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Executive Summary

Over the past decade, student support 
programs have evolved from supplemental 
initiatives into core components of district 
strategy. Tutoring, academic intervention, 
afterschool programming, summer learning, 
college and career readiness initiatives, 
mental health supports, and other targeted 
services now play a central role in how 
districts address academic recovery, 
accelerate achievement, and support the 
whole child.

This shift was accelerated by an 
unprecedented level of public investment. 
Through the Elementary and Secondary School 
Emergency Relief (ESSER) program, districts 
received nearly $190 billion in federal funding, 
with the vast majority directed toward efforts 
designed to address students’ academic, 
social, and emotional needs. By the end of 
the 2021–22 school year alone, districts had 
reported spending nearly $60 billion in ESSER 
funds, with approximately 80 percent invested 
in initiatives such as tutoring, expanded 
learning time, curriculum improvements, 
student supports, and other interventions 
intended to improve student outcomes.

While ESSER funding may have been 
temporary, many of the programs it supported 
have become permanent features of district 

strategy. Across the country, districts continue 
to invest in tutoring, expanded learning 
opportunities, student wellness initiatives, 
and targeted interventions because these 
programs address needs that long predate the 
pandemic and are unlikely to disappear.

At the same time, states are increasingly 
creating long-term policy frameworks, 
implementation standards, and accountability 
expectations around these investments, 
reflecting a growing recognition that student 
support programs are no longer peripheral 
initiatives but essential components of modern 
educational systems.

As these investments have expanded, so too 
have expectations around accountability.

Historically, the primary purpose of student 
support data was relatively straightforward. 
Districts collected information to demonstrate 
that a program had been delivered, that 
students participated, and that grant 
requirements had been met. Success was 
often measured through participation counts, 
session totals, expenditure reports, and 
compliance documentation.

While those metrics remain important, they 
were largely designed to answer a single 
question:



3

Did the program happen?
Today, district leaders are being asked a far 
more complex set of questions.

As federal relief funding sunsets and districts 
confront tighter budgets, leaders must make 
difficult decisions about which programs 
should be sustained, expanded, modified, or 
discontinued. School boards, state agencies, 
taxpayers, and community stakeholders 
increasingly expect evidence that investments 
are producing meaningful results for students.

District leaders are no longer being asked 
simply whether a program occurred.

They are being asked:

  �Did it work?

  �Why did it work?

  �Should it continue?

  �What should we do next?

Answering those questions requires a different 
approach to data.

Participation metrics and end-of-year 
outcomes remain important, but they are 
often insufficient on their own. Research 
across education has consistently 
demonstrated that implementation factors—
including participation, attendance, dosage, 
consistency of service delivery, and fidelity to 
program design—often explain why otherwise 
similar programs produce dramatically 
different results.

Understanding outcomes without 
understanding implementation provides an 
incomplete picture of effectiveness.

Executive Insight

Student support data is undergoing the same transformation that  
academic assessment data experienced over the past two decades.

Districts are moving beyond proving programs occurred toward understanding 
which investments are producing meaningful outcomes—and why.

The organizations best positioned for the future will be those that can connect:

Participation → Implementation → Outcomes → Decisions

into a single accountability framework.
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How Student Support  
Data Has Evolved

From documenting activity    to informing decisions. 

1
Participation

Did the program 
happen?

Students Served 
Sessions Program 

Access

2
Compliance

Can we document  
the program?

Grant Reporting  
State Reporting 

Expenditures

3
Accountability

Did the program 
work?

Outcomes 
Implementation 
Provider Impact

4
Decision-Making

What should we  
do next?

Continue 
Improve 
Expand

The role of student support data has evolved 
significantly over time.

What began as a way to document 
participation has become an increasingly 
important tool for accountability, continuous 
improvement, and strategic decision-making.

The evolution can be understood  
through four distinct phases:

1. 	  Participation

2. 	  Compliance

3. 	  Accountability

4. 	  Decision-Making

Each phase reflects changing expectations around what district leaders need to know and how 
student support programs are evaluated.

The Evolution of Student Support Data
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PHASE 1

Participation

In the earliest stages of this evolution, 
student support data was primarily focused 
on participation.

Many student support programs operated on 
a relatively small scale and were often funded 
through grants or targeted initiatives designed 
to expand access to services. District leaders 
needed confidence that programs were 
operating as intended, that students were 
engaging with available supports, and that 
resources were reaching the populations they 
were designed to serve.

As a result, the most important questions 
were straightforward:

  �How many students participated?
  �How many sessions were delivered?
  �Did the program reach the intended 

students?

Success was largely defined by program 
delivery and access. If students attended, 
services were provided, and participation 
targets were met, programs were generally 
considered successful.

This focus on participation was both practical 
and necessary. Before districts could 
evaluate whether a program was effective, 
they first needed to know whether it was 
reaching students at all. Participation data 
provided essential visibility into program 
reach, helping leaders understand who was 
being served, where services were being 
delivered, and whether investments were 
being deployed as planned.

Enrollment counts, attendance records, service 
logs, and participation rates became the 
primary measures used to monitor program 
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performance. These metrics helped districts 
identify gaps in access, understand demand 
for services, and demonstrate that programs 
were reaching intended student populations.

Participation data remains essential today.

However, participation metrics have 
limitations. Confirming that a student 
attended a session or received an intervention 
demonstrates delivery, but it does not 
indicate whether support was provided 
consistently, whether students received 

sufficient services, or whether the support 
produced meaningful outcomes.

As student support programs grew in 
scale, strategic importance, and financial 
investment, district leaders began seeking 
more than evidence that a program occurred. 
They increasingly wanted assurance that 
services were being delivered appropriately 
and according to expectations.

That shift led to the next phase in the 
evolution of student support data.

KEY TAKEAWAY

Participation data answers an important question:

Who received support?

But participation alone cannot explain how support was delivered or whether it produced 
meaningful results.
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The Accountability 
Gap
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The Accountability Gap

Most Districts Can Tell You What Happened.  
Far Fewer Can Explain Why.

As student support programs have become 
increasingly important to district strategy, 
leaders have gained access to more outcome 
data than ever before. Assessment results, 
growth measures, progress monitoring tools, 
and program evaluations provide valuable 
insight into whether students are improving. In 
many cases, districts can confidently answer a 
fundamental question: what happened?

They can identify whether students improved, 
whether goals were met, and whether 
outcomes varied across schools, providers, 
or student groups. What remains far more 
difficult to answer is why it happened.

This challenge represents one of the most 
significant accountability gaps facing education 
today. While outcome data can reveal whether 
students improved, it often provides limited 
insight into the factors that contributed to 
those results. As a result, district leaders 

frequently find themselves with evidence 
of success or failure but without a clear 
understanding of what drove the outcome.

Consider two schools implementing the same 
student support program. Both receive similar 
levels of funding. Both serve comparable 
student populations. Both work with the same 
provider and utilize the same instructional 
model. Yet one school produces significantly 
stronger outcomes than the other. Traditional 
reporting systems can identify the difference 
in results, but they often struggle to explain 
the difference.

In many cases, the answer lies not in the 
program itself, but in how the program was 
implemented. Participation may have varied. 
Attendance rates may have differed. Students 
may have received different levels of support. 
Staffing stability, scheduling practices, and 
consistency of service delivery may all influence 

SCHOOL A�

Same Program

Same Funding

Similar Students

 +12%

SCHOOL B�

Same Program

Same Funding

Similar Students

 +2%

?
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results. These operational factors often 
determine whether a program succeeds or falls 
short, yet they frequently remain invisible within 
traditional accountability systems. 

This challenge highlights an important 
distinction between outcome evidence and 
operational evidence. Outcome evidence 
helps leaders understand what happened. 
It captures the results that were achieved, 
whether students improved, goals were 
met, or performance increased. Operational 
evidence helps explain what caused those 
results. It provides visibility into participation, 
attendance, dosage, consistency, and 
implementation quality.

Researchers have long recognized the 
importance of this distinction. Studies of 
implementation fidelity have consistently 
found that the same intervention can produce 
dramatically different results depending on 
how effectively it is delivered. In other words, 
outcomes are often influenced not only by 
what program was implemented, but by how it 
was implemented.

As accountability expectations continue to 
increase, this distinction becomes increasingly 
important. Closing the accountability gap 
requires moving beyond the question of 
whether a program worked. It requires 
understanding why it worked.

Traditional outcome reporting may show that 
School A outperformed School B. But without 
implementation data, leaders may not know 
whether the difference was caused by the 
program model, participation levels, dosage, 
staffing stability, or consistency of delivery.

�The greatest challenge facing districts 
today is no longer measuring outcomes. 
The greater challenge is understanding 
what drives those outcomes.”

WHAT THIS MEANS FOR DISTRICT LEADERS

When outcomes vary across schools, providers, or programs, the first question should 
not be: “Which program is better?”

The first question should be: “What differences in implementation might explain the 
results?”

Questions to Consider

1. 	  Can we explain why some schools outperform others?

2. 	  Can we compare providers fairly?

3. 	  Can we connect implementation quality to outcomes?

4. 	  Do we have visibility into participation and dosage?
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Why Outcomes Alone  
Don’t Tell the Whole Story

Student outcomes should remain at the center 
of every student support initiative. Whether 
the goal is improving academic achievement, 
increasing attendance, strengthening 
engagement, or supporting long-term student 
success, outcomes provide the clearest 
indication of whether a program is creating 
value for students.

For that reason, outcome data has become 
an increasingly important part of district 

decision-making. Leaders want to know 
whether students improved, whether goals 
were achieved, and whether investments are 
producing meaningful results.

Yet outcomes alone rarely provide enough 
information to support confident decision-
making.

Outcomes are essential, but outcomes alone 
do not provide the full picture.

Scenario 1	   Strong Outcomes�   Low Participation

Question: Can results scale?

Consider a program that demonstrates 
strong student outcomes. At first 
glance, the results appear highly 
successful. However, a closer look 
reveals that only a small percentage of 
eligible students participated.

While the outcomes for participating 
students may be impressive, district 

leaders are left with an important 
question: can these results be 
replicated at scale?

Strong outcomes are encouraging, but 
without understanding participation 
levels, it is difficult to determine the true 
reach and sustainability of the program.
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Scenario 2 	   Strong Implementation�   Weak Outcomes

Question: Should the program be abandoned or refined?

Now consider a different scenario.

A district implements a student support 
initiative with high participation, 
strong attendance, and consistent 
delivery across schools. Students 
receive services as intended and 
implementation remains strong 
throughout the year.

Yet outcomes fall short of expectations.

Looking only at outcome data, leaders 
might conclude that the program 
should be discontinued. However, 
implementation data suggests a 
different possibility. The issue may not 
be execution, but rather the program 
design itself.

In this case, the appropriate response 
may be refinement rather than 
abandonment.

Scenario 3� Similar Outcomes

Provider A: Strong Implementation� Provider B: Weak Implementation

Question: Which provider is truly creating value?

A third scenario highlights the challenge 
of comparing providers.

Two providers serving similar student 
populations may produce comparable 
outcomes. If outcomes are viewed in 
isolation, both providers may appear 
equally effective. Yet one provider may 
achieve those results with significantly 

higher attendance rates, stronger 
implementation consistency, and 
greater student engagement.

Without visibility into these operational 
differences, districts may struggle to 
determine which provider is creating the 
greatest long-term value.
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Outcome data tells leaders what happened. It 
does not necessarily explain why it happened.

Understanding why outcomes occur 
requires visibility into the conditions that 
produced them. Participation helps leaders 
understand who received support and who 
did not. Attendance reveals whether students 
consistently engaged with services. Dosage 
provides insight into whether students 
received sufficient support to benefit from 
the intervention. Consistency helps identify 

variation in delivery across schools, providers, 
or student groups. Implementation fidelity 
measures whether a program was delivered as 
intended.

Together, these variables provide critical 
context for interpreting outcomes. They 
help distinguish between programs that are 
producing strong results because they are 
being implemented effectively and programs 
whose results may be influenced by factors 
unrelated to the intervention itself.

EXECUTIVE INSIGHT

Outcome data answers: What happened?

Implementation data answers: Why it happened.

District leaders need both.

Core Variables that Explain Outcomes

Participation
Who received 
support?

Dosage
Did students 
receive enough 
support?

Attendance
Did students 
engage 
consistently?

Consistency
Was delivery 
consistent 
across time  
and sites?

Implementation 
Fidelity
Was the program 
delivered as 
intended?
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The New Accountability  
Framework

Greater visibility. Smarter decisions. Better outcomes.

As accountability expectations continue 
to evolve, districts need a more complete 
way to understand program performance. 
Participation data helps leaders understand 
who received support. Outcome data helps 
determine whether students improved. Yet 
as discussed in the previous section, neither 
provides sufficient information on its own.

Effective decision-making requires visibility into 
the full chain of evidence that connects services 
delivered to outcomes achieved. This means 
understanding not only who was served and 
what results occurred, but also how services 
were delivered, whether implementation 
aligned with program design, and which factors 
contributed to observed outcomes.

This distinction has become increasingly 
important as districts evaluate programs, 
compare providers, make funding decisions, 
and determine which supports should 
be expanded, refined, or replicated. 
Understanding outcomes remains essential, 
but understanding the conditions that 
produced those outcomes is what enables 
leaders to act on the information.

The most effective accountability systems 
connect participation, implementation, 
outcomes, and decision-making into a single 
framework. Together, these elements provide 
the context necessary to understand what is 
working, why it is working, and what actions 
should follow.

WHAT MOST DISTRICTS SEE WHAT LEADERS NEED

Participation ParticipationOutcomes Outcomes DecisionsImplementation

?

KEY TAKEAWAY

The goal of accountability is not reporting. The goal of accountability is decision-making.
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Four Decisions Every  
District Leader Must Make

The purpose of 
accountability is  
not reporting.

The purpose of 
accountability is  
decision-making.

Every year, district leaders make decisions 
about programs, providers, staffing, and 
investments. While the specifics vary across 
districts, most accountability conversations 
ultimately converge around four questions.

As student support programs have grown 

in scale and complexity, answering these 
questions increasingly requires more than 
participation counts, compliance reports, 
or end-of-year outcomes. Leaders need 
evidence that helps them understand what is 
working, why it is working, and what actions 
should follow.

3
Resources

Where should we invest more?

4
Communication

How do we show impact?

1
Funding

What should continue?

2
Providers

Who is delivering value?
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1	 Funding

	 Which programs should continue?

	� As budgets tighten and accountability expectations increase, district leaders are increasingly 
asked to justify ongoing investments.

	 Programs that once continued automatically are now evaluated through a different lens:

	   �Which programs are producing meaningful results?
	   �Which initiatives should be expanded?
	   �Which investments require adjustment?

	� Strong accountability systems help leaders connect participation, implementation, and 
outcomes to make funding decisions with greater confidence.

2	 Providers

	 Which providers create the most value?

	� Many districts now work with multiple tutoring providers, intervention partners, mental 
health organizations, and community-based service providers.

	� Outcomes remain important, but outcomes alone rarely tell the full story.

	� Provider evaluation increasingly requires visibility into implementation quality, participation, 
attendance, consistency, and outcomes to understand which partnerships are generating 
the greatest value.

3	 Resources

	 Where should we invest?

	 District leaders are constantly balancing competing priorities.

	� Effective accountability systems help leaders identify where resources are producing the 
greatest impact, where implementation challenges exist, and where additional support may 
be needed.

	� Rather than allocating resources based solely on historical patterns, districts can use 
evidence to make more informed investment decisions.
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4	 Communication

	 How do we demonstrate impact?

	� District leaders are increasingly expected to communicate results to school boards, state 
agencies, community stakeholders, and taxpayers.

	   �Participation data helps demonstrate reach.
	   �Implementation data helps explain delivery.
	   �Outcome data helps demonstrate impact.

	 Together, they create a more complete and credible story about program effectiveness.

EXECUTIVE INSIGHT

The strongest districts are not necessarily collecting more data.

They are using data to support better decisions.



SECTION 6 

What High-
Performing Districts 
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What High-Performing  
Districts Do Differently

As accountability expectations increase, 
some districts are beginning to move beyond 
traditional reporting models toward a more 
comprehensive understanding of program 
effectiveness.

These districts are not necessarily collecting 
more information than their peers.

Rather, they are using information differently.

Instead of treating participation, 
implementation, and outcomes as separate 
reporting requirements, they are connecting 
them into a more complete evidence 
framework that supports decision-making.

The shift can be understood as an evolution in 
how districts use data.

Traditional accountability systems often 
focus on documenting activity and measuring 
results. High-performing districts certainly 
continue these practices, but they also seek 
to understand the factors contributing to 
success and use that information to improve 
future decisions.

This distinction becomes particularly 
important when evaluating programs, 
comparing providers, identifying 
implementation challenges, and determining 
where resources should be invested.

1
Reporting

We delivered  
services.

2
Monitoring

We know what 
happened.

3
Understanding

We know why it 
happened.

4
Decision-Making

We know what to  
do next.

   �High-Performing Districts: Use data to drive better decisions, stronger programs, 
and greater impact for students.
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Example: East Baton Rouge Parish Schools

East Baton Rouge Parish Schools provides a practical example of this shift in action.

As the district expanded tutoring 
across approximately 40 elementary 
schools and seven tutoring providers, 
leaders found themselves managing 
large amounts of information generated 
through multiple reporting systems. Each 
provider maintained its own dashboard, 
attendance definitions, reporting 
cadence, and performance measures. 
While data was available, comparing 
implementation and outcomes across 
providers remained difficult.

Rather than relying solely on provider 
reports, the district established common 
definitions for attendance, participation, 
dosage, and implementation. Tutoring 
data was standardized across providers 

and connected with district-owned 
assessment data, creating a more 
consistent foundation for evaluating 
effectiveness.

The result was not simply improved 
reporting. It was improved decision-
making.

District leaders gained greater 
visibility into implementation, stronger 
confidence in outcomes, and a more 
consistent framework for comparing 
programs and providers.

Most importantly, they gained a clearer 
understanding of what was working 
and why.

EXECUTIVE INSIGHT

High-performing districts do not view accountability as a compliance exercise. 
They use accountability as a tool for understanding effectiveness, improving 
implementation, and making better decisions over time.
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Why Accountability  
Expectations Are Increasing

The growing emphasis on accountability is 
not the result of a single policy change or 
funding requirement. Rather, it reflects the 

convergence of several broader forces that 
are reshaping how districts evaluate student 
support programs and investments.

FINANCIAL REALITY

Budgets are tighter

Every investment faces scrutiny

Need to justify spending 

PROVIDER COMPLEXITY

More providers across more domains

Tutoring, mental health, afterschool, 
interventions

Need to compare performance and value

EVIDENCE EXPECTATIONS

Federal & state funding require evidence

Districts must show impact

Results drive continued 
investment

EMERGING ACCOUNTABILITY

Performance-based funding

Evidence-based procurement

Outcomes-based contracting 

Four Forces Reshaping Accountability

Accountability 
Expectations  

Are Rising
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Financial Pressure

As federal relief funding sunsets and district 
budgets become increasingly constrained, 
leaders face difficult decisions about which 
programs to sustain, expand, modify, or 
discontinue.

In an environment where every dollar is 
scrutinized, evidence becomes essential 
for understanding which investments are 
delivering value.

Rising Expectations for Evidence

Federal and state funding programs 
increasingly emphasize effectiveness, impact, 
and continuous improvement.

District leaders are no longer expected simply 
to demonstrate that services were delivered. 
They are increasingly expected to show that 
those services are producing meaningful 
results for students.

More Complex Student Support Ecosystems

Districts now manage a growing portfolio of 
tutoring providers, intervention programs, 
mental health supports, afterschool initiatives, 
and community-based partnerships.

As the number of investments increases, 
so does the need to compare performance, 
understand relative value, and make informed 
decisions about resource allocation.

Emerging Accountability Models

New approaches such as performance-based 
funding, evidence-based procurement, and 
outcomes-informed contracting reflect a 
broader shift toward connecting investments 
with results.

While these models vary in design, they share 
a common expectation:

Decisions should be informed by evidence 
rather than assumptions alone.

EXECUTIVE INSIGHT

The question is no longer whether accountability expectations are increasing.

The question is whether districts have the visibility and evidence necessary to meet those 
expectations.
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The next generation of accountability will look 
fundamentally different from the systems 
many districts rely on today. While reporting, 
compliance, and outcome measurement 
will remain important, they will no longer be 
sufficient on their own.

District leaders increasingly need tools and 
information that help them understand not 
only what happened, but why it happened and 
what actions should follow.

The evolution of student support data is far from complete.

1	� Implementation Data Becomes Standard
	 Context is critical. Implementation explains outcomes.

3	� Visibility Across Programs Expands
	 District leaders want one view across all supports.

5	 Evidence Generation Becomes Continuous
	 Programs will be evaluated continuously rather than annually.

2	 Provider Accountability Increases
	 Expectations rise. Value and results matter more.

4	� Artificial Intelligence Changes How Leaders Use Data
	� Not more dashboards. More explanation. Understand  

patterns and root causes.

From: Outcomes Alone

To: Outcomes + Implementation

From: Program Silos

To: System-Level Visibility

From: Annual Evaluation

To: Continuous Learning

From: Provider Oversight

To: Provider Accountability

From: More Dashboards

To: Deeper Understanding

The Future of  
Student Support Data
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1 Implementation Data Becomes Standard

	� Participation, attendance, dosage, consistency, 
and fidelity measures will increasingly become 
standard components of accountability 
systems because they provide the context 
necessary to interpret outcomes and  
improve program performance.

2 Provider Accountability Increases

	� As districts continue to work with a growing 
ecosystem of tutoring providers, mental health 
organizations, afterschool partners, and 
intervention programs, leaders will seek more 
consistent ways to compare performance, 
evaluate value, and make informed  
investment decisions.

3 Visibility Across Programs Expands

	� Rather than evaluating each initiative in 
isolation, district leaders are beginning to seek 
a more comprehensive understanding of how 
multiple supports work together to influence 
student success.

	� This shift will require accountability systems 
that connect information across programs, 
providers, schools, and student populations.

4 �Artificial Intelligence Changes How 
Leaders Use Data

	� The future of accountability is unlikely to be 
defined by more dashboards or more reports.

	� Instead, AI has the potential to help leaders 
identify patterns, explain outcomes, surface 
implementation challenges, and uncover root 
causes that would otherwise remain hidden 
within complex datasets.

5 �Evidence Generation Becomes Continuous

	� Historically, many programs were  
evaluated through annual reports and 
retrospective reviews.

	� Increasingly, districts are moving toward 
continuous improvement models that allow 
leaders to identify challenges earlier, make 
adjustments more quickly, and learn from 
implementation in real time.

EXECUTIVE INSIGHT

Taken together, these trends point toward a future in which accountability is less 
focused on reporting activity and more focused on understanding effectiveness.

The districts that thrive in this environment will be those that can continuously 
connect participation, implementation, outcomes, and decision-making into a single 
cycle of learning and improvement.

The future of student support data is not more reporting. It is understanding what 
works, why it works, and how to improve it.



Conclusion
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Conclusion

Student support programs have become 
an essential component of district strategy. 
As investments continue to grow and 
accountability expectations continue to rise, 
district leaders are being asked to make 
increasingly complex decisions about funding, 
providers, implementation, and outcomes.

The challenge is no longer a lack of data. Most 
districts have access to more information than 
ever before. The challenge is transforming 
that information into evidence that supports 
better decisions.

Throughout this guide, we have explored 
the evolution of student support data—from 
participation and compliance to accountability 
and decision-making. We have examined 
why outcomes alone rarely tell the full story, 
why implementation matters, and why 
accountability systems must increasingly 
connect participation, implementation, and 
outcomes into a more complete understanding 
of effectiveness.

Participation data helps us understand who 
was served. Implementation data helps us 
understand how services were delivered. 
Outcome data helps us understand what 
changed. Together, they provide the context 
necessary to answer the question that  
matters most:

What is working, why is it working, and what 
should we do next?

The districts that thrive in the years ahead will 
not be those that collect the most data. They 
will be those that use data to continuously 
learn, improve, and make informed decisions 
on behalf of students.

Ultimately, the future of student support 
accountability is not about reporting activity. 
It is about generating the evidence needed to 
improve outcomes, strengthen investments, 
and ensure that every student receives the 
support they need to succeed.
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A Framework for Understanding 
Student Support Effectiveness

This philosophy is reflected in Pearl 
Education’s approach to student support data 
and accountability.

We believe effective decision-making 
requires visibility into the complete student 
support journey—from participation and 

implementation to outcomes and continuous 
improvement. When these elements 
are connected, leaders gain a clearer 
understanding of what is working, where 
challenges exist, and which actions are most 
likely to improve results.

Turning Data Into Evidence that Drives Impact 
Pearl helps districts connect participation, implementation, and outcomes in one platform so 
leaders can understand what works, why it works, and what to do next.

UNIFY

Bring programs, providers,  
operations, and outcomes  
together. 

IMPROVE

Continuously strengthen  
programs, adapt in real time, and  
drive better outcomes. 

UNDERSTAND

Connect participation,  
implementation, and outcomes  

to reveal what’s happening. 

DECIDE

Identify what’s working,  
where  to invest, and how to  

improve results. 

 

Connected 
evidence. Better 

decisions.
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FINAL REFLECTION

The future of student support data is not more reporting. It is understanding what 
works, why it works, and how to improve it.

Complete Visibility

One connected view across programs, 
providers, schools, and students. 

Better Decisions

Allocate resources, support providers, 
and scale what works. 

Connect Implementation  
to Outcomes

Implementation + outcomes = clarity and 
confidence.

Continuous Improvement

Real-time insights lead to faster 
adjustments and stronger results. 

What Leaders Need to Know

Question Data Needed

Who was served? Participation

Was support delivered consistently? Implementation

Did students improve? Outcomes

What should we do next? Connected evidence across all three
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