CFIP FAQs:

 
Q: How appropriate (advisable) is it to modify the CFIP process and template for multi-grade level data analysis?
A: While vertical teams certainly can play a valuable role in school improvement by looking at data across grade-levels, the ongoing work of CFIP is richer and more productive when the participants share standards and assessments.  When this occurs, team members can identify common responses, try them out, and return to later meetings to debrief on how they went and identify the next steps.  This is harder -- but certainly not impossible -- over multiple grade levels.  We encourage you to recommend that teams start using CFIP with single-grade teams on a regular basis, and supplement this, perhaps quarterly, with multi-grade data analyses.
 
Q: Are the questions at Step 2 content related or data related?  Who develops the questions?
A: Questions usually relate to identifying the content or skills in which the students have attained proficiency and those in which they need more work.  Or, questions may relate to the effectiveness of particular teaching strategies that have been tried.  Questions are developed by the team members themselves and should be generated early enough for data to be collected by teachers and put in “talkable” form prior to the meeting.  Click on Step 2 on the CFIP web site for some sample questions that teams have used.  Some teams are switching the order of CFIP steps 1 and 2, if that makes more sense to them.
 
Q: How much leeway is permitted to deviate from the six CFIP steps?
A: The six CFIP steps, as they currently exist, have evolved after many years of working with teams across Maryland and in other states.  We have evidence that fidelity to the protocol produces actionable steps that, if implemented, will impact student learning.  Having said that, we have never maintained it was “our way or the highway.”  We recommend that teams give the protocol a try as it exists.  We talked on May 19 about the fact that all protocols feel strange at first.  We all want to talk in more “natural ways.”  But ask teams to trust the protocol.  If, after time, aspects of the protocol are not working for the team, they certainly can be changed. If a new variation is working better that the established protocol, we would like to know about it, so we can share the insights with other teams.  In this way, CFIP will always be a “work in progress” and constantly improving.
 
Q: How would CFIP work in schools that have only one teacher per content/grade level?
A: CFIP is best done as a dialogue process.  But the six CFIP steps may also be considered a thought process that any individual teacher can use after any major assessment.
 

Q: How is the CFIP process used for MAP (Measures of Academic Progress) data?
A: The same six CFIP steps could be used after any standardized test administration.  But the first time MAP data (or PARCC data, for that matter) are used, expect to spend a good amount of time at Step 1 as the team attempts to understand what the data from the MAP assessment reports say before the team delves into what they mean. Experts from the district assessment office are good resources at CFIP step 1 when new standardized assessment reports are used.
 
Q: How can we tie CFIP with SLOs?
[bookmark: _GoBack]A: We see a great potential to expand the use of CFIP with Student Learning Objectives (SLOs).  For the first time, every teacher in Maryland must track data, and the six CFIP steps are the perfect vehicle to do this.  Click on the “CFIP-SLO Connection” on the web site for the specific considerations that we recommend and encourage teams to use the CFIP-SLO template that is also on the site.
 
Q: Can CFIP be used with non-tested areas?
A: YES!  Our work with teachers has found that the most productive conversations occur when teachers are analyzing their own classroom assessments, not district-based assessments.  Every teacher administers some type of assessments.  Because the CFIP dialogue is all about instruction and not about numbers, it is just as useful in analyzing the results from science experiments, social studies panels, English class debates, musical presentations, physical education demonstrations, and any other way teachers are tracking student progress, as it is in analyzing standardized test data.   
 
Q: How can we encourage administrators to embed the time needed to participate in CFIP in master schedules?
A: Time is often the biggest barrier to sustained data-based dialogue.  But more and more school leaders are realizing that, for productive data analysis to occur, that results in classroom changes actually being implemented and achievement increased, teachers must have regular opportunities to come together on school time to collaborate around common assessments and follow-up data analysis.  We don’t have the magic formula to make this happen in a schedule, but many schools are.


BT ———
S

Kiievetctesns il oo sl i o et
e el

e s e o e 1 R
e et o vt 4 re e e g st
s o At A ot et s e
o g gt e e 7 5

e h vesins 12 et et et les? Whe st b
e

eyt o g et il o secs
ey o oy s o . s a1
e i g eger e i . s
gty e Pkt e oy
oo ot s et b et 5

i ke e 3o e 1 i o ot
R ek S s v e b 4 1 g k.1t e

@ o vy s et et s 1 scs?
T e ey ety e e o s ey s g
e e Vs e o
R Werecammerd o e e ol . e e
ok e s e 0t
b ke ottt 1 s e, ol
b o e o et et b g 1 e it
o s e, v G e

[T ———
b e e e s s oy s o
e e e




