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Active Participation

Silence Cell Phones
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Today’s Outcomes

Our outcomes today are to model the collaborative
inquiry process used by MNPS to:

» discussthe MNPS REL Appalachia
collaborative inquiry partnership at the
national, district, school, and classroom
levels;

 Share resources, lessons learned, and best
practices about collaboration; and

* encourage participation in an ongoing virtual
community of practice for additional support.
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Give One Get One

Take an index card and respond to the below prompt.
Given today’s - discuss the MNPS REL

Appalachia collaborative inquiry

partnership at the national,
OUtcomes, What district, school, and classroom
o levels;
Interests you the - share resources, lessons

learned, and best practices about

most? What questions collaboration; and

encourage participation in an

i P ongoing virtual community of
mlght yOu have * practice for additional support.
On the signal, take your card and find a partner. Introduce yourself and
share yourinformation, then exchange cards.
(NOTE: You leave with your partner’s card.)

Table groupsidentify themes and patterns to share with full group.
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Setting the Scene

Dr. Margie Johnson, MNPS
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Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools (MNPS)

—

= 4274 |argest school » Students speak 100 +
district in the US different languages

= 33,000 students; = 160 buildings
6,000 teachers;
4,000 support staff
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How do we bridge the gap between data and
results, so all students have educational
success? What is the bridge made of?

Collaborative
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Culture of Collaborative Inquiry

Collaborative inquiry
establishes a culture of
data-informed decision making.

(Dana, Thomas, & Boynton, 2011; Hamilton, Halverson, Jackson,
Mandinach, Spovitz, & Wayman, 2009; Lipton & Wellman, 2012; Love,
2009; Mandinach & Jackson, 2012; Wayman, Jimerson, & Cho, 2012;

Wayman & Jimerson, 2014)
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Collaborative Inquiry is stakeholders working
together to uncover and understand problems
and to test out solutions together through
rigorous use of data and reflective dialogue.

Assumption: This process unleashes the
resourcefulness of stakeholders to continuously
improve learning.

Adapted from N. Love, K.E. Stiles, S. Mundy, and K.DiRanna, 2008



Data-Informed Decision Making Ecosystem

--Johnson, 2016
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IMINPS Collaborative Inquiry

Collaborative Inquiry is 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
groups (fostering a culture of trust, maintaining
a clear focus, taking collective responsibility and
data-informed decision-making).
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Collaborative Inquiry Process

Activating
and
Organizing Engaging
and
Integrating

OLLABORATIVE
INQUIRY
Collective Responsibility

Exploring
and
Discovering

! ‘ M E T R O --Adapted from Lipton, L. & Wellman, B. (2012). Got data? Now what? Bloomington, IN:

‘ PUBL'C SCHOOLS Solution Tree, Inc.
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Access
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Data
Literacy &
Analysis
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D .
ata Literacy & Analysis

Classroom Assessment composite
pata Guide

| his pag* pru'rid—.s a quick referencs for
the Classroom As&essment
Composite report. 1he report provides
aszassment data for the salectad school
year for the teacher's current roster

The report s acomszble froem the
Assessment folder.

>
3

T some
purpose questions this report
will help answer?
what assezsment data = avaiable for
my currznt clazs of students?

. Atwhat \eved of prcﬁ:ic’\cv are MY
zrudents?

. What data is availadle for me create cooperative group= far my clazzroom?

which yersicn of TCAP did my students taka—Ach:c-;cmc'\t, ELSA, MAAS?

e Which students are in Studant= with picabiites (SWD}. Econom cally Dr.ao::nt:gcc
(D), o aith Lim=e erglizh proficmney (LEF)?

o Aremy wtudents showing -._nowl.l\ on the repot tud asst‘:sm-:'\'_: ?

isp

Who is the intended audience?
Teachars, Admini—,uat:r'.. Suppert staff

Wwhat data is reported? Clazsroom agzessment ouerview by grade \ewel and weacher =

including DEA (Math. reading). DIBELS. Runnng Recorcs. TCAP {math, reading)

Package/D

How is the data reported? Use the legent |ocated at the top of the report-
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Common
Language
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National
Perspective

Dr. Stephanie Wilkerson, Magnolia Consulting
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What is REL Appalachia?

Regional Educational Laboratories (RELs):

W-n : * Serve the needs of 10 designated
~ “ [ regions helping them improve

- . .
v..‘- By . education through evidence-based

practice.

K 3
' —“ ﬂ * Administered by the U.S.

Department of Education, Institute
of Education Sciences (IES).

| | - We are here
B Central BN Northeastand Islands B8 Southeast ~ EEE West to pa rtner With you .

Hl Mid-Atlantic I Northwest

"REL

APPALACHIA 20




What is REL Appalachia?

We produce:

_Example Focus Areas

College and/Career
Readiness

Literacy/Numeracy
InStruction

Classroomilechnology

Literature Reviews

Data-Driven Practitioners and Policymakers

REL

APPALACHIA

21



Developing a Common Language
Three practices for groups:

Root cause analysis to
understand the problem.

Logic model development to
define intended outcomes.
Innovation configuration maps
to describe effective practices.

REL

APPALACHIA




“You cannot solve a
problem
from the same
consciousness

that created it.”
— Albert Einstein



Bridge Event for
Principals
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Root Cause Analysis

Fishbone

Collaborative
inquiry
Data use
preparedness
Data
collection oy v Iy -
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Logic Models

Lack of structures, protocols, processes, common
language, especially for collaborative inquiry

Short

Team members
have the abiity to
use collaborative
inguiry ta plan
noQorous, Motvating
IESSONS 10 engage
students.

FUFTTT VTV U T TV R T |

Team members
understand and
articulare how to
wrplerment
collaiboratve inguiry
protocols in dats
maeatings.

Intermediate

RULALRL AL At DR L dL L)

Team members to
practice
commmunicaton
narms for
professional kaming
COMPMUNTes

AL LA At aaatit gy

Practice applying
common language n
professional leaming
communities.

TSI ST T VTN |

Long

Team members use
colaborative nguiry
for improved
instruction and
studant

engagemant.

UV TUITTITITET TSI |

Team mesmbers use
data more efficienty
through the
collabaratve inguiry
process to rase
studert achieverment.

e

Team members use a

clear, and relishle and
consisient way (o create
a two-way mannes

RIS T

Team members are
focused using
collaboratrg Inquiry
protocals embedded




IES IC Map Video
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thbka&hwsmd&acd&a&w@bm@kwandbw-

= BUBLIC e
»_ PUBLIC SCHOOLS




‘REL

APPALACHIA

cecsl dacctiond lbawary

Thawveiy

Collaborative Inquiry ie a data-basad team procees that consciously uses the collaborative learning

cycle (activating and engaging, exploring and discovering, and organizing and integrating) and the

qualities of effective groupe (fostering a culture of trust, maintaining a clear focus, taking collective
respongsibility and data-informed decision-making).

—MNPS Community of Practice

IC Map Team: Keisha Becerra, Katy Enterline, Barbara Lissner, Tamasa Pinkerton

Component A: Establishes and Maintains a Clear Focus

a

« [Establishes norms, purpose, and an .
agenda for each meeting.

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

« 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.

Working Draft

74 METRO
== PUBLIC SCHOOLS
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MNPS IC Map for Collaborative Inquiry

- Component A: Establishes and
Maintains a Clear Focus

- Component B: Assumes Collective
Responsibility

- Component C: Fosters a Culture of
Trust

- Component D: Uses the
Collaborative Learning Cycle When
Investigating Data to Guide Decision
Making

= PUBLIC SCHOOLS




Exploring & Discovering: MNPS IC Map for CI
Quads: o Vo

* L etter off A-B-C-D:
A —read Component A
B — read Component B
C —read Component C
D — read Component D

« Summarize your thoughts about the
component in 1-2 sentences.

« Share the summary with your quad.

= PUBLIC SCHOOLS




Organizing & Integrating

Activating
and
Organizing Engaging
and

Integrating

COLLABORATIV
INQUIRY
Collective Responsibility

Exploring
and
Discovering

t/‘ M E T R O --Adapted from Lipton, L. & Wellman, B. (2012). Got data? Now what? Bloomington, IN:

. PUBL'C SCHOOLS Solution Tree, Inc.




Given what you have learned about
Innovation Configuration maps,
how might they support a culture
of collaboration in your
organization?

74 METRO
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Data Coaches

Dr. Margie Johnson, MNPS
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Data-Informed Decision Making Ecosystem

--Johnson, 2016
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Data Coaching

What exactly is a
What skills do data coach?
they need?

facilitat
collaboration?

#9) METRO NASHVILLE
= PUBLIC SCHOOLS




Data Coaching

“Data coaches are education leaders who guide data teams
through the process of collaborative inquiry and influence the
culture of schools to be ones in which data are used

continuously, collaboratively, and effectively to improve teaching
and learning. Theirrole is to engage others in making sense of
and responding to data in ways that improve learning for all
students.”

O‘ M ET R O N A S H \/ | L L E Love, N., Stiles, K., Mundry, S. & DiRanna, K., 2008. The Data Coach’s Guideto
; P U B L | C S C H O O L S Improving Learning for All Students.




The Tale of Two Data Meetings

' 0, u School
School’s Average % Correct
| |
In Each Area on State Math Test State
100%
90%
80% 7%
70%
62% 62%
60%
50%
40%
30%
School performance averages for each standard tested.
20% TEST: ELA District Benchmark Assessment 1
10% District and School Totals
CCSSELA- CCSSELA- | CCSSELA- | CCSSELA- | CCSSELA-
School No. of Overall | Literacy.RL.7.1 | Literacy.RL.7.2 | Literacy.RL.7.3 | Literacy.RL.7.4 | Literacy.RL.7.6
0% District Totals: Music City
: ) ) Public Schools v 4,185 57.10% 68.10% 58.20% 58.90% 52.90% 49.50%
Number Graphing Quadratics Rational
PrO perties EX pressions Middle School 1 157 48.80% 60.50% 50.70% 52.70% 46.10% 35.00%
Middle School 2 4 54.90% 66.20% 56.90% 56.80% 51.50% 45.40%
Middle School 3 128 58.00% 70.70% 56.80% 58.30% 49.00% 59.10%
Middle School 4 185 31.30% 25.00% 33.30% 30.00% 25.00% 41.70%
Middle School § 161 58.30% 68.00% 59.40% 62.60% 52.20% 49.50%
Middle School 6 144 61.70% 78.50% 62.70% 61.80% 56.90% 53.90%
Middle School 7 124 58.90% 75.00% 66.90% 58.10% 56.50% 44.10%
Middle School 8 13 58.60% 72.10% 61.40% 59.10% 51.90% 52.80%
Middle School 9 13 49.40% 62.40% 47.50% 55.20% 46.90% 35.70%
Middle School 10 74 44.40% 48.00% 45.50% 46.20% 44.60% 37.80%
Middle School 11 145 57.70% 68.30% 55.40% 63.00% 52.20% 49.40%
Middle School 12 n 52.00% 66.20% 49.30% 56.90% 52.60% 36.60%

#9) METRO NASHVILLE
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School's Average % Correct = School

In Each Area on State Math Test m State

100%

90%

80% 7%

70% -

o 05%
62% 62% 64% -

60% -

50% -

40% -

30% -

20% -

10% -

0% -

Number Graphing Quadratics Rational
Properties Expressions
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Observations
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Data Observations

School performance averages for each standard tested.

TEST: ELA District Benchmark Assessment 1

District and School Totals

CCSS.ELA- CCSS.ELA- CCSS.ELA- CCSS.ELA- CCSS.ELA-

School No. of students Overall Literacy.RL.7.1 | Literacy.RL.7.2 | Literacy.RL.7.3 | Literacy.RL.7.4 | Literacy.RL.7.6

District Totals: Music City

Public Schools v 4,185 57.10% 68.10% 58.20% 58.90% 52.90% 49.50%
Middle School 1 157 48.80% 60.50% 50.70% 52.70% 46.10% 35.00%
Middle School 2 4 54.90% 66.20% 56.90% 56.80% 51.50% 45.40%
Middle School 3 128 58.00% 70.70% 56.80% 58.30% 49.00% 59.10%
Middle School 4 185 31.30% 25.00% 33.30% 30.00% 25.00% 41.70%
Middle School 5 161 58.30% 68.00% 59.40% 62.60% 52.20% 49 50%
Middle School 6 144 61.70% 78.50% 62.70% 61.80% 56.90% 53.90%
Middle School 7 124 58.90% 75.00% 66.90% 58.10% 56.50% 44 10%
Middle School 8 113 58.60% 72.10% 61.40% 59.10% 51.90% 52.80%
Middle School 9 113 49.40% 62.40% 47 50% 55.20% 46.90% 35.70%
Middle School 10 74 44 40% 48.00% 45.50% 46.20% 44 60% 37.80%
Middle School 11 145 57.70% 68.30% 55.40% 63.00% 52.20% 49.40%
Middle School 12 7 52.00% 66.20% 49.30% 56.90% 52.60% 36.60%

~!
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Causal Categories

Infrastructure
Schedules,
programming
and resources

Curriculum

Design and
implementation

Students

Knowledge, skills and
dispositions

74 METRO

== PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Five Causal
Categories

Instruction

Methods, materials
and resources

Teachers

Knowledge, skills and
dispositions

--Lipton, L. & Wellman, B. (2012). Got data? Now what? Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree, Inc.




Theories of Causation

Design and

~ . implementation
Observation: Infrastructure , Instruction
Schedules, 1 Methods, materials
programming h ( and resources
ond resources Five Causal |
Categories
Students Teachers
Knowledge, skills and Knowledge, skills and
dispositions dispositions

Use this space to record three possible theories of causation related to your observation: I e e
ndividually
1. . .
Teachers lack the knowledge and skills to build

: "y : generate d
community within their classrooms.
couple of
2. Teachers’ instructional methods are not engaging .
to students. theorlgs of
causation.

3. Students lack social emotional and self-regulatory
skills.

Circle one theory to test. In the space below, record at least three sources of data that
you could use to confirm this theory.

== PUBLIC SCHOOLS




Comparison of Data Meetings

Venn Diagram Graphic Organizer

Name: Date:

Data Dive 1 Data Dive 2

Data Dives
Similarities

School's Average % Correct =Schaol
In Esch Area o0 Stale Math Test e
s
e

' Schoolperformance averages or esch standard tested.

TEST: ELA District Benchmark Assessment 1

Humbar Gonpheg —— Ratiors! District and School Totals

Properies Expressions CCSSELA- | CCSSELA | COSSELA-
School No.of students | Overall | LiteracyRL7A | Literacy RL7.2 | Literacy RL7.3 | Literacy RL74 | Lkeracy RL7.6 ‘
Tt Tl Towte Ty
Public Schooks - s st s s s 200 e

Mo Schoa 1 I waon s somse 2% w10% s00%

kg Schao 2 4 oo s seonse sa0% sisom a0

M Schoo 3 = o0 7w seans 0% 900 0%

M Schoo 4 s 0% 200 na 000w 2008 awow

it Schao & 6 0% son souse T 2% 950

Mo Schol§ - % s w10 0% s 0%

Mg Schoo 7. o so0% 500 soo% 0% 0% %

Midd Schoo 8 m so0% s e 0% suo0m e

Mo Schaot m nax 2an as0% 2% w30 5708

M Schol 10 " waon oo 550 2% e 0%

i School 11 us 0% s ssars a0 2am 9%

Midde Sehol 12 n 0% 62 3% 0% 2% T
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School's Average % Correct = School

In Each Area on State Math Test m State

100%

90%

80% 7%

70% -

64% 95%

62% 62% I

Number Graphing Quadratics Rational
Properties Expressions

= pustic scroots NG
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60% -

50% -

40% -

30% -

20% -

10% -

0% -
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School Perspective
Panel Discussion:
How did we
implement?

Dr. Craig Hammond, West End Prep
Dr. Erin Anderson, Wright Middle Prep
Dr. Shelly Dunaway, Two Rivers Middle Prep

#7) METRO
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Sustaining Culture for
Collaboration and
Inquiry

Craig Hammond, EdD, Principal, West End Middle

I
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The West End Journey

Year 1: Year 2: Year 3: Equity
Adequacy Collaboration & Literacy

Having talented teachers in your building, even
ones who have the desire to collaborate, isn't
enough.

“...In this changing [educational] climate,
collaborative interaction is, in fact, as much part
of teachers’ work as is their time in the classroom
with students.” (Lipton & Wellman, 2012)

== PUBLIC SCHOOLS




7 Qualities of High Performing Groups

Cultivate relational Embrace a spirit of
trust. inquiry.
Seek equity. Put data at the center.

Honor commitments to

Assume collective
learners and Iearnlng

responsibility.

Maintain a clear focus.
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Culture isn’t static

Culture is shaped by things
that happen In the
organization and how
Individuals and groups
process what happens in
the organization.
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Catalysts and Sustainers
Capacity building Recognition

* book study » faculty meeting

* whole staff training « stories

* team leader training Reminders

Feedback * weekly email

. after each collaborative ~ * €ncouragement
session * empowerment

» coaching and Prioritize
evaluation of leaders e creative scheduling

» coaching and  values revision

evaluation of members
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School Perspective
Panel Discussion:
How did we
implement?

Dr. Craig Hammond, West End Prep
Dr. Erin Anderson, Wright Middle Prep
Dr. Shelly Dunaway, Two Rivers Middle Prep
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Collaborative
Inquiry in the
Classroom

Whitney Akin, DuPont Hadley Middle Prep
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Practice/Application

Using the Collaborative
Learning Cycle handout, as

a lable group go througr verla

NATALIE DABBITT

the process of activating
and engaging, exploring
and discovering, and
organizing and integrating e .
using the Tuck Everlasting R
Chapter five text. ~ :
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Activating and Engaging

Collaborative Groups Classroom

* What assumptions do * Pre-Reading
we bring? Questions

* What are some * What are your
predictions we are predictions of what
making? the text is about?

* What questions are we * What are some
asking? guestions you have

regarding the text?

* What are some
possibilities for
learning?
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Exploring and Discovering

Collaborative Groups Classroom
* What important points * During Reading
seem to pop out? Questions

* What patterns, categories, * What is the main
or trends are emerging?  idea/central idea of the

« What seems to be text?
surprising or unexpected? « What is your evidence

. What are some wayswe  [1om the text to support
have not yet explored this the main idea?

data?  What seems to be

surprising or unexpected
in the text?
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Organizing and Integrating

Collaborative Groups Classroom

* What inferences, * Post Reading Questions
explanations, or » What inferences did we

conc[t?Jsions might we make throughout the text
draw" to predict our conclusion?

* What additional data « What questions do we

sources might verify our have after exploring the
explanation? end result?

* What solutions mightwe . \what was the conclusion

explore? of the text?
* What data will we need to . How did the author

1at € 1eeL . |
guide implementation determine the conclusion?
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Virtual Community
of Practice

Dr. Margie Johnson, MNPS

A
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MNPS Collaborative Inquiry Toolkit
www.mnpscollaboration.org

Collaborative Inquiry Toolkit

Home

Collaboration Corner Blog

An MNPS REL Appalachia Partnership
o
Il rative Inquiry is a data-based team process that consciously uses the collaborative learning cycle (activating and
2 i loring and discovering. and organizing and integrating) and the qualities of effective teams (fostering a culture of
rrust, maintaining a clear focus, taking collective responsibility and data-informed decision making. ° °

subscribe to receive

< © emails for the blog
REB

? Feedback ;

posts.

SUBMIT
g A RESOURCE
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Reflection &
Wrap-Up

I
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Next Steps

Given what we have discussed and
learned today, what are some next
steps you can take toward
fostering collaboration in your
organization?

#7) METRO
»_ PUBLIC SCHOOLS




Feedback---How Was Today’s Session

Individually
« Use 2 post-it notes to provide feedback.
« Don't forget to use the app to provided feedback as well.

IC Map

HOW WAS THE MEETING?
+ A

A
B
C
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Q&A

Erin Anderson, Ed.D. Whitney Akin
Erin.anderson@mnps.org whitney.akin@mnps.org
Shelly Dunaway, Ed.D. Craig Hammond, Ed.D.

Shelly.dunaway@mnps.org Craig.hammond@mnps.org
Margie L. Johnson, Ed.D. Mary Laurens Seely, Ed.D.
margie.Johnson@mnps.org Mary.seely@mnps.org

Twitter: @MargielLJohnson3

Stephanie Wilkerson, Ph.D.
stephanie@magnoliaconsulting.org
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