the question, Are you adequately prepared to 
support collaborative inquiry? Four said “yes,” and two said “no.” One administrator said, 
 

“[I would like to] visit other schools who are doing it well and have collaborative 
meetings with the five CoPs.” [Administrator interview, spring 2016] 

 
The TDUS asked administrators to rate their level of agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 2 
= disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree) with statements regarding how they support 
teachers using data in their school. With one exception, all seven administrators agreed 
or strongly agreed that they 

• encourage data use as tool to support effective teaching, 
• create many opportunities for the faculty to use data, 
• have made sure faculty has plenty of training for data use, 
• are a good example of an effective data user, 
• discuss data with their teachers, and 
• create protected time for using data (one administrator responded that they 

disagree with this statement). 
 

Are administrators supporting teacher use of collaborative inquiry through teaming, time 
provision, and focus on collaborative inquiry? 
All of the teachers reported that their schools supported time for the team to collaborate. All 10 
administrators responded that they support collaborative inquiry through attending team 
meetings; nine said they observe collaborative inquiry in classrooms. Five administrators said 
they talk about the value of collaborative inquiry and they troubleshoot problems with 
collaborative inquiry implementation. Two administrators commented that they support 
collaborative inquiry implementation in the following ways: 

 
“[A]nswering team leader questions; reminding leaders of resources available; 
partnering team leaders with data leads on their team; training everyone in 
process.” [Administrator interview, spring 2016] 

 
“[A]dditional modeling of the process in various situations; asking how does it 
look in this data situation?  In another data situation? If a team is struggling with 
norms, how do I support them? I would love to have time to help teams develop 
an agenda; you don't know until the meeting that you need to support more than 
one component.” [Administrator interview, spring 2016] 

 

What	  preparation	  and	  support	  needed	  to	  implement	  collaborative	  inquiry	  
are	  teachers	  and	  administrators	  receiving?	  
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The four coaches felt that their administrators did talk about the value of collaborative 
inquiry and did attend team meetings, but three of the four did not think administrators 
observed collaborative inquiry in classrooms. 

 

What support do teachers need, and do they know how to access support? 
The four coaches addressed this question in two ways. When asked why teachers were not 
implementing collaborative inquiry practices, they said the following:  

 
“When we introduce something new to teachers, they need to see how it is not 
one more thing but a framework within how we work. Collaborative inquiry is a 
team meeting framework to develop community/culture of learners.”  
 
“Modeling with a team what it should look like [is needed for], building a culture of 
trust, and identify areas of strengths for each member, so they can support the 
team.”  
 
“Ongoing training and follow up; online resources with video models [are 
needed].”  
 
“A rubric to use for team meetings; anchor charts to reinforce tenants of the 
collaborative inquiry; presence of a collaborative inquiry guru at meetings; video 
exemplars of effective team meetings.” 

When asked what additional resources teachers need one coach said,  

“Some teachers are resistant and lack understanding; they need more support 
and clarification than others; some need modeling; some teachers often reluctant 
to say that they need support; they don't want to feel as ineffective.” 

 

What comfort levels do teachers have in using collaborative inquiry? Do they feel 
supported and prepared? 
Teachers were asked through interviews and the TDUS about their perceptions regarding 
support and preparation in implementing collaborative inquiry. During interviews with the 17 
teachers, the majority responding to each question indicated they feel supported in the following 
ways:  

• continuing preparation for implementing collaborative inquiry (94%), 
• having time for teams to collaborate (100%), 
• receiving positive feedback on implementing collaborative inquiry (76%), 
• having the principal’s attention to supports and barriers to collaborative inquiry (82%), 
• accessibility to a collaborative-inquiry trained data coach (50%), and 
• accessibility to a collaborative-inquiry trained instructional coach (76%). 

 
On the TDUS, teachers rated their level of agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = 
agree, 4 = strongly agree) with statements regarding how supported and prepared they feel in 
using the data available to them in their schools (see Figure 11). Of the 70 responses, the 
majority agreed or strongly agreed that  

• they are adequately supported in the effective use of data (80%),  
• they are adequately prepared to use data (74.3%),  
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• they know someone who answers questions about using data (88.6%) and who helps 
teachers change their practice based on data (78.5%), 

• the district provides enough professional development about data use (62.8%), and 
• the district’s professional development is useful for learning about data use (55.8%). 

 

Figure 11. Percent of respondents agreeing with statements about support for data use. (n = 70) 

It’s important to note that 37.2% disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement about the 
district providing enough professional development about data use, and 44.3% disagreed or 
strongly disagreed with the statement that the district’s professional development is useful for 
learning about data use. 

How can the capacity of teachers to use collaborative inquiry effectively be increased? 
Both administrators and coaches were asked during interviews what advice and 
recommendations they would have for schools implementing collaborative inquiry in the next 
year. The following quotes contain suggestions about how coaches think teacher capacity could 
be increased: 
 

“[S]etting up the task force with the team leads to work to build their capacity and 
getting them excited and ready to implement, then they take it to their teams. 
Also, allowing them to be your cheerleaders for collaborative inquiry. Take it 
[implementation] slow...it is a process. It is more about process than the product.” 
[Coach interview, spring 2016] 
 
“[S]tarting at the top of the year preparing with protocols and structures in place; 
model meetings; using a rubric and sharing it with the team, so they can make 
refinements throughout the year. Teams need to be reflective; all meetings data 
driven and student centered.” [Coach interview, spring 2016] 
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“[M]aking sure teachers are prepared when they come to the meetings; working 
to build trust among teams, so you can have tough conversations when not 
meeting expectations.” [Coach interview, spring 2016] 

 
Administrators shared the following suggestions about building teacher capacity: 
 

“[R]olling out [collaborative inquiry] at the beginning of the year to give teachers 
an opportunity to embrace it to fully understand the structure. Having coaches 
modeling collaborative inquiry--what it looks like and how it should be. Rating the 
teams at the beginning to provide feedback and next steps for improvement.” 
[Administrator interview, spring 2016] 
 
“[S]tressing that collaborative inquiry is the way we collaborate and meet the 
needs of students. Encouraging teachers NOT to get distracted by terminology 
but focus on collaborative action.” [Administrator interview, spring 2016] 
 
“[U]nderstanding and articulating the purpose, implementation, and outcomes on 
the front end for all teachers. Having time to meet with teams and discuss 
obstacles.” [Administrator interview, spring 2016] 
 
“This is an initiative that's worth looking into, jumping on board with, but feeding it 
so that it will grow and thrive.” [Administrator interview, spring 2016] 

 
 

 
 

Is there trust in the collaborative inquiry process and a culture of trust in schools and the 
district? 
During the root cause analysis in 2014, MNPS educators identified lack of trust as a key barrier 
to using data effectively in schools and teams. The collaborative inquiry process, which provides 
strategies for building group trust, has provided a solution for MNPS educators. During 
interviews, 15 teachers and eight administrators indicated that their teams have changed since 
the initiation of collaborative inquiry and now foster a culture of trust. When asked if individuals 
could trust each other, six teachers said for the most part, seven teachers and four 
administrators said to a degree, and one teacher and one administrator said not yet.  
 
On the TDUS, teachers, administrators and coaches were asked to indicate their level of 
agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree) with several 
statements about trust. Teacher ratings on trust items ranged from 88% to 96% agreeing or 
strongly agreeing, administrator ratings ranged from 57% to 100%, and coach ratings ranged 
from 82% to 92% (see Figure 12). Across all three survey versions, the highest rated item on 
the trust scale was about the principal and assistant principal(s) fostering a culture of trust, and 
the lowest rated item was about members of teams trusting each other.   
 

Is	  collaborative	  inquiry	  making	  a	  difference	  for	  teaching	  and	  learning	  in	  
MNPS?	  
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Figure 12. TDUS teacher, coach, and administrator respondent ratings of trust. 

How has instruction changed as a result of collaborative inquiry use? 
Even though use of collaborative inquiry practices was just beginning in some of the schools, 
three administrators indicated during interviews that instruction has changed, whereas two 
administrators reported that implementation had not yet affected instructional changes. During 
interviews, 13 teachers indicated that they were implementing collaborative inquiry in the 
classroom. Two examples include the following:  

 
“I’m using data to drive decisionmaking. Before starting a unit, I do a pretest and 
from there I determine which skills of the unit to teach, and then I look if there are 
foundational skills that they need to learn before. After practice I do formative 
assessments which I use to group students and provide reinforcement.“ [Teacher 
interview, spring 2016]  
 
“Everything I do in the classroom is driven by data. I collect from day 1 to make 
baselines on kids. I collect life skill, functional skills, and academic data on 
students to see how to get them to the next place which is the general ed 
classroom.” [Teacher interview, spring 2016] 

 

Two administrators provided the following examples of how teacher instructional 
practices have changed as a result of using collaborative inquiry: 
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“[Collaborative inquiry has] made people more reflective as how they are coming 
across to students, more reflective on student behavior, and they are using data 
for instructional purposes.” [Administrator interview, spring 2016]  
 
 
“Those who are taking it from the meetings to the classroom are becoming more 
effective at understanding their students' needs, circumstances, and situations.” 
[Administrator interview, spring 2016] 

 

Are relationships among educators collaborative? Among students? 
On the TDUS, teachers, administrators, and coaches responded to several items on a scale 
about collaborative team actions. Relationships that reflect a collaborative approach to data use 
are defined by actions such as approaching an issue by looking at data, identifying questions 
that can be answered by using data, exploring data by looking for patterns and trends, drawing 
conclusions based on data, and using data to make links between instruction and student 
outcomes. Means on the TDUS Collaborative Team Actions scale (1 = never, 2 = sometimes, 3 
= often, 4 = a lot) were 2.59 for teachers, 2.93 for administrators, and 2.64 for coaches, 
suggesting that, on average, teachers engage in collaborative inquiry actions sometimes to 
often. 
 
Another indicator of teacher collaboration in this startup phase is whether teachers assume 
collective responsibility for the team. Eleven out of 15 teachers said team members assume 
collective responsibility, and nine out of 10 administrators said the same during interviews. One 
teacher who did not believe teachers take collective responsibility shared,   

 
“Everyone is driven and motivated and wants their hand in the pot, sometimes 
when it is not needed. Everyone wants to know everything and have control but 
not really take action and help out.” [Teacher interview, spring 2016] 

 
However, another teacher gave an example of how her group takes collective responsibility: 

 
“Conversations are ongoing, so there's always dialogue about things; not always 
formal, but easy. When you notice something, just say it. It has helped create a 
more unified team. We are sharing ELA data to know what to expect from 
students even in my class that's not ELA.” [Teacher interview, spring 2016] 

 
An administrator observed,  

 
“Evidence of more collaboration—teachers meet weekly as a team and with 
instructional coaches, but I’ve seen teachers meet together more during non-
mandated time for planning and conversations around students—morning and 
afternoon and during other planning times.” [Administrator interview, spring 2016] 
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Discussion and Recommendations 
Because MNPS educators “walk the talk” when it comes to data use, they advocated for an 
evaluation of the early implementation of collaborative inquiry in order to generate formative 
data to capture lessons learned and guide next steps for implementation. A team of MNPS 
educators and Research, Assessment, and Evaluation staff along with REL Appalachia 
evaluators developed an evaluation plan for collaborative inquiry in 2015 and implemented it 
during spring of 2016 in five middle schools. This joint partnership resulted in the development 
and refinement of a collection of evaluation instruments including teacher, administrator, and 
coach interview protocols; focus group protocols for school teams and coaches; and the 
Teacher Data Use Survey. The purpose of the evaluation during this beginning phase of 
implementation was to capture early successes, challenges, needs, and supports for applying a 
collaborative inquiry approach to data use. 

The following summary presents key findings from the evaluation and recommendations to help 
guide the next phase of implementation.  

Key Finding 1: Schools are applying collaborative inquiry practices in differing 
ways based on their needs and school leadership.  

All five schools applied components of collaborative inquiry to their data use practices to varying 
degrees. Deciding on an entry point for implementing collaborative inquiry varied from school to 
school based on their needs. The Innovation Configuration Map was a valuable tool for school 
teams and team leaders to self-assess where they were on the continuum of collaborative 
inquiry practices, identify areas for growth, and prioritize where they wanted to focus their initial 
efforts. As such, teams focused primarily on one of the following collaborative inquiry 
components: (a) maintaining a clear focus during meetings, (b) assuming collective 
responsibility for implementing solutions from the collaborative inquiry process, (c) fostering a 
culture of trust, and (d) using data effectively to inform decisionmaking. For some schools, using 
these components has helped them move away from a compliance model of data use toward 
fostering a culture of data use that values collaboration, keeps data at the center, and honors 
the perspectives of everyone at the table.  

The application of collaborative inquiry practices ranged from whole-school adoption to only 
team leader use. We can attribute this variation, in part, to the leadership within schools and 
how leaders approached rolling-out collaborative inquiry. Some school leaders had only team 
leaders trained, while others had the entire staff being trained. In some schools there was a 
clear action plan or approach for teams using collaborative inquiry and in other schools there 
was no implementation plan. In schools where a leader “championed” collaborative inquiry, 
implementation was higher and more widespread overall.  

Recommendations 

1. Use the IC Map. Schools are encouraged to begin the implementation process by 
using the IC Map to self-assess areas of strength, areas of growth, and priority areas of 
focus. It is recommended that this self-assessment continue through the implementation 
process to ensure that teams are progressing toward more ideal levels of 
implementation and higher levels of fidelity to best practices.  
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2. Use an action plan. An action plan with team goals and implementation strategies for 
collaborative inquiry should be developed and revisited throughout the implementation 
process. The presence and use of an action plan demonstrates the commitment, 
transparent communication, and clear purpose of applying a collaborative inquiry 
approach to data use.  

3. Identify your collaborative inquiry leaders. Schools with collaborative inquiry 
leaders, or “champions,” will have more momentum and internal expertise for 
implementing collaborative inquiry. A champion can promote collaborative inquiry within 
a school and speak to its value and how it can improve teaching and learning. A leader 
helps build ownership and integration of collaborative inquiry within a school by helping 
teachers translate what they learn from training workshops into practice.  

Key Finding 2: The use of collaborative inquiry in schools is making a positive 
difference in how teachers approach using data to make evidence-based 
decisions. It is too early to tell if these differences will impact student-learning 
outcomes. 

 
Typically education initiatives take two to three years to show significant impacts on student 
learning. After only four months of implementing collaborative inquiry, we are beginning to see 
positive changes in how school teams engage in the inquiry process with data. There is 
evidence of schools cultivating trusting relationships around data, which allows them to have 
more open, data-centered dialogue about what’s working, what’s not, and what—collectively—
teams can do about it. We learned that teams are beginning to delve deeper into the inquiry 
process by generating causal theories about root causes of problems, examining patterns and 
trends in the data, and generating evidence-based recommendations for next steps. Thus, data 
use is becoming more systematic while at the same time incorporating multiple viewpoints from 
those around the table. It is becoming safer to talk about data, and with this psychological safety 
and trust, teams can unleash their ability to make evidence-based and data-informed decisions 
to improve teaching and learning. 
 
Recommendation: 

4. Continue to evaluate collaborative inquiry. MNPS now has access to piloted and 
refined instrumentation for evaluating collaborative inquiry. Evaluation provides a 
mechanism for collecting ongoing feedback that can help MNPS identify implementation 
support and needs as they occur. Evaluation data can help MNPS identify areas for 
improvement and resource allocation. Over time, evaluation can document changes in 
data use practices and instructional practices as well as impacts on student learning. 

Key Finding 3: Teachers, administrators, and coaches feel supported in 
implementing collaborative inquiry and value “just in time” and ongoing 
professional learning opportunities as implementation occurs.  

One of the key lessons learned about supporting schools as they implement collaborative 
inquiry is to meet them where they are in their learning process. Schools with limited or no 
experience with collaborative inquiry required additional support in learning about what it is, 
what it looks like, and how to implement it. Schools already familiar with the concepts of 
collaborative inquiry needed support in going deeper into the data to make sense of it and 
generate actionable recommendations to guide instruction. During these early phases of 
implementation, teachers and coaches continued to expand their collaborative inquiry 
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knowledge and skills by reflecting on their practice using the IC Map and the Got Data? Now 
What inventories, applying strategies and structures to promote effective teaming from the 
Leading Groups and Groups at Work books, and accessing resources on the online 
Collaborative Inquiry Toolkit. Having access to “just in time” support from someone in the district 
who is an expert in collaborative inquiry was key in helping teachers and leaders break through 
any implementation barriers. With time and ongoing support, it is expected that teacher and 
team leader confidence and capacity in applying collaborative inquiry practices during team 
meetings will increase. It is critical that teachers, coaches, and administrators receive 
professional learning support in collaborative inquiry relative to their role in using data.  

 
Recommendation:  

5. Continue ongoing professional learning support. MNPS is encouraged to continue 
to provide schools with professional learning opportunities for building collaborative 
inquiry knowledge and skills, increasing group facilitation skills for collaborative inquiry, 
and modeling collaborative inquiry practices. These opportunities could include attending 
a workshop on collaborative inquiry or a book study based on Lipton and Wellman’s 
book, Got Data? Now What? or Leading Groups. Easily accessible resources and 
supports like the online Collaborative Inquiry Toolkit, the Community of Practice, and 
central office staff with expertise in collaborative inquiry are necessary to foster 
implementation. 

Key Finding 4: All schools see value in integrating collaborative inquiry with 
current initiatives to address key problems of practice. 

As teams improve how they work together to build a culture of data use in their schools, they 
increase their capacity to effectively engage in data-based inquiry around areas of need. To this 
end, teams are applying the collaborative inquiry process to addressing salient problems of 
practice, such as behavioral and attendance issues, writing skills, using early warning system 
data, and responding to students needing additional instruction and intervention. Teachers are 
also applying collaborative inquiry practices in their classrooms with students. Collaborative 
inquiry is not perceived as an “add-on” to current practice but rather as a process or approach 
that teachers and leaders can integrate into current practice.  

Recommendation: 

6. Delve deeper into understanding and meaning through collaborative inquiry. 
When teams apply a collaborative inquiry approach, they deepen their understanding of 
their assumptions about data and student learning. They explore theories of causation, 
examine multiple types and sources of data, and generate possible solutions to 
addressing problems of practice. With collaborative inquiry, teams expand their thinking 
beyond one student and look for trends, patterns, and solutions that could benefit a 
larger population of students. A collaborative inquiry approach can be used for school 
improvement planning, response to instruction and intervention, and any data-focused 
initiative.  

Key Finding 5: To create a culture of collaborative inquiry in using data, a 
common language and integrated approach to implementation are needed at both 
the school and district levels. 

 
A culture of collaborative inquiry is one in which (a) data are accessible, timely, and relevant to 
the needs of teachers; (b) leaders provide protected time for inquiry; (c) leaders clearly 
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communicate expectations about implementing collaborative inquiry practices through the IC 
Map; action, strategic, or school improvement plans; or other means; (d) leaders provide 
responsive and relevant professional learning opportunities; and (e) leaders demonstrate the 
value for collaborative inquiry through organizational structures, direction, and follow-through on 
commitments. At the district level, MNPS has helped to create a culture of collaborative inquiry 
by supporting professional learning opportunities and by making data accessible through the 
data warehouse. At the school level, we found that a culture of collaborative inquiry is fostered 
through protected time for teachers to meet in teams using data, support for teachers and team 
leaders in participating in professional learning opportunities, making sure teachers can access 
relevant data, providing a common language through the IC Map, and voicing the value of 
collaborative inquiry. Feedback from the five schools suggests that a common language and 
definition of collaborative inquiry exists among teachers, coaches, and administrators to a 
degree. Still, with over 100 initiatives occurring in the district, a common language for 
collaborative inquiry data use practices needs a shared definition of what it is and what it means 
for teaching and learning in MNPS.  

Recommendation: 

7. Continue the Community of Practice. The collaborative inquiry Community of 
Practice provides schools with opportunities to come together to discuss implementation 
successes and challenges, share lessons learned, build a common language around 
their collaborative inquiry practices, deepen their understanding, and foster a districtwide 
culture of data use. Identifying an organizer and facilitator for bringing people together 
virtually or in person to reflect on their practice is critical to the success of sustaining this 
important organizational structure and support for collaborative inquiry. 
 
8. Sustain school-level leadership in supporting collaborative inquiry. School 
leaders, such as principals and assistant principals, are key to modeling collaborative 
inquiry practices and setting clear implementation expectations for teachers. When they 
communicate the value of collaborative inquiry as part of a school’s cultural norms, 
collaborative inquiry becomes an integral part of teaching and learning. 
  
9. Convey district-level support and expectations. It is recommended that the district 
consider and clearly communicate how collaborative inquiry supports the district’s goals, 
values, strategic plan, and improvement initiatives and what expectations, if any, they 
have for schools in using collaborative inquiry.   
   

This evaluation report captures preliminary findings of early implementation of collaborative 
inquiry in MNPS. During the 2016/17 school year, an additional four middle schools and three 
elementary schools will be implementing collaborative inquiry, thus expanding the Community of 
Practice to include 12 schools. Accordingly, MNPS educators and researchers involved in the 
REL Appalachia partnership will revisit the current evaluation plan and modify it to guide data 
collection efforts during the 2016/17 school year. To ensure that evaluation efforts are sustained 
within the district, REL Appalachia researchers trained five MNPS educators on administering 
the data collection instruments and have provided templates for reporting findings.   
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Appendix A: Collaborative Inquiry Innovation Configuration Map—Working Draft 
 
 
IC Map Team: Keisha Becerra, Katy Enterline, Barbara Lissner, Tamasa Pinkerton 

Component A:  Establishes and Maintains a Clear Focus  
 
The Team….. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

a 
 
• Establishes norms, purpose, and an 

agenda for each meeting. 
 

• Uses group strategies and structures, 
including the collaborative learning cycle to 
engage all group members and to minimize 
participants being off-task.  
 

• Develops an action plan for next steps prior 
to leaving the meeting and makes plan on 
how to monitor progress. 

b 
 
• Establishes a purpose and agenda for the 

meeting. 
 

• Addresses all the agenda topics in the 
allotted time. 
 

• Develops an action plan for next steps prior 
to leaving the meeting. 

c 
 

• Fails to have a 
stated purpose or 
agenda for the 
meeting. 
 

• Discusses random, 
off topic, or irrelevant 
issues until the 
allocated time is 
over. 
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IC Map Team: Charlene Dickerson, Craig Hammond, LeTicia Taylor 

Component B: Assumes Collective Responsibility  

The Team…. 
a 

Communicates and meets 
routinely with consistent 
attendance by most 
members. A notification is 
provided when a team 
member is absent. 

Fosters a balance of 
advocacy and inquiry for 
your own ideas and the 
ideas of others. 

Provides a summary of 
decisions, actions, and 
responsibilities agreed 
upon during the meeting. 

Agrees to follow through 
and monitor the progress 
of actionable items. 

b 

Communicates and meets 
routinely with consistent 
attendance by most 
members. A notification is 
provided when a team 
member is absent. 

Fosters a balance of 
advocacy and inquiry for 
your own ideas and the 
ideas of others. 

Reaches decisions about 
future actions to take and 
assigns them to team 
members. 

 

c 

Communicates and meets 
routinely with consistent 
attendance by most 
members. 

Has active participation 
both verbally and 
physically by members. 

Reaches decisions about 
future actions to take. 

d 

Communicates and meets 
sporadically with team 
members missing the 
meeting without notifying 
others. 

Has disparate participation 
and discussion among its 
members, where 1-2 
members attend or 
dominate the 
conversation. 

Fails to establish action 
items. 

e 

Fails to 
communicate 
and meet on a 
regular basis. 
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IC Map Team: Sonya Dobbs, Karen Flowers, Alison McArther, Sudhir Sinha, Debbie Mitchell, Kristine Mains, Laronda 
Cawthorn  

Component C:  Fosters a Culture of Trust   
 
The Team… 

 a.  
• Creates psychological safety and 

engages diverse stakeholders 
representing differing 
perspectives about a topic before, 
during, and after the meeting via 
ongoing and transparent 
communication. 

 
• Recognizes that disagreements 

may occur, but is committed to 
resolving them professionally 
without placing sarcasm, put-
downs, blame, and having hard 
feelings. 

 
• Has student-centered 

conversations that lead to actions, 
where team members regularly 
communicate and monitor their 
work and progress. 

 
• Shares authentic, raw student 

data, which accurately represents 
current performance levels, in 
order to meet student learning 
needs. 

b. 
• Creates psychological safety, so 

team members are engaged 
before, during, and after the 
meeting through ongoing 
communication. 
 

• Avoids sarcasm, put-down, or 
blame language. 

 
• Has student-centered 

conversations that lead to actions, 
where team members regularly 
communicate their work and 
progress. 

 
• Presents multiple sources of data, 

including student artifacts, to 
celebrate successes and analyze 
the data to foster improved 
student achievement. 

 c. 
• Creates psychological safety, so 

team members are engaged 
during the meeting. 

 
• Avoids sarcasm, put-down, or 

blame language. 
 

• Has student-centered 
conversations that lead to actions. 

 
• Withholds or presents single-

source or limited data to celebrate 
successes or meet student 
learning needs  

 d. 
• Fails to engage 

all team 
members 
during the 
meeting. 

 
• Interacts 

negatively using 
sarcasm, put-
downs, or 
blame 
language. 
 

• Disregards 
feedback 
provided for 
instructional 
improvement. 
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The IC Map Team: Mary Laurens Seely, Antoinette Williams, Ruth Gurich 
Component D: Uses relevant data to drive decision making 
 
The Team….. 

a 
 

Identifies decision(s) to be 
made prior to collecting 
data and reframes it as a 
question prior to collecting 
data. 
 
Analyzes data from 
multiple sources, both 
quantitative and qualitative 
data, to generate multiple, 
possible solutions.   
 
Models continuous 
improvement by using data 
to guide implementation 
and monitor progress 
toward a student-centered 
solution. 

 

b 
 

Identifies decision(s) to be 
made prior to collecting 
data and reframes it as a 
question. 
 
Collects data from multiple 
sources, including both 
quantitative and qualitative 
data, to analyze prior to 
making a decision. 

 

c 
 

Identifies decision(s) to be 
made prior to collecting 
data. 
 
Collects data from multiple 
sources to analyze prior to 
making a decision. 
 
 

d 
 

Considers only data that 
supports the initial 
assumptions instead of 
analyzing data to generate 
multiple theories to test. 
 
 

e 
 

Relies on opinions and 
assumptions when 
making decisions 
instead of using data. 
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Appendix B: MNPS Memorandum of Understanding 
 

Metro	  Nashville	  Public	  Schools	  Data	  Use	  Pilot	  Partnership:	  

Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  

	  

MNPS,	  REL	  Appalachia,	  and	  [SCHOOL	  NAME]	  have	  come	  together	  to	  collaborate	  to	  pilot	  the	  
implementation	  of	  the	  MNPS	  REL	  Appalachia	  IC	  Map	  and	  Evaluation	  Plan	  for	  Collaborative	  Inquiry.	  

MNPS	  REL	  Appalachia	  Partnership	  Roles,	  Responsibilities,	  and	  Commitments	  
MNPS	  REL	  Appalachia	  Executive	  Team	  

Fred	  Carr,	  Dr.	  Paul	  Changas,	  Laura	  Hansen,	  Susan	  Thompson,	  Dr.	  Antoinette	  Williams	  
• Support	  and	  promote	  the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  process	  within	  MNPS	  
• Provide	  input	  on	  alignment	  of	  the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  process	  with	  broader	  district	  initiatives	  
• Invite	  project	  updates	  during	  monthly	  executive	  meetings	  
• Model	  the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  process	  

Core	  Planning	  Team	  

Keisha	  Becerra,	  Dr.	  Shelly	  Dunaway,	  Laura	  Hansen,	  Dr.	  Lesley	  Isabel,	  Dr.	  Margie	  Johnson,	  Alison	  
McArthur,	  Edward	  McKinney,	  Debbie	  Mitchell,	  Jessica	  Oliver,	  Jill	  Petty,	  Tamasa	  Pinkerton,	  Brad	  
Redmond,	  Rebecca	  Searfoss,	  Mary	  Laurens	  Seely,	  Todd	  Wiggington,	  Dr.	  Stephanie	  Wilkerson	  

• Contribute	  to	  a	  collaborative	  process	  for	  achieving	  common	  goals	  and	  objectives	  
• Help	  shape	  the	  work	  of	  alliance	  activities	  –	  take	  ownership	  in	  the	  work	  
• Share	  ideas,	  expertise;	  be	  open	  to	  ideas	  and	  expertise	  of	  others	  
• Ensure	  that	  alliance	  work	  integrates	  with	  and	  supports	  current	  district	  initiatives	  
• Support	  data	  collection	  in	  district	  associated	  with	  alliance	  work	  
• Identify	  and	  support	  participation	  of	  other	  alliance	  members	  
• Promote	  alliance	  work	  within	  MNPS	  
• Contribute	  time	  to	  monthly	  alliance	  meetings	  	  
• Model	  the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  process	  	  
• Provide	  ongoing	  support	  and	  coaching	  
• Listen	  to	  feedback	  throughout	  the	  pilot	  process	  
• Align	  best	  practices	  and	  professional	  learning	  resources	  to	  the	  IC	  Map	  

Pilot	  School	  
• Ensure	  the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  process	  supports	  existing	  work	  being	  done	  at	  the	  school	  
• Implement	  the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  process	  throughout	  the	  building	  by	  using	  the	  tools	  and	  

technical	  assistance	  provided	  as	  part	  of	  the	  partnership	  
• Provide	  feedback	  throughout	  the	  process,	  so	  the	  IC	  Map	  and	  evaluation	  plan	  can	  be	  refined	  
• Communicate	  best	  practices	  with	  the	  partnership	  team,	  so	  they	  can	  be	  documented	  and	  shared	  

with	  other	  schools	  
• Actively	  engage	  in	  the	  piloting	  of	  collaborative	  inquiry	  	  
• Contribute	  to	  direction	  and	  planning	  for	  future	  implementation	  of	  collaborative	  inquiry	  
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Timeline	  

• February	  15th—Kick	  off	  meeting	  for	  the	  Collaborative	  Inquiry	  pilot	  
o 	  The	  Innovation	  Configurations	  Map	  for	  Collaborative	  Inquiry	  will	  be	  shared	  with	  ALL	  

teachers	  in	  the	  5	  middle	  school	  pilot	  schools.	  
• March	  1st—Day	  1	  of	  Dr.	  Laura	  Lipton	  Workshop	  about	  Leading	  Groups	  in	  the	  CI	  

o The	  implementation	  team	  from	  each	  pilot	  school	  along	  with	  central	  office	  
representatives	  will	  attend	  to	  learn	  about	  leading	  collaborative	  inquiry.	  

• April	  4-‐6—Dr.	  Laura	  Lipton	  Site	  Visits	  
o Margie	  Johnson	  will	  coordinate	  with	  each	  pilot	  school	  to	  have	  Dr.	  Lipton	  make	  site	  visits	  

to	  observe	  data	  team	  meetings.	  	  The	  intent	  is	  to	  pilot	  the	  IC	  Map,	  evaluation	  plan,	  
document	  best	  practices,	  and	  provide	  coaching	  for	  collaborative	  inquiry.	  

• June	  1st—Day	  2	  of	  Dr.	  Laura	  Lipton	  Workshop	  about	  Leading	  Groups	  in	  CI	  
o The	  same	  audience	  from	  March	  1st	  will	  attend.	  

• Virtual	  Communities	  of	  Practice	  
o Additional	  implementation	  support	  will	  be	  provided	  throughout	  the	  pilot	  via	  4	  virtual	  

communities	  of	  practice.	  	  The	  exact	  dates	  have	  yet	  to	  be	  determined.	  
• Site	  Visits	  for	  Evaluation	  

o As	  part	  of	  the	  continuous	  learning	  process	  of	  collaborative	  inquiry,	  site	  visits	  will	  be	  
made	  to	  schools	  to	  collect	  feedback	  on	  implementation.	  Date	  is	  to	  be	  determined.	  

	  
Review	  of	  Key	  Expectations	  

• REL	  Appalachia	  commits	  to	  collaborate	  with	  MNPS	  and	  provide	  technical	  assistance	  throughout	  
the	  pilot.	  

• MNPS	  Central	  Office	  commits	  	  
o to	  model	  the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  process	  
o to	  provide	  ongoing	  support	  and	  coaching	  
o to	  listen	  to	  feedback	  throughout	  the	  pilot	  process	  
o to	  align	  best	  practices	  and	  professional	  learning	  resources	  to	  the	  IC	  Map.	  

• Pilot	  School	  commits	  
o participate	  in	  all	  of	  the	  technical	  assistance	  activities	  listed	  above	  
o implement	  collaborative	  inquiry	  with	  data	  teams	  beginning	  February	  2015	  
o participate	  in	  all	  data	  collection	  activities	  including	  	  

§ the	  administration	  of	  the	  TDUS	  to	  all	  teachers	  and	  staff	  
§ interviews	  with	  4	  teachers,	  2	  coaches,	  the	  principal	  and	  an	  assistant	  principal	  
§ observations	  of	  at	  least	  one	  data	  team	  meeting	  
§ focus	  groups	  with	  1	  data	  team,	  5	  teachers,	  and	  2	  coaches	  

o provision	  of	  collaborative	  inquiry	  documents	  from	  data	  team	  meetings	  (e.g.,	  agendas,	  
protocols,	  etc.)	  

	  

By:	  ___________________________________	  	  	  	  By:	  _______________________________________	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  Executive	  Principal	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Date	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  MNPS	  REL	  AP	  Executive	  Team	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Date	  

By:	  MNPS	  REL	  Appalachia	  Core	  Planning	  Team	  
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Appendix C: Teacher Interview and Focus Group Protocols 
 

MNPS	  Collaborative	  Inquiry	  Interview	  Protocol	  for	  Teachers	  

Interviewer	  _________________________	  School	  _____________________________	  
Date_____________________	  

Interviewee	  Gender	  ____	  Grades	  teach	  __________	  Subjects	  ____________	  Years	  in	  teaching	  ______	  

Welcome	  Script:	  

Thank	  you	  for	  agreeing	  to	  be	  interviewed	  to	  talk	  about	  collaborative	  inquiry.	  	  My	  name	  is	  [insert	  name],	  and	  [insert	  
name]	  is	  here	  with	  me	  today.	  	  I	  am	  with	  [name	  department],	  and	  [insert	  name],	  is	  with	  [name	  department].	  
Overview	  of	  Topic	  
The	  interview	  will	  last	  about	  30	  minutes	  and	  we	  will	  be	  having	  the	  same	  interview	  with	  other	  teachers	  in	  your	  
school.	  We	  will	  use	  the	  information	  we	  gather	  from	  these	  discussions	  to	  learn	  what	  teachers	  think	  about	  
collaborative	  inquiry,	  what	  support	  is	  needed	  to	  implement	  collaborative	  inquiry,	  and	  how	  collaborative	  inquiry	  is	  
affecting	  instruction	  and	  student	  learning.	  	  	  
Ground	  Rules	  
There	  are	  no	  right	  or	  wrong	  answers	  to	  any	  of	  the	  questions	  I	  will	  ask…I	  am	  interested	  in	  your	  honest	  thoughts	  and	  
opinions.	  If	  it	  is	  okay	  with	  you,	  we	  would	  like	  to	  record	  today’s	  session.	  Your	  names	  will	  not	  be	  used	  in	  reports.	  
Even	  if	  we	  use	  a	  quote	  from	  today’s	  interview	  in	  a	  report,	  your	  name	  will	  not	  be	  associated	  with	  it.	  	  Is	  this	  okay?	  [If	  
not,	  rely	  on	  note	  taking.]	  Do	  you	  have	  any	  questions?	  	  If	  not,	  let’s	  get	  started.	  
So	  to	  be	  sure	  we	  are	  talking	  about	  the	  same	  thing,	  let’s	  define	  Collaborative	  Inquiry	  as	  a	  data-‐based	  team	  process	  
that	  consciously	  uses	  the	  collaborative	  learning	  cycle	  (activating	  and	  engaging,	  exploring	  and	  discovering,	  and	  
organizing	  and	  integrating)	  and	  the	  qualities	  of	  effective	  teams	  (fostering	  a	  culture	  of	  trust,	  maintaining	  a	  clear	  
focus,	  taking	  collective	  responsibility	  and	  data-‐informed	  decisionmaking.	  

1. Are	  you	  implementing	  CI	  practices?	   ___YES	  ____NO	  	  

If	  not,	  why	  not?	  (Check	  each	  that	  applies)	  	  
(then	  go	  to	  Question	  #	  3	  )	  	  

__	  not	  trained/prepared	  
__	  no	  time	  
__not	  comfortable	  with	  
__disinterest	  
___	  Other	  _______________________________	  

If	  yes,	  in	  what	  ways?	  (Clarify	  if	  only	  in	  team	  
meetings	  –	  or	  if	  also	  in	  the	  classroom)	  

	  

2. (If	  in	  instruction)	  In	  what	  subjects	  are	  you	  
implementing	  it?	  What	  grades?	  

List:	  

	  
With	  which	  students?	  (Check	  all	  that	  apply)	   __	  whole	  class	  

__small	  group	  
__individual	  students	  

3. Is	  your	  team	  meeting	  regularly?	   ___	  YES	  ___	  NO	  

If	  not,	  why	  not?	  (Check	  all	  that	  apply)	   ___	  inadequate	  time	  
___	  teacher	  disinterest	  
___	  Other	  _____________________________	  
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4. Is	  your	  team	  implementing	  CI	  practices?	   ___YES	  ___	  NO	  

If	  yes,	  which	  CI	  tools	  is	  the	  team	  using?	  (Check	  all	  
that	  apply)	  

___	  IC	  Map	  
___	  Got	  Data?	  Now	  What?	  inventories	  and	  protocols	  	  
___Other	  _____________________________________	  

5. Are	  you	  able	  to	  access	  the	  services	  of	  an	  
instructional	  coach	  or	  data	  coach	  to	  help	  in	  the	  CI	  
process?	  (Check	  all	  that	  apply)	  
	  
	  
	  

Data	  coach	  
___	  as	  often	  as	  I	  request?	  
___	  on	  a	  regularly	  scheduled	  basis?	  
___	  only	  with	  my	  team?	  
Instructional	  coach	  
___	  as	  often	  as	  I	  request?	  
___	  on	  a	  regularly	  scheduled	  basis?	  
___	  only	  with	  my	  team?	  

6. Does	  your	  team	  have	  adequate	  access	  to	  the	  data	  
you	  need?	   __	  YES	  ___	  NO	  

If	  not,	  what	  do	  you	  lack?	   	  
7. Has	  your	  team	  changed	  as	  a	  result	  of	  CI	  

implementation?	  	  
	  

8. If	  yes,	  check	  all	  that	  apply	  

___	  NO	  	  ___	  YES	  	  
	  
__	  team	  fosters	  a	  culture	  of	  trust	  
__	  team	  maintain	  a	  clear	  focus	  
__	  team	  assumes	  collective	  responsibility	  for	  the	  team	  
__	  team	  uses	  relevant	  data	  to	  drive	  decision	  making	  
__	  Other	  changes?____________________	  

9. Which	  of	  the	  following	  does	  your	  school	  support?	  
(Mark	  a	  Y	  or	  N	  for	  each)	  

__	  continuing	  preparation	  for	  you	  in	  implementing	  CI	  
__	  time	  for	  the	  team	  to	  collaborate	  
__	  positive	  feedback	  on	  implementing	  CI	  
__	  principal’s	  attention	  to	  supports	  and	  barriers	  to	  CI	  
__	  accessibility	  of	  a	  CI-‐trained	  data	  coach	  
__	  accessibility	  of	  a	  CI-‐trained	  instructional	  coach	  

For	  each	  No,	  is	  that	  support	  important	  for	  
implementing	  CI?	  

	  

	  
10. Which	  of	  the	  following	  characterize	  CI	  

implementation	  in	  your	  school?	  (Mark	  each:	  1=	  
not	  yet,	  2=	  to	  a	  degree,	  3=	  for	  the	  most	  part)	  	  
	  

__	  we	  have	  a	  common	  definition	  of	  CI	  
__	  we	  are	  able	  to	  trust	  each	  other	  in	  my	  team	  
__	  our	  teachers	  have	  	  a	  positive	  feeling	  about	  CI	  
__	  our	  teachers	  believe	  in	  CI	  
__	  our	  principal	  believes	  in	  CI	  
__our	  data	  coach	  believes	  in	  CI	  
__our	  instructional	  coaches	  believe	  in	  CI	  
__	  Other	  _________________________	  

11. What	  else	  should	  I	  know	  about	  your	  team’s	  
implementation	  of	  CI	  (or	  not)?	  About	  yours?	  

	  

12. What	  else	  should	  I	  know	  about	  your	  school’s	  
implementation	  of	  CI?	  
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MNPS	  Grade-‐Level	  Team	  Focus	  Group	  Protocol	  

	  
Meeting	  Data	  
Date:	  
Start	  Time:	  _________	  End	  time	  __________	  
Meeting	  Location:	  
Meeting	  Leaders:	  

Participant	  Data	  
No.	  in	  Team:	  
No.	  Attended:	  
No.	  Female	  
No.	  participated	  in	  CI	  training:	  

Welcome	  Script:	  

Good	  morning,	  and	  welcome	  to	  our	  session.	  	  Thank	  you	  for	  joining	  us	  today	  to	  talk	  about	  collaborative	  inquiry	  in	  
your	  school.	  	  My	  name	  is	  [insert	  name],	  and	  [insert	  name]	  is	  here	  with	  me	  today.	  	  I	  am	  with	  [name	  department],	  
and	  [insert	  name],	  is	  with	  [name	  department].	  

Overview	  of	  Topic	  

The	  purpose	  of	  our	  time	  together	  today	  is	  to	  talk	  about	  the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  work	  in	  your	  school.	  	  This	  
discussion	  will	  last	  about	  1	  hour,	  and	  we	  will	  be	  having	  similar	  discussions	  with	  others	  who	  have	  been	  involved	  in	  
the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  training.	  We	  will	  use	  the	  information	  we	  gather	  from	  these	  discussions	  to	  learn	  what	  
teachers	  think	  about	  collaborative	  inquiry,	  what	  support	  is	  needed	  to	  implement	  collaborative	  inquiry,	  and	  how	  
collaborative	  inquiry	  is	  affecting	  students.	  	  	  

Ground	  Rules	  

I	  will	  guide	  our	  discussion	  by	  asking	  questions,	  but	  I	  want	  each	  of	  you	  to	  feel	  free	  to	  elaborate	  on	  any	  points	  we	  
cover	  or	  to	  bring	  up	  additional	  issues	  you	  think	  are	  important.	  	  There	  are	  no	  right	  or	  wrong	  answers	  to	  any	  of	  the	  
questions	  I	  will	  ask…I	  am	  interested	  in	  your	  honest	  thoughts	  and	  opinions.	  	  I	  would	  like	  for	  us	  to	  have	  an	  open	  
discussion,	  so	  please	  share	  your	  thoughts,	  even	  if	  they	  are	  different	  from	  what	  others	  have	  said.	  	  Also,	  I	  ask	  that	  
we	  respect	  each	  other’s	  views,	  even	  if	  they	  are	  different	  from	  our	  own.	  	  	  

If	  it	  is	  okay	  with	  you	  all,	  we	  would	  like	  to	  record	  today’s	  session	  to	  be	  sure	  we	  don’t	  miss	  anything	  during	  our	  
discussion.	  	  We	  will	  be	  using	  only	  first	  names	  today,	  and	  none	  of	  your	  names	  will	  be	  used	  in	  reports.	  Even	  if	  we	  use	  
a	  quote	  from	  today’s	  session	  in	  a	  report,	  your	  name	  will	  not	  be	  associated	  with	  it.	  	  Is	  this	  okay	  with	  everyone?	  	  
[NOTE:	  Make	  sure	  everyone	  is	  comfortable	  with	  recording	  the	  discussion.	  	  If	  not,	  rely	  on	  note	  taking.]	  

To	  help	  us	  stay	  on	  task	  today,	  I	  am	  asking	  that	  we	  all	  turn	  off	  our	  cell	  phones.	  	  If	  you	  can’t	  turn	  off	  your	  phone	  and	  
need	  to	  take	  a	  call,	  please	  do	  so	  as	  quickly	  and	  quietly	  as	  possible.	  Are	  there	  any	  questions?	  	  If	  not,	  let’s	  get	  
started.	  
So	  we	  are	  all	  talking	  about	  the	  same	  thing,	  let’s	  define	  Collaborative	  Inquiry	  as	  a	  data-‐based	  team	  process	  that	  
consciously	  uses	  the	  collaborative	  learning	  cycle	  (activating	  and	  engaging,	  exploring	  and	  discovering,	  and	  
organizing	  and	  integrating)	  and	  the	  qualities	  of	  effective	  teams	  (fostering	  a	  culture	  of	  trust,	  maintaining	  a	  clear	  
focus,	  taking	  collective	  responsibility	  and	  data-‐informed	  decisionmaking.	  

Introductions	  

For	  us	  to	  get	  acquainted,	  let’s	  begin	  by	  each	  person	  stating	  your	  first	  name,	  grade	  and	  subjects	  
you	  teach,	  and	  how	  many	  years	  you	  have	  been	  teaching?	  	  
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Q.1	  
On	  a	  scale	  of	  1	  to	  10	  with	  1	  being	  “not	  yet”	  and	  10	  being	  “fully”	  How	  would	  you	  rate	  Implementation	  of	  
CI	  for	  your	  team?	  (Collect	  each	  person’s	  response.)	  Give	  your	  honest	  rating	  and	  a	  one	  sentence	  reason	  
for	  your	  rating.	  

Q.2	   Has	  the	  team	  been	  meeting	  on	  a	  regular	  basis?	  How	  often?	  	  

Q.3	   What	  resources	  is	  your	  team	  using?	  Are	  you	  using	  the	  IC	  Map?	  Other	  CI	  tools?	  	  

Q.4	  
How	  do	  you	  establish	  the	  agenda	  for	  each	  meeting?	  How	  do	  you	  ensure	  meetings	  incorporate	  CI	  
practices?	  

Q.5	  
In	  your	  meetings,	  do	  members	  assume	  collective	  responsibility	  for	  the	  decisions	  and	  actions	  of	  the	  
team?	  How	  is	  that	  demonstrated?	  Can	  you	  provide	  an	  example?	  

Q.6	  
Do	  the	  members	  of	  the	  team	  trust	  one	  another?	  How	  do	  you	  know	  trust	  is	  established?	  Have	  you	  had	  
disagreements	  and	  how	  did	  you	  resolve	  them?	  	  	  

Q.7	  
What	  is	  an	  example	  of	  a	  decision	  the	  team	  has	  made	  based	  on	  the	  collaborative	  inquiry	  process	  and	  
how	  did	  you	  carry	  it	  out?	  	  

Q.8	  
Have	  the	  team’s	  decisions	  led	  to	  changes	  in	  instruction?	  What	  is	  an	  example?	  How	  did	  you	  report	  back	  
to	  other	  team	  members	  on	  the	  change?	  

Q.9	   What	  are	  barriers	  to	  the	  implementation	  of	  CI	  in	  your	  school?	  	  

Q.11	  
What	  additional	  support	  is	  needed	  to	  implement	  CI	  in	  your	  school?	  What	  support	  do	  you	  as	  a	  team	  
need?	  

Q.12	  
Are	  you	  confident	  that	  CI	  will	  increase	  student	  success?	  What	  gives	  you	  confidence?	  What	  diminishes	  
your	  confidence?	  

Q.13	   What	  things	  about	  the	  implementation	  of	  CI	  have	  surprised	  you?	  	  	  

Q.14	   How	  could	  the	  capacity	  of	  teachers	  to	  implement	  CI	  be	  improved?	  

Q.	  15	   What	  else	  should	  we	  know	  about	  the	  implementation	  of	  CI	  for	  your	  school?	  Or	  for	  you?	  

Thank	  you	  very	  much	  for	  your	  time.	  You	  will	  receive	  information	  about	  the	  results	  of	  the	  evaluation	  but	  individuals	  
and	  teams	  will	  remain	  confidential.	  	  
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Appendix D: TDUS Preliminary Results Summary 
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Versions. A comprehensive perspective is possible because 
there are three versions of the TDUS—one for teachers, 
administrators, and instructional support staff (ISS).

Framework. The TDUS is based on a framework designed to 
measure the actions teachers take with data and four supporting 
components that inform these actions: their competence in 
using data, their attitudes toward data, collaboration, and 

organizational supports.

Data Availability, Frequency of Use, and Usefulness.  The 
TDUS begins with questions that collect descriptive information 
about various forms of data for the school or district. The first 
two pages show the availability of these data, the frequency of 
their use, and their perceived usefulness. 
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Purpose. The purpose of the Teacher 
Data Use Survey (TDUS) is to provide 
helpful information to district and school 
leaders about how teachers use data, their 
attitudes toward data, and the supports that 
help them use data. 

As part of the organizational support 
component, teachers share the availability 
of various forms of data (shown below).

As part of the action component, teachers share how frequently 
they use the forms of data to plan for instruction. The following 
figures show this frequency of use.

As part of the attitudes toward data component, TDUS asks 
how useful the various forms of data are to teacher practice.  
The following figures show this usefulness.
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Survey Scales. The TDUS contains nine scales that measure either the actions teachers 
take with data or one of the four supporting components. These scales are present in 
all three survey versions although the question stems and/or question items may vary 
depending on the version.

Findings. The following section shares the findings for scales within each of the five 
components of the framework: actions, attitudes toward data, organizational support, 
competence in using data, and collaboration. On a scale of 1 to 4, the responses to all 
items are averaged for each respondent, resulting in the respondent’s score for that 
scale. Then, mean scores from scales are combined by survey version.
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It is important that teachers perceive themselves as 
being capable of using data. This component is 
measured by the Data Competence scale, which asks 
teachers, administrators, and ISS how good they 
believe the teachers are at using data to inform 
various aspects of their practice. For the Data 
Competence scale a higher mean indicates that 
teachers are perceived to be better at using data to 
inform various aspects of their practice.

Teachers are more likely to use data when they 
believe that data are useful to their practice. This 
component is measured by two scales: Data’s 
Effectiveness for Pedagogy and Attitudes toward 
Data. For the Data Effectiveness Pedagogy scale, 
a higher mean indicates stronger agreement 
regarding the value of data for everyday 
pedagogy. A higher average for the Attitudes 
toward Data scale indicates more positive 
attitudes and opinions regarding data. 

Data Forms. For this scale, planners needed to populate the survey 
with a maximum of 4 specific forms of data, one for each of the four 
categories of data: state, periodic, local and personal. Planners were 
encouraged to include data forms that are commonly used or otherwise 
most meaningful in their district/school.  

Actions with Data Scale. The Actions with Data scale assesses actions 
teachers take with the selected forms of data. These actions inform 
changes in teachers’ knowledge and practice, which in turn can 
improve student learning. The range of responses to each question 

item are assigned numbers from 1 to 4 (for state data, One or two 
times a year=1, A few times a year=2, Monthly=3, and Weekly=4; for 
the other 3 categories of data, Less than once a month=1, Once or 
twice a month=2, Weekly or almost weekly=3, and A few times a 
week=4). These are then averaged by each form of data to find the 
mean scale scores. The following figures show teachers’ action with the 
four forms of data.  A higher mean indicates that teachers take greater 
action on a monthly or yearly basis with the specific form of data. 
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The actions that teachers take with data are central to the process. However, what 
actions teachers take with data are influenced by four other components: data 
competence, attitudes toward data, collaboration, and organizational support. For 
the remaining four survey component, the range of responses to each question item 
are assigned numbers from 1 to 4 (Strongly disagree=1, Disagree=2, Agree=3, and 
Strongly agree=4). Mean scores are then calculated for each of these scales. 
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Teachers often find it useful to collaborate when 
they use data. This component is measured by the 
frequency respondents have scheduled meetings to 
work in collaborative teams and two scales: the 
Collaborative Team Trust scale and the 
Collaborative Team Actions scale. A higher mean on 
the Collaborative Team Trust scale indicates more 
positive beliefs about trust while working in teams. 
For the Collaborative Team Actions scale, a higher mean 
indicates that the actions data teams take with data as 
part of a collaborative inquiry cycle occur on a more 
frequent basis. 
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Teachers cannot be expected to get the most 
value out of their data without some support 
from the district and school. For this component, 
three scales are measured: Support for Data Use, 
Principal Leadership, and Computer Data 
Systems. A higher mean for the Support for Data 
Use scale indicates stronger school-level support 
for teachers using data. A higher mean for the 
Principal Leadership scale shows more positive 
perceptions about how the principal(s) lead 
teachers in using data. Lastly, a higher the mean 
for the Computer Data Systems scale the better the 
technology for accessing and examining data.  

3.103.103.103.10

3.313.313.313.31

3.173.173.173.17

TeachersTeachersTeachersTeachers

AdministratorsAdministratorsAdministratorsAdministrators

ISSISSISSISS

Principal LeadershipPrincipal LeadershipPrincipal LeadershipPrincipal Leadership

2.742.742.742.74

2.942.942.942.94

3.053.053.053.05

TeachersTeachersTeachersTeachers

AdministratorsAdministratorsAdministratorsAdministrators

ISSISSISSISS

Computer Data SystemsComputer Data SystemsComputer Data SystemsComputer Data Systems

How often do you have scheduled meetings to work in 

collaborative team(s)?
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