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Summary of Stakeholder Engagement Findings 

September 2013 

 

 

OUSD is committed to improving the way school and central leaders access, analyze and utilize 
data to support their decision making in promoting the performance of OUSD schools. As part 
of this new initiative to strengthen OUSD data use and management, Stakeholder Engagement 
outreach took place in the form of one-to-one and small group interviews and a principal 
workshop during the summer of 2013. This document is divided into the following sections:  

• Background on stakeholders and their current data practices 
• Key challenges with the current data infrastructure 
• A summary of stakeholders’ data warehouse priorities  
• Appendixes:  Draft OUSD Data Visio 

 

 

Outreach Objectives 

The specific objectives for the outreach during the summer of 2013 were:  

 To understand what data systems and sources stakeholders use in central offices and 
schools 

 To learn about pain-points and challenges within OUSD’s data infrastructure  
 To identify stakeholder priorities for improvements within a new data warehouse and 

reporting tool system 
 

Stakeholders Engaged 

Principals and Central Office staff were engaged in the summer 2013 outreach. 

Nearly all the interviews were conducted as individual interviews, with just two exceptions 
where the stakeholders were interviewed in small groups. The principal workshop content was 
based on the interview protocol and structured to solicit information on what was and was not 
working for principals with regards to four themes emerging from the interviews: data systems 
talking to each other, linking data and action, access to timely data reports, and data living 
outside of district systems.    

 

Current Data Practices: Data Sources and Management Systems 

Stakeholders described major and fundamental differences in which data systems and 
assessments tools they use and how they interact with these resources.  

 1. Introduction 

 2. Background on Stakeholders and their Current Data Practices 
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Listed below are the sources and systems mentioned during the interviews, listed roughly in the 
order of the frequency which they were referenced.  
 
1. Internal Excel and Google Spreadsheets  
One of the most common approaches to managing and analyzing data in both central offices 
and schools is to create and maintain internal excel or Google spreadsheets as workarounds to 
the existing data infrastructure. These spreadsheets typical combine data from different district 
and/or school sources but are not formally or systematically connected to these systems. Some 
of these spreadsheets collect data not contained in any district system e.g. interventions 
students receive, or a district level list of schools with new principals and these principals’ 
contact information. Thirteen of 18 principals interviewed reported maintaining internal 
spreadsheets with core student data, including information such as academic performance on 
recent benchmark assessments and other tests, discipline information, attendance information 
and support services received. Seven of 13 central staff engagements described maintaining 
internal spreadsheets specific to their department  
 
Many examples of these spreadsheets and internal workarounds were collected and have been 
discussed with the QAA (formerly RAD) data team.  
 
2. AERIES 
Many (but notably not all) school stakeholders reported interacting with AERIES to enter 
required attendance data. School stakeholders typically reported using AERIES to extract data 
to export into excel for further analysis or to combine with other data. There was great 
variation in how AERIES was reportedly used (or not used) for other data elements, including 
suspension data, referral data, and family contact information. The AERIES parent portal was 
described as almost never used by schools despite the district paying for this service. Fewer 
central stakeholders than school stakeholders reported interfacing with AERIES or being able to 
run AERIES queries.   

 
3. EduSoft 
Similar to AERIES, EduSoft is typically used by school stakeholders to export data for the 
internal spreadsheets mentioned above. There were a few schools that reported never using 
EduSoft. 

    
4. RAD Data Support and SharePoint Reports 
The most liked and referenced report (across both school and central stakeholders) was the 
Master Student Data Roster. Stakeholders particularly like this data source because it is excel-
based and can be used as the foundation for building internal school spreadsheets. There was 
mixed use of the suspension reports, attendance reports, CST, and SRI reports: many 
stakeholders (especially at schools) described copying information from RAD reports into excel 
as opposed to using the reports in a stand-alone fashion. Stakeholders at both the district and 
school level frequently stated that they access RAD reports through specific staff they knew at 
RAD (or through their managers) and not through the SharePoint site.   
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5. Other Systems 
Beyond the four systems mentioned above, there was a plethora of other data systems and 
sources mentioned during the interviews. These included:  

 IFAS 
 SAM 
 PBIS 
 CED Data Quest 
 School Dude 
 COST 
 SST 
 City Span 
 College Board Website 
 SIS 
 Central Enrollment Tool Database 
 Jupiter 
 Data provided support from outside partners: Partners in School Innovation, 

Performance Facts 
 

Current Data Practices: Assessment Tools 

As with the data sources and systems, schools and central offices supporting schools (e.g. LCI) 
varied greatly in which assessment data and tools they use to guide instruction and monitor 
student progress. Notably the assessments prioritized at the district level are not necessarily 
those prioritized at the school level. Moreover, assessments promoted by  the Leadership, 
Curriculum and Instruction (LCI) department are frequently not universally used across the 
district and LCI described the difficulty they faced in knowing what is being used where across 
the district. In particular, many schools reported that the SRI assessment is not a sufficiently 
refined testing tool to allow leaders and teachers to track student progress or identify where 
students need help.  

Below is a list of the assessments mentioned during the interviews as providing data which 
teaching teams use to guide their instruction and monitor academic performance.      

 District benchmarks 
 DRA 
 AIMES 
 DIBELS 
 PWT 
 MAZE 
 CST 
 SRI  
 CAHSEE 
 CELDT 
 Achieve 3000 
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 Reader 180 
 Accelerated Reader  
 Running records 
 School-made assessments 

 
  



 

5 
 

 
 
 
 
During the interviews and principal workshop, stakeholders across the district described a 
multitude of challenges in effectively and efficiently managing and analyzing data within the 
current data infrastructure. The themes from these conversations were distilled into four key 
challenges presented below.  
 
It is crucial that these challenges are understood because they heavily informed how 
stakeholders framed their data needs and priorities for future systems, described in the next 
section. Moreover certain stakeholders could not define their specific desires for what 
functionality an improved data system would offer, but their responses clearly identified the 
most pressing pain-points that need to be addressed within any new system selected.  
 
It is important to frame stakeholder feedback on data barriers by recognizing that when an 
individual says he or she does not have certain information, this issue could reflect a range of 
underlying problems which each have different implications for solutions. The range of 
underlying problems includes:   
 The information is available, but it is not in a format that is useful for the stakeholder, or 
 The information might exist, but the stakeholder does not know how or where to get it, or 
 This information does not exist anywhere electronically but does exist on paper  
 
Challenge 1 – Linking Data and Action 
 
 
 
 
 
Stakeholders repeatedly stressed significant barriers in being able to use data in their daily 
decision making and connecting the information they had access to with meaningful next steps. 
This was arguably the most significant and pressing challenge within the current infrastructure. 
The main reasons stakeholders reported it is difficult to link data with action are:   
 

 Many stakeholders across central departments and schools cannot access data crucial to 
their daily work. For example:  

o The Family Engagement team cannot pull a list of parents trained over time.  
o The Human Resources team cannot pull a list of teacher or principal credentials 

by employee.   
o The director of Leadership Development for principals cannot generate a list of 

incoming principals who need to be paired with mentors for this leadership 
program.  

 3. Key Challenges with the Current Data Infrastructure 

“More often than not I’m entering data into a spreadsheet with a calculator.”  
Quote from one principal commenting on the deficiencies of the current infrastructure for data analysis 
and management.  
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o A principal cannot pull a list of all employees who work on their site and know 
these employees’ job descriptions.  
 

 Data (especially student data) lives in so many places that data from one source must be 
combined with data from another source before it is actionable. The burden typically 
falls on principals/APs and central staff to hand-enter data into internal spreadsheets as 
workarounds to combine data from different sources before the information is useful 
for analysis and guiding action. 

o For example, to have a more complete picture of how students are progressing, 
one may need to combine data from AERIES extracts on attendance, discipline 
data collected in the school level (often paper) systems, academic information 
from EduSoft and SharePoint reports, and student participation in intervention 
services from teachers’ personal knowledge. Seeing one of these data sources 
without the others makes the information far less useful to school leaders.   

  
 There is a dual need for longitudinal data to track progress over time for strategic action 

and more real-time data to inform current instruction and interventions. 
o For information to be used routinely in decision making at the school or central 

level, it must provide an accurate and timely picture of the status quo otherwise 
it is too retrospective to be helpful for current decisions. 

o Furthermore leaders also need longitudinal data to better monitor progress over 
time and be able to compare information to past experiences (one principal gave 
the example - attendance is low this February compared to January, but is it 
notably worse than February last year?).      

 
 Current report formats do not facilitate action or analysis because:  

o Reports cannot be manipulated in a meaningful way (especially when they are in 
PDF form).  

o Most reports cannot drill-down to the student/teacher level (units of action for 
principals).  

o Reports presented by central are sometimes inaccurate or confusing when 
compared to school level data. For example, some schools mentioned that the 
district A-G and graduation rate reports are different from school tracking of 
these data.  

o  Data conveyed are not meaningful at the school level because: 
 Time delays make data irrelevant by the time reports are received.  
 The lack of baseline/longitudinal data means data cannot be placed in 

context.  
 Data are not easy to read: for example, many principals mentioned 

budget data are very difficult to interpret. 
 Thresholds of interest in academic assessments or attendance are 

different for district vs. the school. 
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 The assessment is not helpful at the school level: for example, the SRI is 
too broad a tool for altering classroom instruction for many principals  

 Terminology on reports is not clear or consistent with language used in 
the school setting. 
 

 Data are typically accessed through individuals, not systems, meaning access is unstable 
over time.  

o Because so many stakeholders access data through individuals – by emailing or 
calling contacts they have in the district – when individuals change or leave their 
positions data access is interrupted. Similarly, when so many schools and 
departments rely on internal spreadsheets managed by one individual, there are 
great challenges transferring that person’s data skills or data workarounds to 
other team members when they leave.  

 
Challenge 2 - Data Systems Talking to Each Other 
 
 
 
 

 
Stakeholders across central departments and schools described how no two data systems seem 
to speak to each other or are able to work together. These disconnects force stakeholders to do 
double data entry across different systems, often causing poor data quality in one system, with 
AERIES typically being the system that is less prioritized because it is difficult to use for data 
analysis.  
 

• The main pain-points of disconnect highlighted by stakeholders were: 
o Special education vs. general education data systems and processes (for example, 

there is a separate student assignment processes for special education students) 
o LCI data tracking vs. HR data and teacher observation data 
o City Span vs. AERIES (for intervention data) 
o School-specific systems vs. AERIES (such as Jupiter and paper forms) 
o EduSoft vs. AERIES 
o SAM vs. AERIES 
o COST vs. AERIES (for home visits) 
o PBIS vs. AERIES 
o Nutrition services vs. school site data (for free and reduced lunch data) 
o School Messenger vs. Afterschool program communication systems 
o Grade-book systems vs. assessment data 
o Charter schools systems vs. OUSD data systems (a particular issue for schools 

receiving many students from charters) 
o Benchmark data vs. student report card data 

One principal mentioned receiving up to five students a year with IEPs who show up for the first day of 
school but are not in AERIES because of the disconnect between general education and special 
education data systems. 



 

8 
 

o The general disconnect between OUSD data systems and other systems touching 
students such as public health, JJC, etc.  

 
Challenge 3 – Access to Timely Data Reports 
 
 
 
 
Stakeholders highlighted that time delays in accessing data greatly undermine the utility of 
information. In addition to feeling they received data too late, many stakeholders expressed 
confusion around the timelines for when to expect different pieces of data. This sense of 
frustration was stressed by school and central stakeholders, particularly with regards to: 
 

 CST scores: Principals repeatedly mentioned that they receive their students’ scores far 
later than nearby districts, and sometimes far later than other organizations partnering 
with the school (such as TFA or New Leaders). 

 
• The RAD data support ticking system: Both central and school stakeholders typically 

reported that this system is not working to support their data needs. There was 
generally a sense that once a ticket is submitted, there is little to no follow-up to explain 
if the data will be provided and what the timeline will be. Furthermore, many reported 
that RAD could not provide the data they requested but they did not understand why 
their desired reports could not be produced.    

 
 Flash drives: School stakeholders highlighted that receiving flash drive data in mid-

August right before the start of school makes it very difficult to use this information in 
planning for the school year. Moreover, few reported using the flash drives beyond the 
activities within the all administrators meeting. 

   
 The timing and turnaround for assessment data: There seemed to be a lot of confusion 

around the scanning windows (i.e. when windows are open for submission) and data 
turnaround times for assessment data. For example, one principal described that 
because of the delays in getting data back from scanned assessments, teachers hand-
grade assessments during meetings taking many hours to be able to know where their 
students stand more quickly.  

 
• Drop-out reports and CEDLT data: These two reports were called out by several 

stakeholders as reports they want to see more quickly.    
 
 
 
 
 

“The data is only as good as how fast I get the reports". 
Quote from one principal commenting on the need for real-time data.  
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Challenge 4 – Missing Data 
 
 
 
 
 

In addition to the challenges with existing data and data processes mentioned above, 
stakeholders stressed that certain types of data which they want to inform their decisions and 
performance monitoring are missing from existing systems.  

• Missing elements included:    
o Any longitudinal data reporting capabilities within systems, particularly within IFAS 

and AERIES 
o Systematic tracking of students at the school and district level receiving 

interventions or afterschool services 
o Subgroups analyses of students, such as within ethnicities, grades, class periods, 

academic classifications (e.g. long-term English language learners vs. other English 
language learners)  

o From a school’s perspective, comparative data across other OUSD schools (not 
limited to schools in the same region)  

o Academic reports with item/question analysis 
o Student discipline data for incoming students 
o Past teacher evaluation information for incoming teachers  
o Systematic tracking of information on students with IEPs and 504s 
o Free and reduced lunch information across schools and the district 

 
• Certain access issues were limited to particular stakeholders, highlighting the lack of 

systemic communication channels for informing stakeholders of where data lives within 
district systems. For example, one principal mentioned never being able to find suspension 
data and another described having problems accessing on-going benchmark data during the 
school year. 

In many cases, central teams supporting school programming – e.g. Family Engagement , Community 
Engagement - do not have access to key school data provided by other central departments to schools 
(e.g. the flash drives or SharePoint).  
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Stakeholders’ Data Comfort and Data Warehouse Aspirations: 

To inform which data warehouse and reporting functionality to prioritize in the search for a 
new solution for OUSD, we asked during the interviews for stakeholders to rate their current 
level of comfort working with data and leading others in their data use. We also asked 
stakeholders how they would like to interact with a new data system, offering functionality 
from merely extracting premade reports to combining data from different sources and self-
generating reports. For the exact multiple-choice questions asked in the interview, please see 
the appendix for the interview protocol.   

• The majority of stakeholders (18) rated their current data comfort as “confident” during 
the interviews, with equal minorities stating they were “very confident” (six) and 
“somewhat confident” (eight).  Data comfort did not vary notably between central and 
school leaders.  

 The majority of stakeholders want maximum functionality (of the options provided) 
from a new data solution 

o Twenty-three individuals stated “I want to be able to generate my own reports, 
interact with pre-made reports and manipulate, combine and analyze data from 
different sources” 

o A minority wanted less functionality: 
 Four individuals stated “I want to look at pre-made reports and interact 

with these reports to drill-down, filter and sort as I need” but did not 
want capabilities to generate their own reports.  

 One individual stated “I want to look at pre-made reports” and did not 
want the ability to manipulate premade reports.   

 One individual did not want a data warehouse solution at all.  
 

Stakeholders’ Priorities for Data Warehouse and Reporting Capabilities: 
 
While responses varied, stakeholders across the district stressed some common themes for 
what improved data analysis and reporting functionality would better support their work. The 
capabilities presented below were identified based on both stakeholders’ descriptions of what 
they would like to see from future systems and through synthesizing their feedback on the 
most pressing pain-points within current data systems. The capabilities are presented based on 
the priority stakeholders seemed to place on each.   
   

1. The ability to integrate data from different types of data sources and systems. 
Stakeholders were especially interested in:  

 3.  Summary of Stakeholder Data Warehouse Priorities 
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• Aggregating different types of key student data in one place accessible for 
relevant stakeholders (counselors, teachers, principals, central support staff 
etc.). There were requests for this integration to include academic data 
(assignments and grades), attendance, discipline and any services/interventions 
the student receives.  

• Analyzing and cross-comparing academic and non-academic data, including 
HR/operations, intervention and teacher data to explore the impact of various 
school actions or programming on student outcomes. E.g. having the ability to 
cross-tabulate teacher absences by student performance.  

• Combining data reports with other school deliverables and work functions, such 
as principals’ action items and deliverables for central and calendaring to make 
the reporting and analysis interface more of a centralized work location. 

• Making data access and reporting (where appropriate) mirrored between 
schools and central departments. Allowing central and school staff to be looking 
at the same type data (even if exact report structures vary) facilitates better 
communication and support between central and school sites.    

2. The ability to control data exploration and manipulate reports. Stakeholders particularly 
called for:  

• The need to drill-down to the student level (name) from any aggregate data 

• The ability to slice student and school data in multiple ways beyond the 
categories and subgroups currently in AERIES to explore detailed questions such 
as: how are Latinas doing in their first period? How are long-term English 
language learners responding to afterschool programming? How are middle 
schools in this zip code faring with attendance compared to last year?   

• The ability to generate different types of visuals (e.g. graphs, charts) from the 
same data report so it could be shown to a range of technical and non-technical 
audiences.   

• The functionality to design and “push out” reports and dashboards for you and 
for your team/employees that are dynamic overtime.   

3. Access to live and longitudinal data. Stakeholders especially stressed:  

• The need for up-to-date (weekly) student academic data (particularly from 
assessments) to know where students stand, what materials they are struggling 
with and who needs additional intervention or teacher support. 

• The need to see trends over time in academic and non-academic outcomes, 
comparing data across years, within a given academic year and to the same time 
point in the previous year.  
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4. Guidance within the warehouse and reporting system for how to best to use data reports 
and identify next action steps from data. Stakeholders expressed interest in:  

• Linking narrative for how to read and interpret data within reporting tools. E.g. a 
brief description of the axes, the unit of analysis and what to take-away from the 
data.  

• Embedding central support for how to take action on negative outcomes 
presented in the data. E.g. if a school has low attendance rates, how can the 
school get support from central/partner organizations to attempt to address this 
issue?   

5. Functionality that links/can read-in internal site-specific systems and spreadsheets. 
Stakeholders raised that:  

• Given the extensive use of school and department specific workarounds (such as 
unique data systems, internal spreadsheets, etc.) any new data infrastructure 
will need to be able to connect with these data sources to gather historic data 
and need to be able to either produce data in a manner that can support or 
replace the need for these workaround systems. 

6. Functionality that supports user-friendliness and accessibility, including 

• Graphics and picture icons to convey functionality and meaning (e.g. colors, 
speedometers, etc.) 

• Aligning terminology within the system with the terminology used at school-
sites/central departments 

• Access from off OUSD campuses to allow stakeholders to work at home  
• Access from multiple personal devices – computer, phone, tablet  
• The ability to sign up for phone and email notifications as desired 

    
Stakeholders’ Priorities for Personal Dashboards: 
 
In addition to system functionality preferences, we asked stakeholders what information they 
would like “at their finger-tips” on a personal, customizable dashboard to support their decision 
making and management. The most commonly cited data elements are listed below, in the 
order of their perceived priority.  

 Student data: at the level of student names as well as aggregate data 
o Attendance: e.g. list of student absences by period, absences by student 

demographics, list of students with chronic absence issues who are absent that 
day  

o Discipline: e.g. suspensions and referrals by period, teacher and student 
demographics 
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o Academics: e.g. the most recent benchmarks test results, list of students with 
less than a 1.0 GPA, list of students with a dramatic change in performance 
between grading periods 

o Services and interventions: e.g. lists of students receiving extra support  

 Employee data 
o Teacher evaluation data 
o Teacher absences 
o Employee work flow on school support provided by central departments (for 

departments that work directly with schools): e.g. daily progress on Tech 
Services help tickets, daily progress on finance and HR school-site requests 

 Real-time budget data that reflects school spending by categories/line-items 
understandable to non-financial staff  

 Progress on school-specific annual focus areas: Various principals mentioned they 
wanted to see progress on areas of focus their school community had identified for the 
year e.g. reading, school climate and culture 

 School progress towards district goals: e.g. the ability to track progress towards the 
Balanced Scorecard targets 

 Lists of action items and tasks for central or school staff: e.g. calendar, to-dos, pending 
and late deliverables 

Overall, school and central leaders had very similar data requests for their dashboards: central 
leaders generally wanted the same key data as principals and school staff, simply presented 
with different schools’ data side-by-side. The most notable request unique to central leaders 
was that some leaders wanted a list of top and bottom performing schools with regards to their 
area of focus (e.g. highest and lowest performing schools with regard to African-American Male 
Achievement). 

The information from the last two sections, Key Challenges with the Current Data Infrastructure 
and Summary of Stakeholder Data Warehouse Priorities were synthesized into a Data Vision for 
OUSD. This Data Vision is a separate document from these findings but is presented as an 
appendix to this report in the following section.  
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DRAFT: OUSD Data Vision 

August 2013 

OUSD is committed to improving the way school and central leaders access, analyze and utilize 
data to support their decision making in promoting the performance of OUSD schools.  

This Data Vision contains six pillars to guide the strategies and priorities of OUSD’s new data 
infrastructure which will be created under this initiative. These pillars were identified based on 
consultation with over 50 stakeholders from a range of schools and central office departments 
on their data needs and priorities. This engagement took place during the spring and summer 
of 2013.  

 

 

 

What do we want for students?  

School leaders’ ability to use data in their decision making on issues crucial to school 
performance cannot vary because leaders have access to different sets tools and information. 
Similarly, the content and quality of data on school performance communicated from schools 
to families should not vary because of differences in school leaders’ data access.    

What must change? 

Differences in data use across schools and central offices today are exacerbated by a 
fragmented central data infrastructure, leaders’ differing personal connections within the 
district and the extensive use of site and department-specific data workarounds. Central must 
communicate to school leaders and central leaders where different data sources live, as well as 
how to access and utilize these sources. Central office needs to have much deeper and ongoing 
communication with school leaders on what information they use and need to support their 
real-time and long-term decision making to ensure there is more of a level playing field across 
the district for accessing and using data.  

What do we need to build? 

Central needs to strengthen existing communication channels and potentially build new 
channels both across departments and between central and schools to ensure that 1) central 
understands how schools use different data sources, whether developed by the district or the 
school site and 2) school leaders understand and can use the array of data sources supported 
centrally.  

 

 

 Appendix A: Data Vision 
 

 Pillar 1: Data Access is an Issue of Equity 
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What do we want for students? 

OUSD wants services, programming and interventions run at the school and district level to be 
appropriately distributed among students. Appropriately and fairly assigning services, 
programming and interventions to students requires school and central leaders have access to 
and can use up-to-date student, school and district data to support their decision making on 
resource allocation and resource effectiveness.  

What must change? 

For school and central leaders to use data in real-time decision making, they require data 
systems and tools that are dynamic and accessible enough to allow users themselves to explore 
up-to-date information related to their work. The periodic release of siloed, retrospective data 
from central does not provide the continuous feedback loop of data exploration, programmatic 
action/change and then ongoing data exploration that leaders at schools and central are 
seeking.       

What do we need to build? 

The data infrastructure needs to have the accessibility and capability to allow users across 
schools and central to explore data in a way that is both systematic (e.g. by having premade 
reports and materials at predetermined intervals) and allows for ad-hoc analyses, enabling 
users to manipulate premade tools and generate their own analysis related to their 
programming focus and/or school so they do not have to wait on data from specific central 
departments.  

 

  

   

What do we want for students? 

In the spirit of a full service community school district, OUSD wants school and central leaders 
to have access to integrated information on students as a whole and to be able to more easily 
connect information to action. Having a fuller picture of students’ multidimensional profiles in 
combination with more systematic links between data and action will allow schools and central 
to more effectively serve and support students.     

What must change? 

While central is generating an extensive array of data reports, a sizable portion of these do not 
fully meet the needs of school or central leaders. There was a call across the district for 
reporting systems and tools that combine different types of data (e.g. integrating achievement, 
attendance, intervention and teacher data) as well as incorporating support for how to best 

 Pillar 3: Central Needs to Do More with Less in Its Data Reporting 

 Pillar 2: Users Need to Be in Control of Their Data Exploration 
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interpret information and identify next steps for action from data. Central needs to reorient its 
reporting work to produce fewer reports that are more multifaceted in presenting integrated 
data and helping users decide on next steps (e.g. if data shows the school is about to overspend 
its budget, the information should link to central supports for course-correcting).   

What do we need to build? 

The new data infrastructure should prioritize data reports and tools that have data integrated 
from multiple sources and embedded links to support over generating a large quantity one 
dimensional reports. OUSD also needs to build a greater capacity for data support to help users 
make sense of reports and strengthen the links between central teams focused on different 
areas of school programming and school sites (e.g. special education, English language learners, 
etc.)    

  

 

 

What do we want for students?  

Students will be better served if school and central leaders have the relevant district-wide 
information for their work to understand what schools/programs are having excellent 
outcomes that should be lifted as best practices as well as what schools/programs are 
struggling and need additional support.     

What must change? 

The current OUSD data infrastructure does not easily or systematically allow for sharing student 
or school data. Data sharing across the district should be an “opt out” not “opt in” policy. 
Schools need to be given access to other schools’ information (not limited to regions or school 
types) so they can appreciate how other sites facing similar challenges are faring and know 
which leaders to approach for learning and support. The same is true for central which 
currently encounters challenges with information being isolated among district initiatives in 
different departments (even when they work with the same schools). Moreover, both schools 
and central departments need more clarity on how they are allowed to and should approach 
sharing data internally.    

What do we need to build? 

First, OUSD needs to create data sharing protocols so schools and central leaders understand 
how data can be shared for identifying best practices while maintaining and respecting student 
privacy. Second, OUSD needs to build institutional learning spaces (potentially using ad-hoc or 
formal working groups that currently exist) to provide the time and setting for school and 
central leaders to use data in sharing best practices across the district.   

 

 

 Pillar 4: Data Sharing Across & Within Schools and Central Is the Default 
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What do we want for students? 

The degree to which students are in school environments using data-driven decision making 
should not to vary based on the ad hoc use of different, site-specific tools and the varied ability 
of principals’ to access needed data through their personal connections within the district.   

What must change? 

OUSD needs to move away from a data infrastructure where the most common method for 
accessing needed information is to call/email a colleague to one with systematic channels of 
data access that are universally communicated and understood. This is not to say that the 
“human touch” is not an important component of exploring and analyzing data: it is vital for 
school and central leaders to be able to discuss and debrief their data with others. Rather 
having access be systematic ensures that variations in data access and use are not exacerbated 
because certain school or central leaders do not have the relationships within the district to 
know who to call or email for data support.    

What do we need to build? 

Having a data infrastructure that is more user-driven will help mitigate this problem. However, 
OUSD must build and strengthen communication channels with schools and across central so 
that this shift in approach to data access is understood and users feel sufficiently supported to 
fully utilize a system that can be more user-driven than the current model.  

 

 

 

What do we want for students? 

Students across the district should be learning in environments where all school leaders and 
central staff supporting the school have access to similar a “baseline” of data crucial to school 
performance, including the areas of achievement, attendance, teacher information, and budget 
data.  

What must change? 

Central should not require that all schools use identical sources, systems and tools, but rather it 
should ensure a “floor” of access to accurate and timely data district-wide. Central needs to 
systematically evaluate which core data it should provide (in line with Pillar 3): it cannot 
realistically be “all things to all people” in terms of providing all needed data elements in 
exactly the right format for every stakeholder. But central can provide key data to schools 
(especially student data) and central leaders in a format that can be easily manipulated to fit 

 

 Pillar 6: Central Cannot Provide All Data, but Should Provide Major Data 

Pillar 5: Channels for Data Access are Systematic 
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unique needs through an ongoing understanding how and why school and central leaders are 
use different data sources.  

What do we need to build? 

First, central needs to build a communication feedback loop around data to have an ongoing 
understanding of how and why school and central leaders are using which data sources. 
Second, in the short-run as OUSD transitions to a new data infrastructure central needs to 
create and maintain a “data landscape matrix” that captures the data sources and systems used 
across the district for central to best appreciate what major data it should provide to schools 
and central departments.    
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