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 U.S. Department of Education 
 Grant Performance Report (ED 524B) 
 Project Status Chart 
 PR/Award # (11 characters): H323A120021 

  

SECTION A - Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions.  Use as many pages as necessary.) 
 
1. Project Objective  [  ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period. 
 
SECTION A - Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions.  Use as many pages as necessary.) 
 
 
Goal 1:    Improve achievement of students with disabilities through the sustained implementation of research-based instructional practices within Kansas 
Multi-Tier System of Supports Integrated Framework (Kansas MTSS). 
 
Objective 1.1:  SPDG Program Measure 1: Projects use evidence-based professional development practices to support the attainment of identified 
competencies.   

1.1a.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
By the end of the 5th year of funding the SPDG Co-Teaching 
Initiative, 80% of evidence-based professional development 
components will score 3 or 4 on the SPDG Worksheet/Rubric.  
 

 
PROG 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 8/10 80%  16/16 100% 

 
1.1b.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
By the end of the 5th year of funding the SPDG Tertiary Behavior 
Supports Initiative, 80% of evidence-based professional 
development components will score 3 or 4 on the SPDG 
Worksheet/Rubric.  
 

 
PROG 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 8/10 80%  16/16 100% 

 
1.1c.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
By the end of the 5th year of funding the SPDG Early Career Special 
Educator Mentoring Initiative, 80% of evidence-based professional 
development components will score 3 or 4 on the SPDG 
Worksheet/Rubric.  
 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 8/10 80%  16/16 100% 

 
1.1d.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 

 Target Actual Performance Data 

OMB No. 1894-0003 
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By the end of the 5th year of funding, 20% of local education 
agencies (LEAs) in Kansas will have implemented a SPDG Initiative.  

PROJ Raw 
Number Ratio % 

Raw 
Number Ratio % 

 
 2/10 20%  108/286 38% 

 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information) 
1.1a Kansas Co-Teaching consists of a series of regional professional development trainings coupled with in-school observations, coaching, and 
follow-up provided through collaboration between Kansas Technical Assistance System Network (TASN) providers Keystone Learning Services, 
Infinitec, the Center for Research on Learning at the University of Kansas, the Kansas Parent Information Resource Center, and Bayridge 
Consortium, Inc. Professional development on implementing evidence-based instructional practices within the co-taught classroom is provided to 
district teams consisting of administrators, general education teachers, special education teachers, and paraprofessionals. Observations to assess the 
implementation and efficacy of evidence-based instructional practices within co-taught classes are conducted by the contracted national trainer and 
trained state and regional trainers; local co-teaching coaches are also trained, observed, and coached in order to continue observations. These 
observations are conducted in co-taught classrooms, and results are collected through an online form. Follow-up coaching and guidance specifically 
tailored to each co-teaching team is provided by national/state/regional trainers or local coaches, and results of the observation inform a self-
correcting feedback loop.  
 
Throughout the five years of the 2012-2017 Kansas SPDG, teams from a total of 39 districts have been trained, observed, and coached by the Kansas 
Co-Teaching project. During the 2012-13 school year, teams in 14 districts participated in the pilot year of co-teaching training. Of these districts, 
two continued to report co-teaching observation data and were considered active in the co-teaching initiative during the 2016-17 school year. In 
spring 2014, each local administrator or coach was contacted to learn the barriers to sustained implementation. Project staff has used this information 
to support sustained implementation of effective instructional practices within co-taught classes for current and future cohorts. During the 2013-14 
school year, teams in seven districts and two educational service centers participated in co-teaching training. Of these districts, one continues to 
report co-teaching observation data and is considered active in the co-teaching initiative. During the 2014-15 school year, teams in eight additional 
districts participated in co-teaching training. Of these, three continue to report co-teaching observation data and are considered active in the co-
teaching initiative. During the 2015-16 school year, teams in four districts joined the project; all four continue to report co-teaching observation data 
and are considered active in the co-teaching initiative. Six districts joined the project during the 2016-17 school year. By March 2017, classroom 
observations had been conducted in all six of these new districts. In total, 16 districts in Kansas are currently active in the co-teaching initiative. 
Other trained districts may be sustaining the practices but are no longer submitting classroom observation data to the project. 
 
In the 2016-17 school year, the Co-Teaching project continued to scale up its statewide training capacity by training three new regional trainers. 
These trainers complete a rigorous training process, which includes an initial overview of the training process, attending and observing four days of 
co-teaching trainings targeted to local co-teachers and coaches, observing two days of in-district observation and coaching sessions conducted by 
state-level trainers, a full day of instruction on delivering co-teaching content, and two full days of demonstrating training mastery by delivering the 
core co-teaching training to building and district staff. All three of the regional trainers are on track to become state trainers within the 2017-18 
school year by completing the additional requirements of delivering two co-taught co-teaching trainings with a state trainer, delivering two solo co-
teaching trainings, and demonstrating coaching mastery. To ensure content fidelity, all trainings delivered by regional or state-level trainer candidates 
are observed by a state-level trainer who completes a content mastery checklist requiring a minimum of 90% fidelity to the training content. By the 
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end of the 2017-18 school year, it is anticipated that the Co-Teaching project will have trained at least seven state-level trainers and an additional four 
regional trainers. 
 
For the 2016-17 school year, which is Year 5 of the SPDG, Kansas Co-Teaching scored a 3 (Good) or 4 (Exemplary) on 100% of the components on 
the SPDG Rubric. These components are distributed across the domains of selection (100%), training (100%), coaching (100%), performance 
assessment (100%), and facilitative administrative support/systems intervention (100%). The Kansas Co-Teaching worksheet/rubric is provided as a 
supplement to this Annual Performance Report.  
 
Training: During core trainings for the 2016-17 cohort, trainers continued to use the standardized, content-specific pre/post assessments that were 
developed and tested during Year 1. The development process included an observation of the training by the SPDG evaluator, drafting of the 
questions and response options with feedback from the professional development providers, alpha testing the pre/post assessment at a subsequent 
training, conducting statistical analyses to identify factor loading and internal reliability estimates, editing the assessment based on statistical results, 
and beta testing the assessment at a subsequent training. For the 13 core trainings at which the pre/post assessments were administered during the 
2016-17 school year, the pre-training average score was 60.6% and the post-training average score was 93.6%, for an increase of 33.1%. In order to 
determine that the professional development was of high quality, skill based, and incorporated adult learning principles, a training observation 
protocol, the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training (Noonan, Gaumer Erickson, Brussow, & Langham, 2015) 
was deployed at co-teaching core trainings. The first version of this checklist was developed in 2011 specifically to evaluate the quality of educator 
professional development through observation. To develop the measure, evaluators first reviewed documents disseminated by the OSEP on the 
Signework.org website and searched academic databases for literature on characteristics of high-quality professional development. The findings from 
the literature review were compiled to identify 48 characteristics in 12 categories/domains. Duplicative characteristics were eliminated, and 
evaluators modified categories/domains by collapsing common elements. Next, the instrument items were drafted and formatted for consistent 
wording. The resulting instrument was field-tested in draft form in three different states with diverse professional development events. Item wording 
was modified based on feedback, and a line was added for comments/examples after each item. Finally, evaluators modified the item domain 
placement based on feedback and a desire to have a more uniform distribution of items in each domain. Professional development training with a 
maximum of one item missed per domain on the checklist can be considered high quality. 
 
During the 2016-17 school year, project staff observed nine core co-teaching trainings and one supplemental training. For these 10 trainings, an 
average of 99% of the 22 indicators across six domains on the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training were 
observed, including an average of 98% of the indicators in Preparation, 100% in Introduction, 100% in Demonstration, 98% in Engagement, 100% in 
Evaluation, and 100% in Mastery. The additional training was a coaches’ update training. 
 
Coaching: In-class observation and coaching sessions were conducted using the online adaptation of the co-teaching observation tool developed by 
Dr. Richard Villa. The online system was developed in 2013 in response to a need to evaluate teachers’ implementation of effective instructional 
practices via classroom observations and coaching sessions; it then evolved into a way to standardize the coaching process and ensure maximum 
efficacy of observation sessions. To accomplish this, the online tool was developed, incorporating several unique features such as tooltip reminders 
of the definitions of effective instructional practices, auto-population of praise statements and suggestions based on specific behaviors observed, 
prioritization of praise statements and suggestions according to project priorities, custom-generated coaching satisfaction surveys sent to coaching 
recipients as follow-up, and auto-populated, district-specific summaries of observation results. These features ensure coaches’ adherence to the 
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initiative’s training content while simultaneously collecting high-quality evaluation data efficiently and promptly. During the 2014-15 year, the 
system of collecting three waves of observations – fall, winter, and spring – was formalized. For the 2016-17 school year, Wave 1 (fall) lasted from 
August 1, 2016 – November 25, 2016; Wave 2 (winter) lasted from November 26, 2016 – March 17, 2017; and Wave 3 (spring) will occur from 
March 18, 2017 – June 1, 2017. Throughout the year, local coaches accessed auto-populated reports displaying the observation results for their 
districts via the online system. 

As of April 1, 2017, there are currently 192 recorded observations for the 2016-17 school year, including 80 from Wave 1 and 112 from Wave 2. 
Wave 3 observations are currently ongoing.  
 
Performance Assessment: Within the Kansas Co-Teaching initiative, coaching and performance assessment go hand in hand. Coaching sessions 
follow each in-class performance assessment observation. Local coaches are expected to provide three observations and coaching sessions of each 
co-teaching team throughout the school year. Data requirements are clearly outlined for coaches, tracked on a quarterly basis, and reinforced through 
monthly coaches’ webinars. The performance of co-teachers is tracked through in-class observations. In the Wave 2 observations for 2016-17, the 
112 observations of co-teachers across all cohorts showed that 94 of the co-taught classes (84%) used evidence-based co-teaching approaches (i.e., 
parallel, complementary, and/or team). Additionally, 109 of the classes (97%) achieved student engagement of at least 70% of students during the 
lesson. 
 
Facilitative Administrative Support: Local administrators are required participants in the co-teaching training. These administrators participate in a 
two-hour webinar prior to applying for participation in the Kansas Co-Teaching initiative. They then attend the core co-teaching training with their 
local coach, general, and special education teachers. At the end of the first year of implementation, administrators and coaches attend a sustainability 
training where they analyze their current implementation based on a practice profile and plan for ongoing training of co-teachers for the following 
school year. Currently, administrators receive a report of the co-teaching practices observed and a summary report of the annual co-teachers’ survey 
in the spring. They also have access to continuously updated reports displaying the observation results for their district in real-time through their local 
coach’s access to the online observation system. The professional development providers and the Kansas State Department of Education use data 
from the co-teaching trainings, observations, and annual survey to make informed decisions regarding the implementation drivers and to work 
continually toward higher stages of implementation statewide. 
 
1.1b For the 2016-17 school year, which is the fifth year of the SPDG, Kansas Tertiary Behavior Supports scored a 3 (Good) or 4 (Exemplary) on 
100% of the components on the SPDG  Evidence-based Professional Development Components Rubric. Kansas Tertiary Behavior Supports, a 
collaborative effort among Kansas Autism and Tertiary Behavior Supports (ATBS) project, Kansas Multi-Tier System of Supports (Kansas MTSS) 
Integrated Framework project, and Families Together, Inc., provides professional development to support and sustain the implementation of 
secondary/tertiary behavioral supports. Ongoing professional development and coaching was provided to local teams that include administrators, 
general education teachers, special education teachers, and specialists. These local teams tracked the implementation of tertiary behavior supports 
and the impact on students.  
 
During the 2012-13 school year, five teams representing 13 districts participated in tertiary behavior supports training. During the 2013-14 school 
year, six additional teams representing six additional districts participated in tertiary behavior supports training. During the 2014-15 school year, the 
district of Wichita joined the initiative; 67 school teams from this district completed the training process, received coaching from both internal and 
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external coaches, and reported tertiary behavior supports data. During the 2015-16 school year, an additional 23 new teams in sustaining districts 
were trained. During the 2016-17 school year, tertiary behavior supports training, coaching, and implementation was fully integrated into the Kansas 
MTSS Integrated Framework implementation process with an additional 16 school districts. These districts have received intensive professional 
development from the Kansas MTSS State Trainers and are installing and implementing Tier 1, 2, and 3 behavior supports districtwide pre-K through 
high school. During the 2016-17 school year, 22 school districts implemented or sustained tertiary behavior supports. The Kansas Tertiary Behavior 
Supports worksheet/rubric is provided as supplemental material to this Annual Performance Report. 
 
In 2016-17, the tertiary behavior supports teams that have fully implemented and are sustaining the practices received stipends to continue to build 
their professional libraries and access professional learning matched to their needs. The expenditures were approved by the project staff to ensure the 
professional resources were evidence-based and addressed tertiary behavior supports. Five of the six districts, including the largest district in the 
state, participated in professional development on supporting students with mental health needs (e.g., interconnected systems framework, trauma-
sensitive schools, trauma screeners, restorative and mindfulness practices). Four of the six districts also participated in professional development to 
build their capacity in teaching students with autism and other complex needs. Four of the six districts received technical assistance from the TASN 
MTSS project and the other two received technical assistance from the TASN Autism and Tertiary Behavior Support project. Through the TASN 
system, each district team, coach, individual teacher, and parent/guardian was able to request assistance regarding the behavioral needs of individual 
students. The TASN ATBS team responded to every request, collaborating with the local tertiary behavior supports teams to identify and address the 
needs of students. Anecdotal evidence shows that the trained tertiary behavior supports teams were independently able to address behavior concerns 
through their established internal process without relying as substantially on TASN ATBS support. Evidence includes significantly reduced requests 
from districts with trained tertiary behavior supports teams. 
 
To ensure that all Kansas districts can access evidence-based training on tertiary behavior supports, the TASN ATBS team has developed virtual 
training modules with team reflection guides and implementation planning worksheets. During the reporting period, a series of 10 modules on de-
escalation was widely disseminated. Each module includes a video presentation, including classroom examples, and an implementation planning and 
discussion worksheet. Modules 2-10 include reviews and discussions of the tasks that were assigned from the previous module, an activity to discuss 
the content of the current module and its application in the school setting, and an assigned task to complete in the school setting and discuss at the 
next team meeting. The videos were constructed in a similar manner with a brief review and reference to the previous module, definition of terms, 
description of content, and examples of nonproductive and productive teacher behavior in addressing various types of student behavior. The content 
of these modules includes an introduction to de-escalating behavior, observing behaviors to predict escalation, intervention to prevent escalation, 
minimizing escalating behavior, developing crisis plans, managing noncompliant behavior, managing disruptive behavior, managing disrespectful 
behavior, managing provocative behavior, and managing aggressive behavior. This virtual training series was reviewed by the SPDG evaluation team 
and found to address 17 of the 22 indicators of high-quality adult learning on the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development 
Training, including all items in the Demonstration and Engagement domains. To promote use, the module guides and videos were provided in a 
binder/flash drive to each tertiary behavior support team. These modules are available for free at https://ksdetasn.org/atbs/de-escalation-materials.  
 
Additionally, seven professional development modules on the functional assessment and behavior intervention process are currently in development. 
These modules are being developed in collaboration with Chris Borgmeier at Portland State University, to be released in summer 2017. Through a 
Moodle content learning platform, the modules will be available to educators throughout Kansas that would like to access the professional 
development. Staff from each district implementing the Kansas MTSS Integrated Framework will complete these modules as a team with follow-up 
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coaching from the MTSS State Trainers. These virtual professional learning modules will ensure that the tertiary behavior supports training will 
continue to scale up and positively impact Kansas educators and students far beyond the funding cycle of the 2012-2017 Kansas SPDG. 
 
1.1c Kansas Early Career Special Educator Mentoring provides ongoing, online mentoring to teachers beginning their careers in special education. 
This project represents a partnership between the Kansas Education Employment Board at the Southeast Kansas Education Service Center, the New 
Teacher Center (https://newteachercenter.org/), and the Kansas Parent Information Resource Center. Mentors, experienced special educators in 
Kansas and nationwide, are trained by the New Teacher Center in order to ensure that quality mentorship is provided; their performance is reviewed 
on a monthly basis. Mentors provide training, coaching, and reflection opportunities intended to guide new teachers to implement evidence-based 
instructional practices. Additionally, mentees participate in one to two Explorations (i.e., eight-week guided conversations with application and 
reflection components on a topic related to classroom practices) and monthly Dilemmas (i.e., discussions related to short scenarios focused on 
specific teaching issues). Mentee data are reviewed by project staff and reported to local administrators and mentors on a monthly basis to create self-
correcting feedback loops at the district, mentor, and project levels for continuous improvement and to identify areas of need to be addressed through 
mentoring.  
 
During spring 2012 and the 2012-13 school year, 107 early career special educators in 54 districts or related organizations (including service centers 
and special education cooperatives/interlocals) participated in mentoring. During the 2013-14 school year, 115 early career special educators 
participated in mentoring; 31 returned from the 2012-13 cohort and an additional 84 early career special educators began participation. During the 
2014-15 school year, 92 mentees were supported through the mentoring project. Of these, 77 were new mentees, nine returned from the 2013-14 
cohort, and six returned from the 2012-13 cohort. During the 2015-16 school year, 90 mentees were supported through the mentoring project. Of 
these, 87 were new mentees and three returned from the 2014-2015 cohort. During the 2016-17 school year, 77 mentees were supported through the 
mentoring project. Of these, one returned from the 2013-14 cohort, one returned from the 2014-15 cohort, and two returned from the 2015-16 cohort. 
The 2016-17 school year mentees represent 21 districts or related organizations (e.g., educational service centers, special education cooperatives). In 
total, 428 early career special educators in 86 districts or related organizations in Kansas have been impacted by Kansas Early Career Special 
Educator Mentoring. 
 
For the 2016-17 school year, which is Year 5 of the SPDG, Kansas Early Career Special Educator Mentoring scored a 3 (Good) or 4 (Exemplary) on 
100% of the components on the SPDG Rubric. The Kansas Early Career Special Educator Mentoring worksheet/rubric and supporting documents are 
provided as supplemental materials to this Annual Performance Report. The Kansas SPDG has three initiatives, and therefore the Kansas Early 
Career Special Educator Mentoring program has been identified as a project measure rather than a program measure, but the Kansas SPDG 
management team has held it to the same standard of rigor as the program measures for Co-Teaching and Tertiary Behavior Supports.  
 
Selection: Early career educators are recruited by local administrators and agree to the mentee terms (e.g., weekly contact with mentor and weekly 
participation on the online mentoring portal) prior to participation. Experienced special education teachers in Kansas are eligible to apply to become 
mentors. Prior to becoming a mentor, these teachers must meet stringent requirements and show proficiency in evidence-based practices and 
mentoring skills through a two-week mentor training. The performance of mentors is tracked on a monthly basis, and mentors must participate in 
annual booster trainings and maintain high mentoring standards to remain as mentors. 
 

Page 9

H323A120021



KS H323A12002 May 2017 7 

Training: The online training protocol has been developed and rigorously researched by the New Teacher Center. All training content is reviewed by 
national experts and meets the criteria for high-quality professional development. In February 2016, the Kansas Mentoring initiative provided a face-
to-face workshop on differentiated instruction (a high-need topic identified by the mentees). This training was observed by the external evaluation 
team using the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training; it fulfilled 17/22 (77%) indicators. Participants at this 
training also completed satisfaction surveys; the average overall rating for the various training elements was 4.6 out of 5. Additionally, in July 2016, 
the Kansas Mentoring initiative provided a two-day, face-to-face workshop on Paraeducator Supervision, another high-need topic identified by 
mentees. This training was also observed by the external evaluation team using the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional 
Development Training, fulfilling 22/22 (100%) indicators. Participants at this training completed satisfaction surveys, providing an overall average 
rating for various training elements of 4.6 out of 5. 
 
Coaching: Coaching is provided by the trained mentors on a weekly basis to each of their assigned mentees (1-6 mentees per mentor). These 
coaching sessions are documented in coaching logs and reviewed on a monthly basis by project staff. Project staff provides follow-up supports to 
mentors and mentees that are not meeting the coaching requirements.  
 
Performance Assessment: During the 2016-17 school year, mentors had weekly coaching contacts with mentees. In addition, mentees engaged in the 
online learning community on a weekly basis. Mentors documented performance and growth on an ongoing basis to meet mentees’ needs continually 
and to support their improved performance. Additionally, mentees were expected to provide video observations of their classroom instruction. Both 
the mentor and mentee reviewed these videos to guide ongoing coaching on the implementation of evidence-based instructional practices. Through 
coaching, mentees developed goals for improved instruction and monitored these goals through the ongoing coaching. As of March 2017, data 
indicated that 38 of the 77 mentees (49%) had completed at least one video observation and 65 of the 77 mentees (84%) had set performance goals. 
 
Facilitative Administrative Support: Administrators were provided information about the Kansas Mentoring initiative at their regional monthly 
meetings and the annual administrator conference. Administrators then were supported in recruiting early career special educators in their districts. 
Both administrators and mentees were provided with a video walk-through of the online mentoring portal prior to participation. On a monthly basis, 
each administrator was provided with a report on the participation of the mentees in their district.  
 
1.1d Through the 2012-2017 Kansas SPDG, 108 local education agencies (38% of all LEAs) have actively implemented at least one SPDG initiative. 
During Year 5, the Co-Teaching Initiative trained participants in six new districts. A total of 39 districts have implemented evidence-based 
instructional practices within co-taught classrooms through the SPDG professional development. The Tertiary Behavior Supports Initiative has 
provided ongoing professional development to 36 districts (more than 100 teams) to implement evidence-based tertiary behavior supports. These 
districts include 16 Kansas MTSS districts that began implementation of secondary and tertiary behavior supports during the 2016-17 school year. 
The Early Career Special Educator Mentoring Initiative had participants in two new districts during the 2016-17 school. A total of 69 participating 
districts and 18 related organizations (including service centers and special education cooperatives/interlocals) have accessed ongoing mentoring for 
early career special education teachers through the SPDG. Though these numbers indicate a total of 144 districts, 36 districts implemented more than 
one initiative, resulting in a total of 108 unique districts implementing one or more Kansas SPDG initiative. 
 
Project Objective  [  ] Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period. 
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Objective 1.2:  SPDG Program Measure 2: Participants in SPDG professional development demonstrate improvement in implementation of SPDG-supported 
practices over time. 

1.2a.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Eight months after initial participation in the Co-Teaching 
professional development, 80% of co-teachers will be 
implementing evidence-based co-teaching practices as identified 
through fidelity observations.  
 

 
PROG 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 80/100 80%  7/7 100% 

 
1.2b.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Six months after initial participation in the Tertiary Behavior 
Supports professional development, 80% of Tertiary Behavior 
Supports teams will be implementing evidence-based tertiary 
behavior practices as identified through coaches’ document 
review.  

 
PROG 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 80/100 80%  2/2 100% 

 
1.2c.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Six months after initial participation in the Early Career Special 
Educator Mentoring, 80% of teachers will implement effective 
teaching practices as identified through observation. 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 80/100 80%  53/59 90% 

 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information) 
1.2a Co-teaching observations were conducted throughout the school year by highly trained state/regional trainers and local coaches. The co-teaching 
observation measure was modified throughout the first year of implementation. The modified observation measure was adapted into an online format 
to allow for easier data entry, analysis, and reporting. The online observation measure was deployed to co-teaching coaches in April 2013. For the 
2016-17 school year, Wave 1 (fall) lasted from August 1, 2016 – November 25, 2016; Wave 2 (winter) lasted from November 26, 2016 – March 17, 
2017; and Wave 3 (spring) will occur from March 18, 2017 – June 1, 2017. Via the online system, local coaches can access, in real time, 
continuously updated reports displaying the observation results for the district(s) in which they work. 
 
The data for Performance Measure 1.2a were collected from coaches’ responses on the Type of Co-Teaching section of the observation measure. Five 
different options can be checked in this section of the measure: Supportive, Parallel, Complementary, Team, and None. Trained coaches identify each 
of the approaches that they observe during the 20-minute observation. Use of the Parallel, Complementary, and/or Team co-teaching approaches 
indicate application of the evidence-based principles conveyed during professional development; observations with one or more of these options 
selected met the criteria for implementation of evidence-based co-teaching practices. This fidelity of implementation measure was not self-report and 
thus a 20% validity check is not required; all data were collected through observations by trained professional development providers and coaches. 
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Observations of co-teachers in the 2016-17 cohort during the 2016-17 school year showed that training participants began implementing evidence-
based co-teaching practices following the initial training. The seven observations during Wave 1 indicated that teachers began implementing the 
evidence-based practices at a very high rate of 100%, and implementation remained at 100% during the 12 observations in Wave 2. Wave 3 
observations are currently being recorded, and these data will be reported in an annual evaluation report in summer 2017, as well as in the subsequent 
OSEP SPDG Final Performance Report. Past patterns have indicated that, through observation and coaching, co-teachers began fall implementation 
at a very high rate, averaging 87% across the five years of the current SPDG. Implementation in the spring remained high, averaging 93% across the 
five years of the current SPDG. 
 
Observations of co-teachers during the 2012-13 school year, the initial year of SPDG funding, for the 2012-13 cohort showed an increase in 
implementation of these practices; though only 66% of co-teachers implemented evidence-based co-teaching practices during fall observations 
(n=38), implementation increased to 89% during spring observations (n=35). Subsequent years showed implementation beginning at a very high rate 
in the fall and continued at a very high rate during spring observations. During the 2013-14 school year, teachers from the 2013-14 cohort began 
implementing the evidence-based practices at a rate of 91% during fall observations (n=23) and continued to implement at a rate of 84% during 
spring observations (n=44). During the 2014-15 school year, teachers from the 2014-15 cohort began implementing the evidence-based practices at a 
rate of 91% during fall observations (n=44) and continued to implement at a rate of 100% during spring observations (n=15). During the 2015-16 
school year, teachers from the 2015-16 cohort began implementing the evidence-based practices at a rate of 100% during fall observations (n=15) 
and continued to implement at a rate of 100% during spring observations (n=11). 
 
1.2b In 2016-17, the tertiary behavior support professional development was fully integrated within the Kansas MTSS implementation process. Each 
of the 16 school districts that are receiving intensive professional development from the Kansas MTSS State Trainers are in the process of 
implemented supplemental and tertiary behavior supports districtwide pre-K through high school. Two district began the implementation process 
more than six months ago, and both have created and implemented tertiary behavior support protocols incorporating evidence-based interventions. 
Data on the other 14 districts currently in training will be reported in the Final Performance Report.  
 
1.2c Beginning in the 2013-14 school year, digital observations were incorporated into Kansas Early Career Special Educator Mentoring to support 
the continuous improvement of the mentees and to ensure that mentors can accurately assess the proficiency of the mentees. Mentor ratings in spring 
2017 indicate that out of the 59 mentees on whom mentors reported data, 53 (90%) were Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in using methods and 
techniques that are effective in meeting student needs. This is an increase from 75% in 2015 and from 71% in 2014. The average mentor rating of the 
mentee proficiency, based on classroom video observations, is reported in the performance measure and therefore 20% verification is not required; 
self-report data were not used for SPDG Program Measure 1.2c. 
 
Other mentor observation proficiency ratings of mentees include: 

• 64% Proficient and 76% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in planning instruction based on learning and developmental levels of all students, 
an increase from 2016’s levels of 54% and 70%, 2015’s levels of 57% and 74%, and 2014’s levels of 53% and 69%; 

• 71% Proficient and 81% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in establishing a classroom environment conducive to learning, an increase from 
2016’s levels of 59% and 75%, 2015’s levels of 64% and 72%, and 2014’s levels of 49% and 59%; and 
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• 66% Proficient and 78% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in providing a variety of innovating applications of knowledge, an increase from 
2016’s levels of 51% and 62%, 2015’s levels of 61% and 77%, and 2014’s levels of 49% and 67%. 

 
In addition to the mentor observations of mentees, each mentee reflected on personal proficiency. In late February 2017 (six months after beginning 
participation in Kansas Early Career Special Educator Mentoring), each mentee was asked to self-assess his/her proficiency on constructs consistent 
with educator evaluation systems based on the Kansas Educator Evaluation Guidelines. Specific proficiency ratings included:  

• 58% Proficient and 100% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in planning instruction based on learning and developmental levels of all 
students, a decrease from 2015’s Proficient level of 66% but an increase from 2016’s Proficient level of 54% and Proficient or Somewhat 
Proficient level of 99%, 2015’s Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 98%, and 2014’s Proficient level of 56% and Proficient or 
Somewhat Proficient level of 97%;  

• 84% Proficient and 100% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in recognizing and fostering individual differences to establish a positive 
classroom culture, equal to 2016’s Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 100% and an increase from 2016’s Proficient level of 70%, 
2015’s levels of 74% and 96%, and 2014’s levels of 74% and 96%;  

• 77% Proficient and 99% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in establishing a classroom environment conducive to learning, an increase from 
2016’s levels of 75% and 97%, 2015’s levels of 74% and 96%, and from 2014’s Proficient level of 74% and equal to 2014’s Proficient or 
Somewhat Proficient level of 99%;  

• 50% Proficient and 98% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in demonstrating a thorough knowledge of content, an increase from 2016’s 
Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 97%, 2015’s Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 96%, and 2014’s Proficient or Somewhat 
Proficient level of 95% but a decrease from 2016’s Proficient level of 63%, 2015’s Proficient level of 58%, and 2014’s Proficient level of 
59%; 

• 44% Proficient and 100% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in providing a variety of innovative applications of knowledge, an increase from 
2015’s levels of 35% and 96% and from 2014’s Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 97%, equal to 2016’s Proficient or Somewhat 
Proficient level of 100%, and a decrease from 2016’s Proficient level of 48% and 2014’s Proficient level of 51%;  

• 53% Proficient and 98% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in using methods and techniques that are effective in meeting student needs, an 
increase from 2016’s Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 97%, 2015’s Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 68%, and 2014’s 
Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 97% but a decrease from 2016’s Proficient level of 58%, 2015’s Proficient level of 56%, and 
2014’s Proficient level of 64%; 

• 52% Proficient and 97% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in using varied assessments to measure learner progress, an increase from the 
2016 Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 94%, the 2015 levels of 49% and 95%, and the 2014 Proficient level of 49% but equal to the 
2016 Proficient level of 52% and the 2014 Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 97%;  

• 53% Proficient and 97% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in delivering comprehensive instruction for students, an increase from the 2016 
Proficient level of 51% and the 2014 levels of 51% and 96% but a decrease from the 2016 Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 100% 
and the 2015 levels of 60% and 98%;  

• 66% Proficient and 98% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in engaging in reflection and continuous growth, an increase from the 2015 
Proficient level of 64% and the 2014 Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 96%, equal to the 2015 Proficient or Somewhat Proficient 
level of 98%, and a decrease from the 2016 levels of  69% and 100% and the 2014 Proficient level of 69%; and  
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• 67% Proficient and 97% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in participating in collaboration and leadership opportunities, an increase from the 
2016 Proficient level of 60%, the 2015 levels of 64% and 95%, and the 2014 Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 95% but equal to the 
2014 Proficient level of 67% and a decrease from the 2016 Proficient or Somewhat Proficient level of 100%.  

This self-reflection supports mentees to continually reflect on their teaching and strive toward full proficiency on constructs consistent with the 
Kansas Educator Evaluation Guidelines. Overall mentee ratings of Proficient or Somewhat Proficient were consistent with those of the mentors (no 
difference for these ratings combined), but mentors were more likely to report mentees as Proficient while mentees were more likely to rate 
themselves as Somewhat Proficient. 
 
Project Objective  [  ] Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period. 
Objective 1.3: SPDG Program Measure 3: Projects use SPDG professional development funds to provide follow-up activities designed to sustain the use of 
SPDG-supported practices. 

1.3a.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Percentage of SPDG Co-Teaching Initiative funds used for activities 
designed to sustain the use of the evidence-based co-teaching 
instructional practices.  
 

 
PROG 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 50/100 50%  166180/ 

213688 78% 

 
1.3b.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Percentage of SPDG Tertiary Behavior Supports Initiative funds 
used for activities designed to sustain the use of the positive 
behavioral instructional practices.  
 

 
PROG 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 50/100 50%  187970/ 

254660 74% 

 
1.3c.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Percentage of SPDG Early Career Special Educator Mentoring 
Initiative funds used for activities designed to sustain the use of 
the evidence-based instructional practices.  

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 50/100 50%  178547/ 

285000 63% 

 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information) 
1.3a Data reported in 1.3 represent expenditures from January 1 to December 31, 2016. Initial training costs for Kansas Co-Teaching include 
travel/time for a contractual professional development trainer to provide initial administrator and co-teacher trainings as well as venue costs for these 
initial trainings. Follow-up activities are far more extensive and include multiple follow-up trainings, on-site observations, and coaching. Specific 
initial and follow-up costs are delineated in the table below. 
 

Co-Teaching 
January 1, 2016 - December 31, 2016 
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  Sub-totals Initial % Follow-up % 
Personnel/Benefits  -    0 0% 0 0% 
Travel  -    0 0% 0 0% 
Supplies/Equipment  11662   15709  7%  15000  7% 
Contractual   191850   21623  10%  151180  71% 
Indirect Costs  10176   10176  5%  -    0% 
Total Award 213688 47508 22%  166180  78% 

 
1.3b Initial training costs for Kansas Tertiary Behavior Supports includes the initial development on virtual training modules. Follow-up activities are 
more extensive and include multiple follow-up face-to-face and virtual trainings, on-site observations, and coaching. These costs also include 
sustainability resources for existing tertiary behavior supports teams. Specific initial and follow-up costs are delineated in the table below. 

Tertiary Behavior Supports 
January 1, 2016 - December 31, 2016      
  Sub-totals Initial % Follow-up % 
Personnel/Benefits 11116 0 0% 11116 4% 
Travel 13945 10726 4% 3219 1% 
Supplies/Equipment 5880 3734 1% 2146 1% 
Contractual  211814 40325 16% 171489 67% 
Indirect Costs 11905 11905 5% 0 0% 
Total Award 254660 66690 26% 187970 74% 

 
1.3c Initial training costs for the Early Career Special Educator Mentoring Initiative include travel to Kansas Association of Special Education 
Administrators regional meetings and individual school districts for recruitment and initial trainings on the e-mentoring platform, promotional 
materials purchased from the New Teacher Center for prospective districts and mentees, books for new special education teachers, reimbursement for 
mentors/mentees to participate in recruitment/initial training activities, professional development consultants to provide initial trainings, and shipping 
costs. Follow-up activities include ongoing mentoring throughout the school year, explorations and dilemmas, online community support, 
observations, and ongoing follow-up. Specific initial and follow-up costs are delineated in the table below. 
 

eMSS 
January 1, 2016 - December 31, 2016 
  Sub-totals Initial % Follow-up % 
Personnel/Benefits  21280   7030  2%  14250  5% 
Travel  10024   5012  2%  5012  3% 
Supplies/Equipment  13125   4250  1% 8875 3% 
Contractual  227000  76590  27%  150410  53% 
Indirect Costs  13571   13571  5%  -    0% 
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Total Award 285000  106453  37%  178547  63% 
 
Project Objective  [  ] Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.  
Objective 1.4:  Performance Measurement 4: Highly qualified special education teachers who have participated in SPDG-supported special education teacher 
retention activities remain as special education teachers two years after their initial participation in these activities. 

1.4a.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
80% of teachers that participated in SPDG Early Career Special 
Educator Mentoring remain as special education teachers two 
years after their initial participation. 
 

 
PROG 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 80/100 80%  43/61 70% 

 
1.4b.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
95% of teachers that participated in Teachers of the Visually 
Impaired, Certified Orientation Mobility Specialists, and Deaf and 
Hard of Hearing training remain as special education teachers two 
years after completing training. 

 
PROG 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 95/100 95%  3/3 100% 

 
1.4c.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Participants in SPDG-supported mentoring engage families in the 
education of their children. 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 80/100 80%  55/64 86% 

 
1.4d.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Students in classes taught by teachers participating in SPDG-
supported mentoring are highly engaged in learning. 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 80/100 80%  61/64 95% 

 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information) 
1.4a Mentees are tracked through an annual survey, which is administered in February/March of each year. When necessary, additional data and data 
verification are obtained from the project lead and the Kansas State Department of Education. Of the 61 mentees that completed participation during 
the 2014-15 school year, 43 mentees (70%) returned to a special education position in Kansas in 2016-17; 38 of these mentees had positions as 
special educators while five were in related services positions. Seven mentees (11%) remained in Kansas but switched to a general education 
position, three (5%) are no longer teaching, and three (5%) moved out of state. Of the three mentees that moved out of state, one is in a special 
education position, one is in a related services position, and one is in a general education position. Five mentees’ (8%) current positions are unknown. 
In addition, five general educators joined the program during the 2014-15 school year. Of these, four are still working as educators in Kansas and 
one, whose current position is unknown, moved out of the state. 

Page 16

H323A120021



KS H323A12002 May 2017 14 

 
This target has been set at 80% due to Whitaker’s 2001 finding that 20% of new career special educators leave their position within the first three 
years. Moreover, the Council of Exceptional Children (2000) found that 40% of special education teachers entering the field leave special education 
before their fifth year of teaching. As further evidence of the attrition problem, a 2005 report from the Center on Personnel Studies in Special 
Education found that 98% of school districts indicated shortages in special education teachers. 

1.4b Participants in the Teachers of the Visually Impaired (TVI), Certified Orientation and Mobility Specialists (COMS), and Deaf and Hard of 
Hearing (DHH) training are tracked by the professional development coordinator on an annual basis. In most cases, the TVI/COMS/DHH training 
participants participate in Kansas Early Career Special Educator Mentoring directly after completion of their training, and thus are tracked through 
the mentoring annual follow-up. If they choose not to participate in mentoring, they are contacted separately to obtain retention data each year.  
 
The DHH training is provided through partnerships with Valdosta State University in Georgia and the University of Nebraska - Lincoln, both of 
which provide candidates an opportunity to earn a Master’s degree in Deaf Education. To support this partnership, the Kansas State Department of 
Education and the out-of-state universities have developed criteria for license reciprocity. Seven individuals are currently in the program. During the 
2014-15 school year, one individual began the training program, but dropped in the first semester due to personal reasons. During the 2015-16 school 
year, three individuals began the training program through Valdosta State University. During the 2016-17 school year, four individuals began the 
training program, three through Valdosta State University and one through the University of Nebraska – Lincoln. These individuals, as well as other 
teachers of the deaf, have been invited to participate in a one-week immersive mentoring program at the Kansas School for the Deaf in summer 2017. 
Recruitment efforts continue to be directed to all teachers across the state, though the need for Teachers of the Deaf is especially prevalent in rural 
and western Kansas. During each of the past two school years, information on the DHH training was disseminated to all special education directors in 
the state through digital and print media, as well as presentations at regional directors’ meetings and statewide conferences.  
 
The TVI/COMS training began in the 2007-2012 Kansas SPDG and is in its tenth year of SPDG operation. The retention of participants continues to 
be tracked. This training program has reached full capacity with 34 participants supported through the 2012-2017 SPDG. Twenty individuals are 
currently in training, four completed in 2015, one in 2014, one in 2013, and eight in 2012. Many of these program completers began training during 
the prior SPDG, and an additional two individuals completed the training in 2011 and two in 2010. Four individuals that began the training program 
did not complete it. Of those who completed training during the 2012-2017 SPDG, all are still working as TVIs/COMS in Kansas. IDEA Title VI-B 
set aside funds assist with tuition reimbursement. Books and materials are reimbursed to the participants by the SPDG grant, and the grant also 
provides the newly certified teacher with up to three years of mentoring as they begin their career as a TVI/COMS. 
 
The two-year retention rate reported in this indicator represents the three individuals that completed the training program in 2014-15. Of the three 
individuals that completed the TVI/COMS training in 2014-15, all three (100%) are working as Teachers of the Visually Impaired in Kansas LEAs. 
All of these individuals completed the TVI training through the University of Nebraska – Lincoln. All of these individuals participated in Kansas 
Early Career Special Educator Mentoring during or after completion of their TVI/COMS training.  
 
1.4c Mentees were considered to be engaging families in the education of their students if they answered Strongly Agree, Agree, or Slightly Agree on 
the seven-point Likert scale assessing the item “I regularly communicate with parents regarding the academic progress of their child” on the online 
follow-up survey. Of this item’s 64 respondents, 55 (86%) reported agreement with this statement, an increase from 2016’s level of 82% but a 
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decrease from 2015 (87%), 2014 (88%), and 2013 (90%). Furthermore, the Kansas Parent Information Resource Center (KPIRC) collaborated with 
the Kansas Early Career Special Educator Mentoring project and reviewed the family engagement components of the New Teacher Center online 
mentoring. Based on needs identified within this review, additional family engagement components were identified, including an Exploration (i.e., 
eight-week guided learning with application and reflection components) on collaborating with families and dilemma discussions that outline frequent 
interactions with families. During the 2014-15 school year, the family engagement exploration was developed in collaboration between the KPIRC 
and the New Teacher Center. Beginning in spring 2015, this exploration became available to all mentees in Kansas and nationally.  
 
1.4d Students were considered to be engaged in learning if the mentees instructing them answered Strongly Agree, Agree, or Slightly Agree on the 
seven-point Likert scale assessing the item “My students are engaged in the lessons I teach” on the online follow-up survey. Of this item’s 64 
respondents, 61 (95%) agreed with this statement, an increase from 2016 (91%) and 2015 (89%) but a decrease from 2014 (96%) and 2013 (100%). 
Since the 2013-14 school year, digital observations have been incorporated into Kansas Early Career Special Educator Mentoring to support the 
continuous improvement of the mentees and to ensure valid and reliable assessment of the engagement of students. Through these observations, 
mentors rated 71.2% of the mentees Proficient and 81.4% Proficient or Somewhat Proficient in establishing a classroom environment conducive to 
learning. 
 
Project Objective  [  ] Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period. 
Objective 1.5:  Sustained SPDG Co-Teaching evidence-based practices result in positive outcomes for students with disabilities. 

1.5a.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Students in classes taught by teachers participating in SPDG-
supported co-teaching professional development are engaged in 
learning. 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 80/100 80%  109/112 97% 

 
1.5b.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Students in classes taught by teachers participating in SPDG-
supported co-teaching achieve benchmarks in the subject(s) taught 
by the teachers. 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 70/100 70%  245/377 65% 

 
1.5c.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Participants in SPDG-supported co-teaching communicate with 
families about their children’s progress.  

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 50/100 50%  199/399 50% 

 
1.5d.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 

 Target Actual Performance Data 
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Districts implementing SPDG-supported co-teaching practices 
improve LRE as measured by IDEA Pt. B State Performance Plan, 
Indicator 5a: Least Restrictive Environment. 

PROJ Raw 
Number Ratio % 

Raw 
Number Ratio % 

 
 70/100 70%  5/10 50% 

 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information) 
1.5a Student engagement levels are calculated based on data from co-teaching observations (see Performance Measure 1.2a). The online observation 
form includes a field requiring the observer to rate the highest and lowest levels of student engagement during the 20-minute observation. Categories 
for levels of engagement include 0-29% of students, 30-49% of students, 50-69% of students, 70-89% of students, and 90-100% of students. 
Observations indicating that the highest level of engagement includes at least 70% of students are considered indicative of student engagement.  
 
For the current school year, Wave 2 observation data indicate that at least 70% of students were engaged in 109 of the 112 observed classrooms 
(97%). In terms of the lowest levels of student engagement observed, 64 of the 112 observations (57%) had at least 70% of students engaged at the 
lowest observed level of student engagement during the 20-minute observation. Wave 3 observations continue to be collected for the 2016-17 school 
year. During spring 2013, high levels of student engagement were observed in 19 of the 35 observations (54%). During spring 2014, high levels of 
student engagement were observed in 55 of the 58 observations (95%). During spring 2015, high levels of student engagement were observed in 139 
of the 146 observations (95%). During spring 2016, high levels of student engagement were observed in 92 of the 98 observations (94%). 
 
Additional indicators of student engagement are self-assessed by the co-teachers. In March 2017, each co-teacher that participated in SPDG-
supported training was asked to complete a survey and rate indicators of evidence-based, sustainable co-teaching practices; 327 respondents provided 
information on a total of 316 co-teaching pairs. Results indicated that: 

• 86% of co-teachers felt that together, they as co-teachers were able to engage all students within the course, which is an increase from the 
2012-13 rate of 82% but a slight decrease from the 2015-16 rate of 89%, the 2014-15 rate of 91%, and the 2013-14 rate of 88%; 

• 69% of the co-teachers frequently reflected on instruction together, which is an increase from the 2015-16 rate of 68% but a decrease from 
the 2014-15 rate of 71%, the 2013-14 rate of 75%, and the 2012-13 rate of 70%;  

• 66% shared responsibility for instruction, assessment, and classroom management, which is an increase from the 2015-16 rate of 64%, the 
2014-15 rate of 64%, and the 2012-13 rate of 65% but unchanged from the 2013-14 rate of 66%; 

• 69% used a variety of co-teaching methods to engage students, which is an increase from the 2015-16 rate of 67%, the 2013-14 rate of 66%, 
and the 2012-13 rate of 62% but a decrease from the 2014-15 rate of 71%; 

• 63% identified that they had adequate administrator support, which is an increase from the 2013-14 rate of 46% and the 2012-13 rate of 40% 
but a decrease from the 2015-16 rate of 71% and the 2014-15 rate of 76%.  

 
1.5b In order to identify the performance of students in co-taught classes, teachers were asked to estimate the percentage of students (both those with 
and without disabilities) meeting curriculum benchmarks for the grade/subject based on curriculum-based assessments. The 327 respondents 
estimated that within 245 (65%) of the 377 classrooms in which they taught, 76% or more of their students were meeting curriculum benchmarks, a 
relatively stable performance from the 2015-16 rate of 66%, the 2014-15 rate of 65%, the 2013-14 rate of 68%, and the 2012-13 rate of 67%. Some 
classrooms may have been counted twice if both co-teachers provided survey responses for the same classroom.  
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1.5c Evidence-based family engagement strategies are incorporated into the Kansas Co-Teaching professional development through collaboration 
with the Kansas Parent Information Resource Center (KPIRC). During the 2012-13 school year, a trainer from the KPIRC observed the co-teaching 
trainings to gain a full understanding of the training content. In fall 2013, the KPIRC; Families Together, Inc. (the Kansas Parent Training and 
Information Center); and Project Success collaboratively developed the Parent Guide: Access and Success for All Students. This guide describes the 
roles of general and special educators as well as the benefits for students taught in co-taught classes. This guide was disseminated in the fall of 2014 
and at subsequent initial co-teaching trainings, and districts were encouraged to share the guide with parents.  
 
On the annual survey, co-teachers were asked to identify how frequently they engage in the specific family engagement practice “We both 
communicate with students' families on the progress of their children;” 49.9% of respondents reported Always or Frequently, an increase from the 
2015-16 rate of 48.3%, the 2013-14 rate of 47.4%, and the 2012-13 rate of 46.9% but a slight decrease from the 2014-15 rate of 51.1%. 
 
1.5d It is anticipated that through sustained implementation of evidence-based practices in co-taught classrooms, districts will increase the percentage 
of students with disabilities who are served in the general education classroom. The SPDG measure represents the percentage of Kansas districts 
participating in the co-teaching initiative that improved performance on SPP Indicator 5A (i.e., percentage of students with disabilities served in the 
general education classroom 80% or more of the day) between the 2014-15 school year and the 2015-16 school year. The ratio reported in the APR 
represents data from districts who are in at least their second year of implementation for the co-teaching initiative during the 2016-17 school year. 
Since LRE data are not reported until the end of the school year, the data reported in this indicator represents four districts that were in their initial 
year of implementation of the co-teaching initiative in 2015-16 and six districts that had implemented the co-teaching initiative for one or more years. 
Five out of 10 new or sustaining districts (50.0%) improved on SPP Indicator 5A from the 2014-15 school year to the 2015-16 school year. The 
average percentage of students with disabilities served in the general education classroom 80% or more of the day for these districts during the 2015-
16 school year was 69.2%, a slight decrease from the same districts’ 2014-15 average percentage of 69.8% and 2013-14 average percentage of 
69.3%. While the target of 70% was not met, as part of the selection process, these districts determined a need to improve LRE. Through 
implementation of evidence-based instructional practices in co-taught classes, these districts will continue to monitor implementation and impacts.  
 
Project Objective  [  ] Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period. 
Objective 1.6:  Sustained SPDG Tertiary Behavior Supports evidence-based practices result in positive outcomes for students with disabilities. 

1.6a.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Students receiving SPDG-supported tertiary behavior supports 
show increased engagement in learning. 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 

23   999   
 

 
1.6b.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Students receiving SPDG-supported tertiary behavior supports 
improve performance in language arts and mathematics as 
measured by curriculum-based assessments. 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 

6 
 

  999   
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1.6c.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Tertiary behavior support teams engage families in the education 
of their children. 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 

55   999   
 

 
1.6d.  Performance Measure Measure Type Quantitative Data 
Districts implementing SPDG-supported tertiary behavior supports 
improve LRE as measured by IDEA Pt. B State Performance Plan, 
Indicator 5a: Least Restrictive Environment. 

 
PROJ 

Target Actual Performance Data 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
Raw 

Number Ratio % 
 
 70/100 70%  12/22 55% 

 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information) 
1.6a – 1.6b In 2016-17, the tertiary behavior support professional development was fully integrated within the Kansas MTSS implementation 
process. Each of the 16 school districts that are receiving intensive professional development from the Kansas MTSS State Trainers are in the process 
of implementing supplemental and tertiary behavior supports districtwide pre-K through high school. This system of training will continue beyond 
the conclusion of SPDG funding. To align data collection with the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), the indicators that schools report have 
been refined. During the 2015-16 school year, districts within the Kansas MTSS Integrated Framework implementation process found that 77% of 
students were at benchmark on behavior measures and that 7% of students receiving supplemental (Tier 2) behavior supports exited the intervention 
between winter and spring 2016 universal screenings. During the 2015-16 school year, districts within the Kansas MTSS Integrated Framework 
implementation process reported that, between winter and spring universal screening, 28% of students had exited the supplemental (Tier 2) reading 
intervention and 9% of students had exited the tertiary (Tier 3) reading intervention. These districts also reported that, between winter and spring 
universal screening, 24% of students had exited the supplemental (Tier 2) math intervention and 17% of students had exited the tertiary (Tier 3) math 
intervention. Prior to the end of the 2016-17 school year, schools will analyze data on the number of students that met the exit criteria for both 
supplemental and tertiary behavior supports. They will also analyze similar data on reading and math interventions. This data will be reported in the 
Final Performance Report.  
 
1.6c In 2016-17, tertiary behavior support professional development was fully integrated into the Kansas MTSS Integrated Framework. Each of the 
16 school districts that are receiving intensive professional development from the Kansas MTSS State Trainers are in the process of fully 
implementing supplemental and tertiary behavior supports districtwide pre-K through high school. To align data collection with the State Systemic 
Improvement Plan (SSIP), the indicators that schools report have been refined.  
 
Schools implementing the Kansas MTSS Integrated Framework have administered the MTSS Family Engagement Survey to parents/guardians of all 
students annually for the past two years. This survey was developed through collaboration among the Kansas Parent Information Resource Center 
(KPIRC), Kansas MTSS project, and TASN/SPDG evaluation project. During the 2015-16 school year, 26 buildings within four Kansas school 
districts administered the survey. A total of 1694 out of 2840 responses (60%) agreed or strongly agreed that “School staff consult me before making 
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important decisions about my child’s education” and 1530 out of 2635 responses (58%) agreed or strongly agreed that “If my child receives 
additional supports, I am provided with information about these supports.” These family engagement ratings increased during the 2016-17 school 
year. One private school and 46 buildings within nine Kansas school districts administered the survey. A total of 2073 out of 3071 responses (68%) 
agreed or strongly agreed that “School staff consult me before making important decisions about my child’s education” and 1909 out of 2922 
responses (65%) agreed or strongly agreed that “If my child receives additional supports, I am provided with information about these supports.” 
Additional schools participating in intensive Kansas MTSS Integrated Framework professional development will disseminate the MTSS Family 
Engagement Survey by the end of the 2016-17 school year. This data will be reported in the Final Performance Report.  
 
Families Together, Inc. (the Kansas PTI) collaborated on the development of the tertiary behavior support training materials and provided training to 
families. They were also available to attend meetings with families, coordinated by the tertiary behavior supports teams, and provided information 
that could be shared with families regarding the functional assessment/behavior intervention process and services provided by Families Together, Inc. 
Families Together, Inc., has been a full partner in the development and delivery of training by attending trainings, presenting at trainings, coaching 
families, and supporting teams to expand family engagement. They have also provided coaching as requested by tertiary behavior supports teams. 
During the reporting period, OSEP conducted a review of the Kansas PTI services for tertiary behavior supports. These services were rated as 
exemplar by the OSEP outside panel review team.  
 
1.6d It is anticipated that through sustained implementation of Kansas Tertiary Behavior Supports, districts will increase the percentage of students 
with disabilities who are served in the general education classroom. This SPDG measure represents the percentage of Kansas districts participating in 
the Kansas MTSS initiative or receiving continued technical assistance regarding tertiary behavior support that improved performance on SPP 
Indicator 5A (i.e., percentage of students with disabilities served in the general education classroom 80% or more of the day) between the 2014-15 
school year and the 2015-16 school year. Twelve of these 22 districts (55%) improved on SPP Indicator 5A between the 2014-15 school year and the 
2015-16 school year. Fifteen of these districts began installation of tertiary behavior supports during the last two school years. The average 
percentage of students with disabilities served in the general education classroom 80% or more of the day for these districts during the 2015-16 
school year was 67.7%, an increase from the same districts’ 2014-15 average percentage of 67.5% and 2013-14 average percentage of 66.0%.  
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Kansas Co-Teaching Worksheet 2017 
SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components 

The description of the component is:  1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 

rating 

A(1) Selection Clear expectations are 
provided for PD 
participants and for 
schools, districts, and 
other agencies. 

District and building commitment, training description and implementation scheduling, coach 
selection criteria, and coaching and data requirements were provided prior to participation. A 
webinar was provided to administrators in invited and interested districts to overview the 
expectations and help them determine participation. A district-level agreement must be signed by 
a district administrator and sent to the project (via email or fax) prior to acceptance in the co-
teaching initiative. The agreement specifies the services provided by the project and the 
participation required of the district administrator, district coach, and co-teachers.  
 
The project agrees to provide: 1) multiple days of core training; 2) one to two days of in-district 
observation and coaching provided by a state-level trainer; 3) training for at least two staff 
members to serve as district coaches; 4) a multi-media professional development kit; 5) 
supplemental training opportunities; and 6) a $1,500 stipend to support training and 
implementation, award contingent upon meeting participation criteria.  
 
Participating districts agree to provide for: 1) administrator participation in the introductory 
webinar and team trainings, 2) participation of staff in 2-7 days of training, 3) designated time for 
the district coach(es) to conduct observations and provide coaching, 4) substitutes to facilitate 
classroom observations, 5) completion of the online spring survey to assess implementation, and 
6) submission of observation data. A copy of the agreement is attached.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 

A(2) Selection Clear expectations are 
provided for trainers and 
SPDG coaches/mentors. 

Clear expectations were provided for trainers and coaches. In order to be recognized as a state-
level trainer, a candidate must complete a series of requirements: 1) attendance at an initial 
training for co-teaching teams and at a coaches’ training; 2) observation of a recognized state-level 
trainer conducting at least one day of in-district observation and coaching sessions; 3) completion 
of at least three solo in-district observation and coaching sessions, with fidelity measured by the 
Coaching Observation Checklist; 4) presentation of co-teaching content  at a training, with fidelity 
assessed by the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development, the Content Mastery 
Checklist, and pre/post-test results; and 5) attendance at trainings that provide state-level trainers 
with information regarding sustainability, webinar preparation, the continuing development of the 
online observation tool, techniques for building districts’ capacity, and other topics.  
 
In addition to Dr. Rich Villa, the project’s expert consultant, there are currently four certified state-
level trainers (Shonda Anderson, Chris Cooper, ReNae Mann and Robi Alstrom); an additional 
seven trainers completed a year-long training sequence to attain trainer status. These individuals 
were selected as candidates through a competitive application process scored on a rubric by the 
project and Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) Technical Assistance Systems 
Network (TASN) leadership. The rubric assesses years of experiences teaching students with 
disabilities, co-teaching experience, and training/coaching experience. 
 
 
 

4 
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SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components 
The description of the component is:  1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 

 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 

rating 

All state-level trainers and district-level coaches are expected to provide follow-up coaching to each 
participating district by conducting at least three classroom observations of each co-teaching team 
per year. The observation process involves observing co-teaching teams in the classroom, meeting 
with the co-teachers after each observation to provide coaching based on the observation results, 
and planning continuous improvement in the implementation of evidence-based instructional 
practices. Trainers/coaches are also expected to report observational and coaching/post-
observation conference data using the co-teaching online observation tool on the Kansas co-
teaching website. State-level trainers supported district-level coaches by co-observing and co-
facilitating the feedback sessions until the local coach demonstrated proficiency. 

B(1) Training 
 

Accountability for 
delivery and quality of 
training. 

The Fiscal Director (Susan Sipe), the Co-Teaching Project Director (Peggy Childs) and the TASN 
Co-teaching Lead State Level Trainer (Shonda Anderson) oversaw all training activities. These 
project staff members 1) determined the training plan and schedule, 2) ensured all new trainers 
understood and made progress toward the requirements for recognition, 3) verified all other 
personnel qualifications and responsibilities, 4) assessed efficacy of the trainers and the overall 
training plan, 5) determined a coaching plan and schedule, and 6) monitored the fidelity of 
coaching by state-level trainers and district coaches. Project staff met monthly to discuss progress 
and tackle barriers. Progress reports were provided at least quarterly to KSDE through TASN 
Provider meetings and semi-annual review meetings. An updated scope of work was provided 
annually along with a budget for continuation of funding.  

4 

B(2) Training Effective research-based 
adult learning principles 
are used.  

Each co-teaching training event met the criteria for high-quality professional development training 
that addressed adult learning principles as observed by an external evaluator using the Observation 
Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training. In each workshop in the training series, 
the trainers used effective learning strategies from each of the following categories.  

• Preparation: Trainers provided an agenda, learning objectives, and readings/activities to 
complete prior to attending the training. 

• Introduction: Trainers built rapport, connected content to state goals and school contexts, 
connected to prior professional development, and emphasized the content’s impact on 
student outcomes. 

• Demonstration: Trainers built shared vocabulary, provided examples of the practices in use, 
and illustrated the applicability to the participants’ context. 

• Engagement: Trainers included opportunities for participants to share personal opinions, 
interact with each other related to the content, and rehearse new skills. 

• Evaluation: Trainers facilitated participants’ reflection on learning, discussed specific 
indicators that would indicate a successful transfer of practice, and engaged participants in 
assessment of their acquisition of knowledge and skills.    

• Master: Trainers detailed follow-up activities that required participants to apply their 
learning, offered opportunities for continued learning through technical assistance and 
resources, and described opportunities for coaching to improve fidelity of implementation. 

After each training, the ratings of the external evaluator on the Observation Checklist for High-Quality 
Professional Development Training were shared with the trainers and project lead. The project team 

 
 
 
 
 
4 
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SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components 
The description of the component is:  1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 

 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 

rating 

met after each training to discuss these results and reflect on the training. Modifications to future 
trainings were identified and documented at these meetings.  
 
Dunst, C.J., & Trivette, C.M. (2012). Moderators of the effectiveness of adult learning method 
practices. Journal of Social Sciences, 8, 143-148. 

B(3) Training Training is skill-based 
(e.g., participant 
behavior rehearsal to 
criterion with an expert 
observing).  

Each training met the criteria for behavior rehearsals and reflection as described by Guskey (2000). 
The behavior rehearsals are based on the learning targets associated with the training, including: 

• Demonstrating the four types of co-teaching 
• Identifying evidence-based instructional practices 
• Demonstrating evidence-based instruction in a co-teaching setting 

 
Behavior rehearsals were observed by an external evaluator at each training in the series using the 
Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training. Ratings on this checklist 
included documentation of the specific behavior rehearsals included within each workshop. 
Participants participated in role-plays and vignettes to rehearse skills and behaviors at the training 
and then were observed demonstrating these behaviors in their own classrooms. Each workshop 
also included a pre/post-test of content knowledge related to the training learning targets. 
 
The implementation of teaching behaviors was tracked through classroom observations and 
follow-up coaching sessions. At least three times per year, each co-teaching team was observed 
using the online Co-Teaching Observation Tool, which asks an observer to rate whether indicators of 
effective teaching were observed across several domains: Content and Materials, Product, Co-
Teaching Approaches, Multiple Intelligences, Discourse Levels, Learning Arrangements, Teacher 
Behaviors, Student Behaviors, Cognitive Levels, and Student Engagement. When the observation 
data is logged using the online tool, the system provides automatically generated ideas for praise 
and suggestions to use during the post-conference. These ideas were derived from Rich Villa’s 
coaching process and are sorted by frequency of their occurrence in coaching sessions throughout 
the state during earlier years of project implementation. During the post-conference process, co-
teachers were asked to identify areas for improvement in their teaching practice. Three weeks after 
each post-conference occurred, co-teachers received a link to a dynamically-generated online 
Coaching Satisfaction Survey, which asks them to rate the quality of the coaching received and 
estimate the change(s) in their teaching practices as a result of the observation and coaching 
session. 
 

4 
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The description of the component is:  1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 

 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 

rating 

Guskey, T. R. (2000). Evaluating professional development (pp. 79-81). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin 
Press. 

B(4) Training Training outcome data 
are collected and 
analyzed to assess 
participant knowledge 
and skills.  

A curriculum-referenced pre/post content knowledge assessment was developed through an 
iterative process by the project team to address each of the learning targets. In 2012, this 
assessment was pilot tested. Results were analyzed, items were revised, a new version was beta 
tested, and results were analyzed again to ensure reliability. This five-item assessment was 
completed before and after each of the core workshops in the training series. These data were then 
analyzed by the external evaluators and provided to the project team. The project team met after 
each training to discuss these results and reflect on the training. Modifications to future trainings 
were identified and documented at these meetings. Pre/post data were reviewed at the mid-year 
evaluation meeting with the external evaluators, KSDE, and project staff to analyze overall 
learning from the training series.  During the 2016-2017 training series, pre-tests had an average of 
55.3% correct responses and post-tests had an average of 90.1% correct responses, for an average 
improvement of 34.9%. 
 
Pre/post content knowledge assessment were developed through the same iterative process for the 
coaches training as well as the supplemental trainings. The pre/post assessments for all the 
trainings are posted online and are part of the registration process. A registrant must complete the 
pre-test in order to register. This system provides the trainers with instant access to participants’ 
baseline knowledge prior to the training event.   
 
Additionally, co-teaching observation data and coaching logs were reviewed on a quarterly basis 
to identify locations where additional training and coaching were needed. Coaching observation 
data was collected by local, district, or state-level coaches at least three times per year for each of 
the active co-teaching teams. Coaches were reminded of the data submission deadline via e-mail 
for each of the three collection windows. This observation data showed where and how the 
effective teaching behaviors taught at trainings were being implemented. Based on the results of 
these observations, project staff strategized how to provide additional follow-up support to 
improve and deepen implementation in the field. 
 
Following each observation, coaches met with the observed co-teachers to provide coaching 
insights and strategize areas for improvement. The online classroom observation system was 
designed to automatically follow up with each observed co-teacher by sending them a Coaching 
Satisfaction Survey three weeks after the coaching session was completed. This survey assesses the 
teachers’ satisfaction with the feedback received from the coaching session as well as the degree of 
change in their daily teaching practices resulting from the coaching received. 

4 

B(5) Training Trainers (the people who 
trained PD participants) 
are trained, coached, and 
observed.  

The Co-Teaching Provider submitted an application to KSDE outlining the scope of work, 
management plan, personnel qualifications and responsibilities, and adequacy of resources. In 
collaboration with KSDE TASN, the Co-Teaching provider developed a competitive application 
process to determine state-level trainer candidates. In order to be recognized as a state-level trainer, 

4 

Page 26

H323A120021



SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components 
The description of the component is:  1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 

 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 

rating 

 a candidate must complete a series of requirements: 1) attendance at an initial training for co-
teaching teams and at a coaches’ training; 2) observation of a recognized state-level trainer 
conducting at least one day of in-district observation and coaching sessions; 3) completion of at 
least three solo in-district observation and coaching sessions, with fidelity measured by the 
Coaching Observation Checklist; 4) presentation of co-teaching content  at a training, with fidelity 
assessed by the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development, the Content Mastery 
Checklist, and pre/post-test results; and 5) attendance at a trainings that provide state-level trainers 
with information regarding sustainability, webinar preparation, the continuing development of the 
online observation tool, techniques for building districts’ capacity, and other topics. Throughout 
this process, the trainer candidates were provided feedback and coached to improve their training 
skills.  
 
A minimum of 20% of each trainer’s workshops were observed by an external evaluator. Feedback 
including participants’ pre/post data, Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development 
Training data, and Content Mastery Checklist data were reviewed by the external evaluator and 
trainer following each workshop to support the trainers to continually improve the training content 
and implementation. To maintain state trainer status, trainings must meet high-quality status based 
on the observations, average participant post-test scores must be above 80%, and the trainers must 
follow the training and coaching protocol. If needed, trainers were provided with individual 
coaching and additional observations to meet this criteria. Quarterly progress reports on training 
effectiveness were provided to KSDE, and an updated scope of work was provided annually along 
with a budget for continuation of funding. Trainers met quarterly through in-person and online 
meetings to determine adjustments to the training schedule and process. 

C(1) Coaching Accountability for 
development and 
monitoring of quality 
and timeliness of SPDG 
coaching services.  

Initial coaching was provided by the four state-level trainers and seven regional trainers. Districts 
identified district-level coaches to provide follow-up coaching. These coaches were trained by the 
state-level trainers at an initial coaches’ training, then supported by monthly Coaches Connect 
webinars coordinated by Shonda Anderson. At the coaches’ training, each coach demonstrated the 
observation skills and rehearsed coaching techniques. The follow-up webinars provided additional 
information on areas of need that are determined in part by the district-level coaches. Topics for 
the 2016-2017 school year included a book study of The Inclusive Education Checklist.  
 
The state-level and regional trainers demonstrated effective coaching techniques by providing 
coaching in each district. The district coaches observed these coaching sessions and co-coached 
once they felt prepared. Coaches were required to provide a minimum of three observations of 
each district/school co-teaching team annually, meet with the co-teachers after each observation to 
discuss the observation, and plan for continuous improvement in the implementation of evidence-
based instructional practices. Coaches were also required to report the observation and coaching 
data via the online observation tool. Coaching effectiveness was evaluated by both annual surveys 
and by dynamically generated follow-up Coaching Satisfaction Surveys. These data were reviewed 
twice per year and additional coaching supports were provided as needed.  

 
 
 
3 
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The description of the component is:  1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 

 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 

rating 

C(2) Coaching SPDG coaches use 
multiple sources of 
information in order to 
provide assistive 
feedback to those being 
coached and also provide 
appropriate instruction 
or modeling. 

The transformational coaching strategy (Crane & Patrick, 2002) was employed because of its 
effectiveness in changing individuals’ attitudes and behaviors. Coaching guidelines (e.g., number 
of visits, coaching options, preparation for a coaching session, observation, review of custom-
generated praise and suggestion statements, post-conference procedures) were provided to each 
district administrator and coach. Coaches were expected to conduct at least three observations of 
each co-teaching team per school year. Results from these observations were available to district- 
and state-level coaches at any time via the online system, and summary reports were provided to 
KSDE and project staff quarterly. Additionally, coaching effectiveness was evaluated by both 
annual surveys and by dynamically generated follow-up Coaching Satisfaction Surveys. These data 
were reviewed on an annual basis and additional coaching supports were provided as needed.    
 
Using the Co-Teaching Observation Tool, each classroom observation reported whether numerous 
indicators of effective teaching were observed across several domains: Content and Materials, 
Product, Co-Teaching Approaches, Multiple Intelligences, Discourse Levels, Learning 
Arrangements, Teacher Behaviors, Student Behaviors, Cognitive Levels, and Student Engagement. 
Once the observation data was logged using the online tool, the system provided automatically 
generated ideas for praise and suggestions to use during the post-conference. These ideas were 
derived from Rich Villa’s coaching process and are sorted by frequency of their occurrence in 
coaching sessions throughout the state during earlier years of project implementation. During the 
post-conference process, co-teachers were asked to identify areas for improvement in their teaching 
practice. Three weeks after each post-conference occurred, co-teachers received a link to a 
dynamically-generated online Coaching Satisfaction Survey, which asked them to rate the quality of 
the coaching received and estimate the change(s) in their teaching practices as a result of the 
observation and coaching session. 
 
Crane, T. G., & Patrick, L. N. (2002). The heart of coaching: Using transformational coaching to 
create a high-performance coaching culture. Fta Press 

 
 
 
 
 
 
4 

D(1) 
Performance 
Assessment 
(Data-based 
Decision 
Making) 

Accountability for 
fidelity measurement and 
reporting system is clear 
(e.g., lead person 
designated). 

State-level trainers, district-level coaches, and project staff were responsible for ensuring program 
components were implemented so that continuous improvement of student outcomes drove project 
decisions. State-level trainers and district-level coaches were responsible for collecting and entering 
observation and post-conference data to monitor implementation fidelity and allow for mid-course 
corrections. The SPDG external evaluation coordinator, Dr. Amy Gaumer Erickson from the 
University of Kansas, was responsible for oversight of fidelity measurement within schools. The 
SPDG evaluator: (1) downloaded, aggregated, and effectively displayed observation data; (2) 
shared this fidelity data with district staff, project staff, and KSDE; and (3) evaluated progress. 
Results from classroom observations were also available in real time to all coaches through the 
online observation tool. Coaches could only access the results from observations conducted within 
the districts for which they have access.  
 
 

4 
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Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 
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The SPDG evaluation team also disseminated an annual survey to assess teachers’ levels of 
implementation, attitudes toward the intervention, and perceptions of administrative support. 
Results from this survey were collected, analyzed, aggregated, and provided back to district 
administrators, project staff, and KSDE on an annual basis.   

D(2) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Coherent data systems 
are used to make 
decisions at all education 
levels (SEA, regional, 
LEA, school). 

All observation and coaching data are housed on a password protected website. This data can be 
accessed in real time by district administrators and coaches. Data across all districts can be 
accessed by KSDE staff, project staff, and external evaluators, who met quarterly to review 
training, implementation, and outcome data in order to determine mid-course corrections at the 
systems level. Data supported coaches and trainers in progressing through self-correcting feedback 
loops based on data analysis. District-level coaches were supported to improve and strengthen their 
practice via monthly webinars, and TASN providers offered additional technical assistance to 
coaches and co-teachers. District staff also had real-time access to the results of their coaching 
observations, and they received aggregated results from the annual project survey. District-level 
coaches and building administrators used this data to determine if student outcomes were 
improving, compared their practices to full implementation components on a practice profile, and 
developed/updated and annual implementation action plan. The trainers used the data to identify 
common implementation support needs across schools. The KSDE TASN leadership team used 
the data to identify support needs across districts and build/sustain capacity through the 
integration of multiple initiatives.  

 
 
 
4 

D(3) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Implementation fidelity 
and student outcome 
data are shared regularly 
with stakeholders at 
multiple levels (SEA, 
regional, local, 
individual, community, 
other agencies). 

Administrators were introduced to and provided training on facilitative administration and 
infrastructure supports vital to the success of co-teaching partnerships prior to implementation. 
Using the practice profile, observation, and survey results, administrators developed/updated the 
annual implementation action plan. Co-teaching teams participated in initial training prior to 
implementation of co-teaching. Additional follow-up trainings were provided throughout the first 
year of implementation, and coaches provided observations and ongoing feedback to these co-
teachers. Initial implementation included ongoing, job-embedded professional development and 
coaching to ensure implementation fidelity and continuous improvement. Coaches self-monitored 
and received feedback from the state trainers on their coaching effectiveness both through the 
online system and monthly coaches’ webinars.  
 
In addition, co-teachers completed a self-evaluation to assess their level of co-teaching practice and 
to evaluate the overall training and coaching, the aggregated results of which were shared with 
LEA administrators, project staff, and KSDE. District-level coaches also reviewed the results of 
their classroom observations to determine whether indicators such as use of the co-teaching 
approaches, balance of teacher/student discourse, and level of student engagement were 
improving over time.  

 
These data informed specific modifications in support for co-teachers, coaches, administrators, and 
trainers, as well as the state-wide scaling up plan (e.g., selection, training, coaching, facilitative 
administration). In addition, training participants (co- teachers, coaches and principals) completed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
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Prof Dev 
Component 
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Project’s self 
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an assessment designed to determine knowledge relative to training (pre/post-test). This data, 
along with coaching observation and feedback data, informed training and coaching. School-level 
inclusion, behavior, and academic data was analyzed by the SPDG evaluator and shared with the 
trainers and KSDE to monitor sustained impact. 
 
The school-level IDEA Part B State Performance Plan Indicator performance is reviewed on an 
annual basis by the project evaluators, and progress was reported to KSDE and project staff. The 
data showed accelerated improvements in SPP Indicator 5 scores for participating co-teaching 
districts relative to SPP 5 scores in non-co-teaching districts. 

D(4) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Goals are created with 
benchmarks for 
implementation and 
student outcome data, 
and successes are shared 
and celebrated. 

A Practice Profile describing co-teaching program components and full implementation was 
compared to school-wide implementation data, disaggregated student outcome data, and teacher 
input to determine modifications needed to improve implementation. Schools utilized data from 
classroom observations and from the annual survey to determine the level of implementation and 
measure progress toward benchmark goals.  
 
Annually, district leadership and coaches developed and implemented an action plan for 
continued professional development, ongoing coaching, and sustainable outcomes over time. 
Action plans are collected at the sustainability training held at the end of the training sequence.  
Data are collected from the self-ratings on the Practice Profile and items from each district action 
plan are reviewed to monitor progress and potential areas of need within each district.  
 
Within the SPDG Annual Performance report, benchmarks were set for student outcome data 
including inclusion, engagement, academic achievement, and family engagement. These data are 
tracked and reported annually. 
 
In addition, the SPDG created a colorful, graphical annual report that goes out to stakeholders 
across the state and to the appropriate officials in the federal government. This report detailed 
program successes and areas targeted for improvement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 

D(5) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Participants are 
instructed in how to 
provide data to the 
SPDG Project. 

Data requirements, due dates, and submission methods were clearly outlined and included in the 
districts’ expectations. State-level trainers and district-level coaches were responsible for data entry. 
Each coach has a unique login to the online observation tool, and training in use of this tool was 
provided at the coaches’ training as well as in coaches’ webinars. Contact information for technical 
assistance when using the tool is provided on the website itself and was disseminated at trainings. 
A series of e-mail reminders was provided by the evaluation team over the months and weeks prior 
to submission deadlines.  

 
 
 
4 

E(1) 
Facilitative 

Administrative 
Support / 
Systems 

Administrators are 
trained appropriately on 
the SPDG-supported 
practices and have 
knowledge of how to 

Administrators were expected to fully support implementation of SPDG-supported tertiary 
behavior support practices including using student outcome and teacher input data to align systems 
to ensure valued student outcomes. Administrators also agreed to provide for: 1) administrator 
participation in the introductory webinar and team trainings, 2) participation of staff in 2-7 days of 
training, 3) designated time for the district coach(es) to conduct observations and provide 

 
 

4 

Page 30

H323A120021



SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components 
The description of the component is:  1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 

 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 

rating 

Intervention support implementation. coaching, 4) substitutes to facilitate classroom observations, 5) completion of the online spring 
survey to assess implementation, and 6) submission of observation data. These expectations were 
outlined in the district and building agreements, which were signed by the administrator. Through 
the annual project survey, each team member reported on the facilitative administrative support 
and barriers to implementation. Aggregate data were provided back to the administrator and 
district coach to support mid-course adjustments. At the annual sustainability training, 
administrators were supported in the development and implementation strategies for their action 
plan. They also were provided with contact information (email and phone number) for the project 
coordinator so that they can request individualized support as needed.  

E(2) 
Facilitative 
Administrative 
Support / 
Systems 
Intervention 

Leadership at various 
education levels (SEA, 
regional, LEA, school, as 
appropriate) analyzes 
feedback regarding 
barriers and successes 
and makes the necessary 
decisions and changes, 
including revising 
policies and procedures 
to alleviate barriers and 
facilitate 
implementation. 

Administrators utilized evaluation data from classroom observations and the annual project survey 
to monitor progress toward implementation goals. These results were also discussed at semi-
annual meetings of KSDE personnel, project staff, and project evaluators. Through the annual 
project survey, each team member reported on the facilitative administrative support and barriers 
to implementation. Aggregate data was provided back to the administrator and district coach to 
support mid-course adjustments. 
 
District coaches identified barriers and successes with supporting ongoing implementation in their 
respective districts. These items became the focused topics for the coaches’ webinars where 
strategies for addressing the barriers were presented and discussed.  
 
Teacher input and observation results were reviewed by LEA administrators and project staff to 
strategize next steps to assure continuous improvement for co-teaching teams. Continuous 
feedback (self-correcting feedback loops utilizing student outcome data, observation data, and 
teacher input) informed changes in LEA organizational policies and procedures.  
 
The external evaluator analyzed implementation and student outcome data and reported district- 
and state-level results to the KSDE TASN management team and project trainers. The data were 
discussed in detail at the mid-year meeting, which included KSDE, project staff, and the external 
evaluator, to inform changes to the training, implementation, and sustainability plans to overcome 
barriers and facilitate implementation. 

 
 
 
 
 
4 
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Kansas Tertiary Behavior Supports Worksheet 2017 
SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components 

The description of the component is: 1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 
rating 

A(1) Selection Clear expectations are 
provided for PD 
participants and for 
schools, districts, and 
other agencies.  
 
 

District commitment agreements, team selection criteria, student selection criteria, confidentiality 
agreement, and training description were provided prior to participation. The trainers conducted 
on-site visits with all teams prior to training to secure participation and optimum team membership 
selection. The district commitment and requirements for the team included: attending 3.5 full-day 
trainings, identifying a student with behavior support needs, obtaining parental permission to 
implement the functional assessment/behavior intervention process, and implementing the 
functional assessment/behavior intervention process with the student. All agreements were 
discussed in a meeting with Autism Tertiary Behavior Support (ATBS) staff, Kansas Multi-Tier 
System of Supports (MTSS) staff, and leadership teams from participating districts. Agreements 
were also emailed to the district administrators, and completed agreements were faxed to the 
project leads prior to acceptance into the project. Prerequisites were identified and completed prior 
to attendance. A copy of the agreement was emailed. Prerequisite requirements also included 
completing assigned readings from the following resources: 
 
Lane, K.L., Oakes, W.P., & Cox, M. (2011). Functional assessment-based interventions: A 
university-district partnership to promote learning and success. Beyond Behavior 20(3), 3-18. 
 
Umbreit, J.,Ferro, J. B., Liaupsin, C. J., & Lane, K.L. (2007). Functional behavioral assessment 
and function-based intervention: An effective, practical approach. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 
 
Lane, K.L., Menzies, H. M., Bruhn, A. L., & Crnobori, M. (2010). Managing challenging 
behaviors in schools: Research-based strategies that work. New York: Guilford Press.  
 
Lane, K. L., Kalberg, J. R., & Menzies, H. M. (2009). Developing schoolwide programs to prevent 
and manage problem behaviors: A step-by-step approach. New York: Guilford Press. 

 
 
 
 
 
4 

A(2) Selection Clear expectations are 
provided for trainers. 
 

Training description provided clear expectations for trainers. These trainers included Lee Stickle 
and Jamie Wolfe. These trainers are recognized both in the state and nationally as high-quality PD 
providers in Tertiary Behavior Supports and each have an advanced degree, more than 10 years 
providing training and coaching to teachers, and classroom teaching experience supporting 
students with behavior needs. These trainers were selected through a competitive grant process 
with a detailed adequacy of personnel section that was scored by the Kansas State Department of 
Education (KSDE) and external reviewers. KSDE permission was required if additional trainers 
were added; approval was based on trainer qualifications. Stickle and Wolfe additionally identified 
four state trainers from the TASN network, 1 from the ATBS project and 3 from the MTSS 
project, to assist in the training series. The trainer responsibilities included participating in 
providing 3.5 full-day high-quality training sessions following a standardized protocol, meeting on-
site with each team four times per year to coach and evaluate the quality of the team’s tertiary 
behavior support implementation, and to participate in additional web-conferencing as needed. 

4 

 Clear expectations are District-level coaches were identified as part of the districts’ application process (described above).  
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Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 
rating 

provided for SPDG 
coaches/mentors. 
 

As described in the district commitment agreement, the coaches were highly qualified district-level 
staff with master’s or doctoral degrees who are responsible for professional development and 
consultative support across the district. All have extensive experience in behavior management and 
supporting students with tertiary needs. Coaches’ qualifications were ascertained both by their 
prior coaching experience and observation of their coaching at the initial three trainings with their 
district teams. Coaches had established relationships with schools throughout the district and were 
paired with such schools to provide support throughout the training. Coaching responsibilities 
were sorted into two categories: training day responsibilities and on-going support. Coaching 
responsibilities on each day of training were outlined and discussed with coaches prior to training. 
Coaches led activities embedded in training, guided teams through the FABI process, helped teams 
connect FABI training to district behavior protocol, assisted teams in data analysis, and problem 
solved individual team challenges. Each coach supported one to two assigned teams throughout 
the school year. Coaches documented their support four times during the year on coaching support 
forms that detailed on-site meetings and e-mail correspondence with teams. In order to support 
their teams, coaches often consulted with state trainers requesting clarification of training details 
through e-mail and adobe connect meetings. Coaches met with the trainers during a separate time 
at each training session to discuss the coaching observations and strategize how to improve 
coaching techniques that support the challenges faces faced by each team.  

B(1) Training 
 

Accountability for 
delivery and quality of 
training. 
  

The state TBS trainer for MTSS, Jamie Wolfe, oversaw all training activities. She devoted a 
substantial amount of time (.50 FTE) to the following tasks: (1) designing a training plan, (2) 
ensuring all trainers met skill level expectations, (3) planning and monitoring training events, and 
(4) assessing the efficacy of the trainers and the overall training plan. She met with the MTSS 
training team once a month to discuss progress and problem-solve issues. Monthly progress reports 
were provided to KSDE, semi-annual progress meetings were held with KSDE, and an updated 
scope of work was provided annually along with a budget for continuation of funding. 

3 

B(2) Training Effective research-
based adult learning 
principles are used.  

The trainers implemented training sessions based on adult learning strategies described by Dunst & 
Trivette (2012). Prior to each training session the team met to focus on performance or the 
evaluation of the prior session and revise the content and delivery, establish a pacing guide, and 
practice delivery in teams of two. Each training topic was observed by an external evaluator and 
rated using the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training. During each 
session in the training series, the trainers used effective learning strategies from each of the 
following categories.  

• Preparation: Trainers provided an agenda, learning objectives, and readings/activities to 
complete prior to attending the training. 

• Introduction: Trainers built rapport, connected content to state goals and school contexts, 
connected to prior professional development, and emphasized the content’s impact on 
student outcomes. 

• Demonstration: Trainers built shared vocabulary, provided examples of the practices in use, 
and illustrated the applicability to the participants’ context. 

• Engagement: Trainers included opportunities for participants to share personal opinions, 

 
 
 
 
 
4 
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SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components 
The description of the component is: 1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 

 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 
rating 

interact with each other related to the content, and rehearse new skills. 
• Evaluation: Trainers facilitated participants’ reflection on learning, discussed specific 

indicators that would indicate a successful transfer of practice, and engaged participants in 
assessment of their acquisition of knowledge and skills.   

• Master: Trainers detailed follow-up activities that required participants to apply their 
learning, offered opportunities for continued learning through technical assistance and 
resources, and described opportunities for coaching to improve fidelity of implementation. 

Each full-day training session also included a pre/post-test of content knowledge related to the 
training learning targets. After each full-day training session, the ratings of the external evaluator 
on the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training were shared with the 
trainers and project lead. The project team discussed these results and reflected on the training. 
Modifications to future training sessions were identified and documented at these meetings.  
 
Dunst, C.J., & Trivette, C.M. (2012). Moderators of the effectiveness of adult learning method 
practices. Journal of Social Sciences, 8, 143-148. 

B(3) Training Training is skill-based 
(e.g., participant 
behavior rehearsal to 
criterion with an 
expert observing).  
 
 

Each training session met the criteria for behavioral rehearsal and reflection as described by 
Guskey (2000). The behavior rehearsals were based on the learning targets associated with the 
training, including: 

• Determining the functions of students’ behavior. 
• Identifying target behaviors for intervention based on student observations. 
• Collaboratively developing a behavior intervention plan. 
• Practice using district forms for planning and data collection. 
• Monitoring students’ behavior progress through valid methods. 
• Evaluating the effectiveness of the students’ behavior intervention. 

Behavior rehearsals were observed by an external evaluator at each session in the training series 
using the Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training. This checklist 
included documentation of the specific behavior rehearsals included within each training session. 
Each team received a copy of their completed training objectives and follow-up tasks after each 
training session by the trainer/coach. The completed FABI Steps were documented using the 
planning form. 
 
Guskey, T. R. (2000). Evaluating professional development (pp. 79-81). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin 
Press. 

4 

B(4) Training Training outcome data 
are collected and 
analyzed to assess 
participant knowledge 
and skills.  
 

 

A curriculum-referenced pre/post content knowledge assessment was developed by the project 
team to address each of the learning targets. A unique 6-10 item assessment addressed items that 
were presented in each of the sessions of the training series. The participants completed the pre-
assessment at the beginning of the day and the post-assessment throughout the day. These data 
were analyzed by the external evaluators and provided to the project team. The project team met, 
via adobe connect, after each training to discuss these results and reflect on the training and 
modifications to future trainings were identified and documented. Changes to the training series 

3 
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Prof Dev 
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Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 
rating 

were determined during these meetings. During the 2015-16 training series, pre-tests had an 
average of 62.8% correct responses and post-tests had an average of 84.3% correct responses, for an 
average improvement of 21.5%. 

B(5) Training Trainers (the people 
who trained PD 
participants) are 
trained, coached, and 
observed.  
 
 

The Tertiary Behavior Support (TBS) provider submitted an application to KSDE outlining the 
scope of work, management plan, personnel qualifications and responsibilities, and adequacy of 
resources. Each of the TBS TASN trainers holds an advanced degree in special education with 
emphasis on supporting students with behavior needs, has taught students with behavior needs, 
and has demonstrated quality training and coaching techniques through observation by an external 
evaluator. Prior to each training session the teams met and worked in pairs to prepare for the 
training session and become experienced with the pacing guide, revised or completed materials, 
determined roles in training, and (if needed) participated in a webinar to further prepare with 
training partners. The pre-meeting included a discussion of how members of the team supported 
each other during training and provided practice in the use of the tool, such as the behavior data 
graphing tool, in order to increase presenters’ knowledge of tool and their ability to support the 
team during the training session. After a training session the trainers participated in a debrief that 
day, and a follow-up adobe connect (or phone conference) with training partners, to address and 
solidify an understanding of the training received, support coaches with the content that they will 
take back to teams, and preview the next training session. All the training series topics and trainers 
were directly observed by an external evaluator. Feedback to the training team for each observed 
session included pre/post data, Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development 
Training data, and participant satisfaction data and comments. Evidence from the implementation 
of evidence-based tertiary behavior supports survey data and coaches’ report data were also 
provided to support improvement in the training content and implementation. 

3 

C(1) Coaching Accountability for 
development and 
monitoring of quality 
and timeliness of 
SPDG coaching 
services.  

Jamie Wolfe oversaw all FABI coaching services and reported coaching data to the external 
evaluator and KSDE. In addition, Wolfe oversaw and coached all FABI state trainers and 
coaches. She devoted 20% FTE to monitoring the implementation of the coaching service delivery 
plan, which included the frequency, intensity, and effectiveness of coaching support. The coaches 
attended all training series sessions, met with Wolfe and the FABI state-team at the beginning of 
and during each training day to review coaching support agenda for onsite training, attended 
adobe connect meetings following each training session, and met with school teams between 
training days and utilized training objectives document to support the FABI process outline. 

 
 
 
4 

C(2) Coaching SPDG coaches use 
multiple sources of 
information in order to 
provide assistive 
feedback to those being 
coached and also 
provide appropriate 
instruction or 
modeling. 

Coaching guidelines (e.g., number of visits, distance coaching options, preparation for a coaching 
visit, document review, observation, and team facilitation) were provided to each district. Coaches 
provided onsite assistance and guided the teams through the teaming process by utilizing an ORID 
structure (Objective, Reflective, Interpretive, and Decisional questions). Coaches used behaviorally 
focused feedback, helped practitioners to interpret and use this feedback, and made a strong link 
between performance improvement and desired outcomes. Coaches addressed the training 
objectives, modeled use of the Steps for FABI, directed use of resources on the TASN website, and 
addressed challenges the practitioners face in implementing the practices. Members of the school-
teams used Steps for FABI to document their implementation of functional assessment and 

 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
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Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s self 
rating 

behavior interventions, as well as tracked students’ academic and inclusion outcomes through the 
behavior data graphing tool. Coaches used these data as well as observation data, parent/guardian 
feedback, student interviews, and participation in team meetings to evaluate implementation 
progress. This implementation data was then shared with the team and team coach.  Teams were 
supported in sharing this information with parents/guardians. 

D(1) 
Performance 
Assessment 
(Data-based 
Decision 
Making) 

Accountability for 
fidelity measurement 
and reporting system is 
clear (e.g., lead person 
designated). 

Each district-designated tertiary supports team was responsible for ensuring program components 
were implemented so that continuous improvement of student outcomes drives team decisions. 
One team member, identified as the team coach, was responsible for fidelity measurement and 
reporting. The SPDG external evaluation coordinator, Dr. Amy Gaumer Erickson from the 
University of Kansas, was responsible for oversight of fidelity measurement. The SPDG evaluator: 
1) tracked fidelity data, 2) shared fidelity data with trainers/coaches who then discussed 
implementation data with the teams during onsite and web-supported coaching; and 3) evaluated 
progress. Student progress monitoring data and teacher input were reviewed during each coaching 
session and utilized to improve implementation activities on an ongoing basis. Behavior 
intervention plans were adjusted by the school teams based on data analyzed at ongoing meetings 
of each behavior intervention team. The SPDG evaluator was responsible for sharing fidelity of 
FABI implementation with KSDE, project staff, and the KSDE Technical Assistance Systems 
Network (TASN) leadership team on a minimum of a quarterly basis.   

4 

D(2) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Coherent data systems 
are used to make 
decisions at all 
education levels (SEA, 
regional, LEA, 
school). 

The KSDE TASN leadership team (which includes the SPDG external evaluator) met quarterly to 
review training, implementation, and outcome data in order to determine mid-course corrections 
at the systems level. The tertiary behavior support trainers met at least monthly to review training, 
implementation, and outcome data in order to determine mid-course corrections at the project 
level. The school tertiary behavior support teams met monthly to review school implementation 
and individual student progress data to determine mid-course corrections at the school and student 
levels. The trainers/coaches supported both the tertiary behavior support team and the 
administrator(s) in progressing through self-correcting feedback loops based on data analysis. 
Student progress data were tracked in the team drive and school-level inclusion, behavior, and 
achievement data were provided by KSDE. These data were available to the team leads, trainers, 
and external evaluator. The school teams used these data to determine if student outcomes were 
improving. The trainers used the data to identify common implementation support needs across 
schools. The KSDE TASN leadership team used the data to identify support needs across districts 
and build/sustain capacity through the integration of multiple initiatives.  

 
 
 
3 

D(3) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Implementation 
fidelity and student 
outcome data are 
shared regularly with 
stakeholders at 
multiple levels (SEA, 
regional, local, 
individual, 

The districts/schools in tertiary behavior supports project utilized the Steps for FABI, which 
outlined key components of the initiative, to determine whether or not they were making adequate 
progress in putting the required components into practice. The process checklist was shared with 
the administrator and team members and discussed during coaching sessions to support 
implementation. Participants were provided training on each component of the initiative before 
implementation. Initial implementation included ongoing professional development and coaching 
to ensure implementation fidelity and ongoing feedback for continuous improvement. The 
progress of each student was continually monitored by the team and shared with parents, teachers, 
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community, other 
agencies). 

and trainers. These data informed specific modifications in support for the student, 
implementation decisions for the team, training and coaching support by the trainers/coaches, and 
state-wide implementation assessment by the external evaluator. In addition, training participants 
(including team leads, teachers and principals) completed an assessment designed to determine 
knowledge relative to training (pre/post-tests) as well as application of new knowledge and skills in 
schools and classrooms (document analysis, implementation survey, coaching logs/observations, 
training objectives). These data also informed training and coaching. School-level inclusion, 
behavioral, and academic data were analyzed by the SPDG evaluator and shared with the trainers 
to monitor sustained impact. 

3 
 

D(4) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Goals are created with 
benchmarks for 
implementation and 
student outcome data, 
and successes are 
shared and celebrated. 

Based on a needs assessment, increasing the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom, decreasing disproportionality of disciplinary actions for students with 
disabilities, and improving academic achievement for students with disabilities were targeted as 
goals within the SPDG. Annual benchmarks toward greater inclusion, reduced discipline, and 
improved academic performances were identified and reported as project measures within the 
SPDG Annual Performance Report. Practice protocols describing program components and steps 
toward achieving full implementation were compared to student outcome data and teacher input 
to determine modifications needed for putting implementation drivers in place (e.g. Did student 
outcome data and teacher input indicate teachers needed more coaching in particular aspects of 
program implementation?). Schools utilized data to monitor student progress toward benchmark 
goals. Behavior support team meetings were held on a regular basis to discuss and celebrate 
progress toward goals as well as to strategize next steps to continuous improvement. 
 
In addition, the SPDG created a colorful, graphical annual evaluation brief that was distributed to 
stakeholders across the state and to the appropriate officials in the federal government. This report 
detailed program successes and areas targeted for improvement. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 

D(5) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Participants are 
instructed in how to 
provide data to the 
SPDG Project. 

Data requirement, due dates, and submission methods were clearly outlined in the Steps for FABI 
and included in the districts’ expectations. The team leads were responsible for data entry. During 
the training, these team leads met with the trainer to review the data entry requirements. They 
entered the data collected to that point. The team leads were given contact information for the 
trainer/coach to contact for help with data collection once they left the training. An email 
reminder, including due dates and helpful tips, was provided by the trainer two weeks prior to 
submission deadlines. During coaching sessions, the trainer/coach supported the team lead to 
enter additional data and answer questions related to data submission.  

 
4 

E(1) 
Facilitative 
Administrative 
Support / 
Systems 
Intervention 

Administrators are 
trained appropriately 
on the SPDG-
supported practices 
and have knowledge of 
how to support 

Principals were expected to fully support implementation of SPDG-supported tertiary behavior 
support (TBS) practices including using student outcome and teacher input data to align systems to 
ensure valued student outcomes. An administrator also was expected to attend each training as an 
active member of the local TBS team and participate in monthly team meetings. These 
expectations were outlined in the district and building agreements, which were signed by the 
administrator. Administrators reviewed student outcome data with their teams and collaboratively 

 
 
 
 
3 
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implementation. planned and adjusted behavioral interventions. 
E(2) 
Facilitative 
Administrative 
Support / 
Systems 
Intervention 

Leadership at various 
education levels (SEA, 
regional, LEA, school, 
as appropriate) 
analyzes feedback 
regarding barriers and 
successes and makes 
the necessary decisions 
and changes, including 
revising policies and 
procedures to alleviate 
barriers and facilitate 
implementation. 

School teams utilized data to monitor student progress toward benchmark goals. Behavior 
intervention team meetings were held on a regular basis to discuss student progress toward goals as 
well as to uncover perceived barriers to successful student outcomes. Teacher input was used to 
strategize next steps to continuous improvement for individual students. Continuous feedback 
(self-correcting feedback loops utilizing student outcome data and teacher input) informed changes 
in organizational policies and procedures deemed necessary to improve student outcomes. 
Principals, team leads/coaches, teachers, and other behavior intervention team members met on a 
monthly basis to review data and discuss changes in policies and procedures to improve outcomes. 
The state trainer, in collaboration with the external evaluator, analyzed team implementation and 
student outcome data and reported district- and state-level results to the KSDE TASN 
management team and project trainers. The data were discussed in detail at the mid-year meeting, 
which included KSDE, project staff, and the external evaluator, to inform changes to the training, 
implementation, and sustainability plans to overcome barriers and facilitate implementation. 

 
 
 
 
 
4 
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Prof Dev 
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Prof Dev 
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Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s 
self rating 

A(1) Selection Clear expectations are 
provided for PD 
participants and for 
schools, districts, and 
other agencies. 

All interested early career special educators were provided with the expectations for participation, both on 
the project website and in the registration. These expectations include guidelines for participating in the 
online community, communicating with their mentors, and completing explorations (6-week instructor-led 
training). Through a digital signature, mentees agreed to participate in the online mentoring community at 
least weekly, communicate with their mentor twice per week, complete three observation cycles, and 
complete at least one exploration. Prior to participation, the project director met with the school 
administrator to discuss requirements for the mentee and for administrative support.  Administrators 
agreed to provide information to mentees, set up a time for the initial tour of the online mentoring website, 
and review the monthly progress reports of their mentees. Commitments outlined roles, responsibilities, 
and requirements. 

3 

A(2) Selection Clear expectations are 
provided for trainers and 
SPDG coaches/mentors. 

The training has been developed by the New Teacher Center. The New Teacher Center has conducted ten 
years of research on the content and delivery methods. They evaluate the effectiveness of their training on 
an ongoing basis through participants’ performance and perceptions. A contractual services agreement 
outlines the expectations of the New Teacher Center for eMSS provided in Kansas. These expectation 
include mentee components (explorations, online community, and observation protocol) and mentor 
components (training, monitoring, and coaching). The mentoring description provided clear expectations 
for mentors. Mentors are veteran special education teachers with full teaching licenses that demonstrate 
both expertise in teaching and in mentoring early career teachers. These mentors have been trained by the 
New Teacher Center and they have met the criteria for quality mentor characteristics. Mentors participate 
in refresher mentoring training on an annual basis. Additional mentors are included in the project through 
the same training process. Mentors signed agreements regarding their responsibilities (i.e., number and 
frequency of contact with mentees, topics covered during mentoring). 

3 

B(1) Training 
 

Accountability for 
delivery and quality of 
training. 

The Kansas eMentoring Project Director, Julie Wilson at Greenbush Educational Service Center, oversaw 
the recruitment, selection, training, and progress monitoring of Kansas eMSS. She met virtually at least 
monthly with the New Teacher Center eMSS coordinator, Jenny Combs, and director, Alyson Mike, to 
discuss the training, progress of each mentee, and performance of each mentor. Together, they made mid-
course corrections based on the data and Julie followed up with mentees and mentors who were not 
meeting expectations. Julie was also the primary point of contact for school administrators. Monthly, she 
provided them with reports on the progress of each of their mentees. Julie Wilson devoted .75 full-time 
equivalent of her time to the project.  

3 
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B(2) Training Effective research-based 
adult learning principles 
are used.  

The eMentoring for Student Success (eMSS) includes effective use of adult learning principles (Dunst & 
Trivette, 2012): 

• Introduction: Mentors/trainers build rapport with each of their mentees, connect the content to state 
goals and school contexts, and emphasize the content’s impact on student learning. 

• Demonstration: Mentors build shared vocabulary, provide examples of the practices in use, and 
illustrate the applicability to the participants’ context. 

• Engagement: Mentors include opportunities for participants to share personal opinions, interact with 
each other related to the content, and rehearse new skills. 

• Evaluation: Mentors facilitate mentees’ reflection on learning, discuss specific indicators that would 
indicate a successful transfer to practice, and observe the mentees and provide feedback on their 
practices. 

• Mastery: Through observations and ongoing feedback, mentors provide coaching to fully implement 
and master effective practices for teaching. 

Mentees could post questions and discuss issues with the entire community or with just their mentor. They 
could access mentoring through the website, e-mail, iPad, or phone. Through the mentoring, the mentees 
reflected on their current practices and received coaching from their mentor to implement evidence-based 
instructional practices. Mentee also participated in explorations where they developed, implemented, and 
reflected on lesson plans or instructional strategies. The content for each exploration was developed by a 
national expert and vetted by the New Teacher Center. Additionally, mentees recorded video observations, 
reflected on their teaching practices, and shared/discussed these observations with their mentors. Research 
is continuously conducted and reported by the New Teacher Center on the research base (including the use 
of adult learning principles) of eMSS. 
 
Dunst, C.J., & Trivette, C.M. (2012). Moderators of the effectiveness of adult learning method practices. 
Journal of Social Sciences, 8, 143-148. 

3 

B(3) Training Training is skill-based 
(e.g., participant 
behavior rehearsal to 
criterion with an expert 
observing).  
 

Through the mentoring, the mentees reflected on their current practices and received coaching from their 
mentor to implement evidence-based instructional practices. Mentee also participated in explorations 
where they developed, implemented, and reflected on lesson plans or instructional strategies. Feedback was 
provided by the mentors on their performance. Mentee participation in the online community and each 
mentee’s posted comments were tracked, as well as the topics discussed and goals identified through direct 
conversations between the mentee and his/her mentor. Pre and post surveys identified the mentee’s current 
perceived competency in fulfilling key components of their teaching role.  
 
Through a minimum of two observation cycles, mentors observed the mentees and provided feedback on 
mentees’ instructional practices. Based on these observations, mentees self-evaluated and mentors also 
rated the mentee on the Kansas Educator Evaluation constructs: 

• Planning instruction based on learning and developmental levels of all students. 
• Establishing a classroom environment conducive to learning. 
• Providing a variety of innovative application of knowledge.  

4 

B(4) Training Training outcome data The primary purpose of eMSS is to develop effective educators who remain special educators in Kansas. 3  
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Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s 
self rating 

are collected and 
analyzed to assess 
participant knowledge 
and skills.  

Therefore, the primary outcome is proficiency in the Kansas Educator Evaluation constructs:  
• Planning instruction based on learning and developmental levels of all students. 
• Establishing a classroom environment conducive to learning. 
• Providing a variety of innovative application of knowledge. 

Outcome data on educator effectiveness was reported by the mentors on each of their mentees through 
classroom observations. Each mentor met individually with his/her mentees to provide feedback after each 
observation. This data was then reported to the Project Director, Julie Wilson, and the SPDG evaluation 
director, Amy Gaumer Erickson, who together reviewed the data to identify adjustments to the training, 
mentoring, or observation protocols. 
 
All mentee data, including their activity within the online mentoring portal and their frequency of contact 
with their mentor, was recorded and monitored. The participation reports were provided to district 
administrators on a monthly basis. Mentees that were not participating fully were contacted and 
encouraged to participate. They were also provided with the opportunity to provide suggestions for 
improving the mentoring. All activity data was reviewed on a monthly basis to inform the project 
implementation and to make mid-course adjustments. Mentees completed both a pre- and post-assessment 
of their knowledge and skills related to the content of the mentoring. Additionally, these mentees rated 
their competency on the Kansas Educator Evaluation constructs. Their mentor also rated the mentee on 
these same constructs and observed the mentee at least twice per year to identify the implementation of 
evidence-based instructional practices. Annually, for two years after completing the mentoring program, 
mentees complete a delayed outcome survey on the impact of eMSS and their teaching assignment within 
Kansas (retention). 

B(5) Training Trainers (the people who 
trained PD participants) 
are trained, coached, and 
observed.  
 

The training has been developed by the New Teacher Center, an entity developed and run by experts in the 
field of mentoring. The New Teacher Center has conducted 10 years of research on the content and 
delivery methods. Annually, they evaluate the effectiveness of their training. A contractual services 
agreement outlines the expectations of the New Teacher Center for eMSS provided in Kansas. The New 
Teacher Center contracts with experts in the field to develop training content based on current research. 
This content is then vetted by the New Teacher Center. All content is online and static, so the quality is 
maintained across the mentoring online platform. Fidelity includes the schedule, content, and process of 
mentoring. Fidelity data was reviewed on a monthly basis by the New Teacher Center and KS eMSS 
director on the project. Mid-course adjustments were made to the training schedule, content, and process 
based on this data-based decision making. Annually, participant feedback was collected through a 
satisfaction survey and pre/post assessment, and ongoing feedback was collected through conversations 
with participants (both with those who are highly involved and those that have had little interaction). This 
data was used to continually improve the mentoring.  
 
The primary contact for each mentee is their mentor. These mentors guide the mentees through the online 
community, coach them on effective instructional practices, and respond to their questions and request. 
The training and coaching of mentors is described in the next section C(1). 

3 

C(1) Coaching Accountability for The mentoring description provided clear expectations for mentors. Expectations include participating in 3 
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SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components 
The description of the component is:  1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 

 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s 
self rating 

development and 
monitoring of quality 
and timeliness of SPDG 
coaching services.  

the eMSS online environment 3-4 hours per week with regular weekly postings, participating in the annual 
mentor professional development, conducting multiple video observations of each mentee, and 
communicating with each mentee on a weekly basis. On a weekly basis, mentors submitted logs of the 
contact with mentees and completion of expectations. Their performance was reviewed on a monthly basis 
by the KS eMSS project director, Julie Wilson, and the New Teacher Center coordinator, Julie Combs. 
Mentors were provided with additional coaching from the New Teacher Center if needed to meet the 
expectations. If a mentor did not consistently meet the expectations, they were no longer assigned mentees. 
Annually, the mentors participated in update training, developed by the New Teacher Center, to maintain 
and expand their skills. 

C(2) Coaching SPDG coaches use 
multiple sources of 
information in order to 
provide assistive 
feedback to those being 
coached and also provide 
appropriate instruction 
or modeling. 

The mentors incorporated multiple mentoring techniques and continually monitored the progress of each 
mentee. Progress monitoring included communicating with the mentee through the online learning 
environment and through mechanisms identified as ideal by the mentee (phone, web call, e-mail, text). The 
frequency, method, and topic of each contact was tracked by the mentors and reported to the New Teacher 
Center. Additionally, at least twice per year, each mentee recorded a video of his/her instruction. Both the 
mentee and mentor viewed this video and reflected on the use of evidence-based instructional practices and 
ways to improve the instruction. They then discussed their reflections and collaboratively developed a plan 
for continual improvement of instruction. 

3  

D(1) 
Performance 
Assessment 
(Data-based 
Decision 
Making) 

Accountability for 
fidelity measurement and 
reporting system is clear 
(e.g., lead person 
designated). 

The roles of both the New Teacher Center lead, Jenny Combs, and the Kansas lead, Julie Wilson, have 
been clearly defined. They reviewed data on a monthly basis to make mid-course corrections to content and 
implementation. Mentees rated the quality of instructional practices of their mentors on an annual basis, 
and the project continually tracked the performance of mentors including contact with mentees and within 
the online community. Mentor performance was also reviewed on a monthly basis, and they were provided 
with additional coaching from the New Teacher Center if needed. If a mentor did not consistently meet the 
expectations, they are no longer assigned mentees. Mentors participated in refresher mentoring training on 
an annual basis. This training addressed areas identified as needed by the mentors. The skills of mentees 
were tracked on an ongoing basis by their mentors through surveys prior to and after participation in 
mentoring and through observations. Delayed post-assessments were also implemented to identify the 
sustainability and continued growth of early career special educators.  

3 

D(2) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Coherent data systems 
are used to make 
decisions at all education 
levels (SEA, regional, 
LEA, school). 

Data was collected in real time through the eMSS platform. This data was exported on a monthly basis and 
uploaded to a shared drive accessible by the Kansas eMSS director, the Kansas evaluation team, and the 
KSDE TASN management team. Ongoing data collection was used by the mentors to improve their 
mentoring techniques, by the project to improve overall implementation, and by the SEA to ensure that the 
mentoring is meeting the needs of Kansas early career special educators state-wide (including rural and 
urban districts). Mentees also watched their own teaching videos and reflected on their use of effective 
instructional practices. The SPDG Evaluator was integrally involved in the project, participating in 
conference calls with the New Teacher Center coordinator and the Kansas eMSS director. The evaluator 
and the Kansas lead provided data (e.g., number of participants, participation rate, districts represented, 
and initial outcomes) on an ongoing basis (at least quarterly) to the KSDE TASN management team (i.e., 
the statewide management team on special education professional development). This team reviewed the 
data, provided input, and collaborated with the project team to continually improve the implementation of 

3  
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SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components 
The description of the component is:  1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary 

 
 

Prof Dev 
Domain 

Prof Dev 
Component 

Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s 
self rating 

evidence-based mentoring for early career special educators. 
D(3) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Implementation fidelity 
and student outcome 
data are shared regularly 
with stakeholders at 
multiple levels (SEA, 
regional, local, 
individual, community, 
other agencies). 

LEA administrators were provided with information and outcomes of the project on an annual basis 
through state and regional administrator trainings. Presentations to all LEA administrators outlined the 
proactive planning and implementation at the LEA level (i.e., expectations for all early career special 
educators). The New Teacher Center and state leads provided initial orientation to eMSS to LEAs, 
including administrators and mentees. Multiple sources of data were utilized within self-correcting 
feedback loops to evaluate impact and continuously improve implementation. This data included mentor 
contact logs, mentee participation in the online learning environment, classroom observations, mentee self-
ratings, mentor evaluations, and mentee satisfaction. Mentees also participated in explorations where they 
develop, implement, and reflect on lesson plans or instructional strategies. This data was shared through a 
variety of mechanisms including quarterly data reports to KSDE and an annual evaluation report designed 
for wide dissemination. 

3  

D(4) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Goals are created with 
benchmarks for 
implementation and 
student outcome data, 
and successes are shared 
and celebrated. 

Fidelity includes the schedule, content, and process of mentoring. Fidelity data was reviewed on a monthly 
basis by the New Teacher Center and KS leads on the project. Mid-course adjustments were made to the 
training schedule, content, and process based on this data-based decision-making. Annually, participant 
feedback was collected through a satisfaction survey, and ongoing feedback was collected through 
conversations with participants (both with those who are highly involved and those that have had little 
interaction). Additional observation data was utilized to identify areas of continued growth for each 
mentee, and this data inform overall project priorities. Together, the data was used to continually improve 
the implementation of early career special educator mentoring. Successes, including project and individual 
teacher impact were shared through presentations and the annual evaluation report. Benchmarks for 
implementation were evaluated through observations that addressed the Kansas teacher constructs. Long-
term benchmarks are the teacher retention targets set in the Annual Performance Report. 

3 

D(5) 
Performance 
Assessment 

Participants are 
instructed in how to 
provide data to the 
SPDG Project. 

Data requirement, due dates, and submission methods were clearly outlined in the mentee applications and 
mentor agreements. Mentors were required to submit their contact logs on a weekly basis. Mentees were 
required to interact with their mentors and the online community. Data was collected on an ongoing basis 
through the eMSS online platform. Through this platform, data collection became a natural part of the 
mentoring process. All mentees and mentors were provided with contact information for the Kansas eMSS 
director, Julie Wilson. Whenever Julie meets with participants, she reinforced that she is available via e-
mail and phone for support on any aspect of the mentoring. Mentees are also informed of the annual 
follow-up retention survey and prompted annually via email to complete the survey. 

3 

E(1) 
Facilitative 

Administrative 
Support / 
Systems 
Intervention 

Administrators are 
trained appropriately on 
the SPDG-supported 
practices and have 
knowledge of how to 
support implementation. 

Administrators were expected to fully support implementation of SPDG-supported eMSS. The New 
Teacher Center and Kansas leads provided an overview training for administrators and mentees on the 
eMSS online portal. This was provided on-site or through a video conference in each district. The 
administrators are also provided updates on their mentees’ activity within the online portal and contacts 
with their mentors on a monthly basis. The Kansas eMSS lead also attended regional meetings for special 
education directors. At these meetings, she asked administrators who provided exemplary support within 
the eMSS implementation to share their strategies and the impact of eMSS in their districts. This peer-to-
peer learning and support encouraged facilitative administrative support across all Kansas districts. 

3 

E(2) Leadership at various Administrators utilized evaluation data to ensure that their early career special educators are accessing the 3 
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Prof Dev 
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Project Description of Related Activities (please note if you are attaching documents) 
Project’s 
self rating 

Facilitative 
Administrative 
Support / 
Systems 
Intervention 

education levels (SEA, 
regional, LEA, school, as 
appropriate) analyzes 
feedback regarding 
barriers and successes 
and makes the necessary 
decisions and changes, 
including revising 
policies and procedures 
to alleviate barriers and 
facilitate 
implementation. 

supports needed to become effective educators that remain in the field. TASN management team meetings 
were held monthly to discuss progress toward goals as well as to uncover perceived barriers to 
implementation. Teacher input, observation and survey results, and retention data were reviewed by the 
New Teacher Center, Kansas eMSS, and evaluation leads to strategize next steps to continuous 
improvement for mentoring. Continuous feedback (self-correcting feedback loops utilizing outcome data, 
observation data, and teacher input) informed changes in policies and procedures. 
 
Qualitative data also informed decisions. The Kansas eMSS director contacted any mentee that becomes 
inactive to determine their unique needs and identified if adjustments were needed to facilitate 
participation. As part of the recruitment process, the Kansas eMSS director also contacted each LEA 
special education director to determine their mentoring needs for the following school year and whether 
eMSS is addressing the priorities of the administrator. This information was then discussed at monthly 
meetings to celebrate successes and inform adjustments to the mentoring. 
 
The Kansas external evaluator analyzed implementation and outcome data and reported district- and state-
level results to the KSDE TASN management team and project trainers. The data were discussed in detail 
at the mid-year meeting, which included KSDE, project staff, and the external evaluator, to inform changes 
to the training, implementation, and sustainability plans to overcome barriers and facilitate 
implementation. Additionally, a project impact report is developed annually that provides an overview of 
the projects, implementation outcomes, and impact in easy-to-read graphical display of qualitative and 
quantitative data. This report is widely disseminated to KSDE staff, LEA administrators, and other 
stakeholders. 
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Executive Summary 

The 2012-2017 Kansas State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) facilitates effective learning 

support for students with disabilities in academically demanding learning environments and 

ensures district personnel have the knowledge and skills needed to provide high-quality 

education for all students. It focuses on evidence-based instructional practices within schools and 

ensures that educators receive sustained professional development needed to be effective and to 

remain in the field. The Kansas SPDG supports knowledge, skills, and practices necessary for 

implementation of the current Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) statewide 

priorities [e.g., ESSA, IDEA State Performance Plan, Kansas Multi-Tier System of Supports 

(MTSS), and Kansas Educator Evaluation Constructs]. The Kansas SPDG activities and 

providers are part of the Kansas Technical Assistance System Network (TASN), and, as such, 

are managed by the TASN Leadership Team, a state-level team that oversees professional 

development and technical assistance provided through the KSDE Office of Early Childhood, 

Special Education, and Title Services.  

Specifically, the Kansas SPDG focuses on three primary objectives, with family engagement 

practices integrated within each activity. Educators from early childhood through high school 

settings are eligible to participate in each initiative.  

1. Statewide implementation of evidence-based mentoring for early career special education 

teachers. Year-long online mentoring is available to all early career special educators in Kansas. 

Additionally, teachers of the visually impaired (TVI), and deaf/hard-of-hearing (DHH) are 

supported to obtain endorsements prior to participating in mentoring. In the past three years, 428 

early career special educators in 86 school districts or related organizations (including service 

centers and special education cooperatives/interlocals) have received mentoring. Additionally, 14 

individuals completed their TVI or certified orientation mobility specialist (COMS) training and 

20 individuals continue to participate in the training through partnerships with out-of-state 

universities. Currently, seven individuals are participating in out-of-state TOD programs. 

2. Implementation of effective instructional practices in co-taught classes across districts. 

Teacher teams with administrative support expand the implementation of evidence-based 

instructional practices through participation in structured co-teaching professional development 

and coaching. During the 2016-17 school year, six districts joined the initiative, participating in 

ongoing professional development and in-district observations and coaching. Throughout the 

2012-17 SPDG, teams, including both general and special educators, in 39 districts have 

implemented evidence-based instructional practices in co-taught classrooms.  

3. Expansion of tertiary behavior supports within Kansas MTSS. Building upon the Kansas 

Multi-Tier System of Supports (MTSS) Integrated framework and universal-level 

implementation, district teams (including parents) integrate effective processes for the 

identification of students’ tertiary behavior support needs and the implementation of evidence-
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based behavioral support strategies to address those needs. Through the 2012-17 SPDG, 36 

districts have been trained in evidence-based tertiary behavioral supports. Based on a high need 

identified by Wichita Public Schools, teams in 67 schools were trained during the 2014-2015 

school year and an additional 20 school teams from Wichita were trained in the 2015-2016 

school year, along with three teams from another district. During the 2016-17 school year, 

tertiary behavior supports were fully incorporated into the Kansas MTSS Integrated Framework 

intensive professional development and virtual training has been developed. 

The SPDG objectives are carried out through sustained professional development and coaching 

with continuous feedback and improved implementation of competency, capacity, and leadership 

implementation drivers (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2005). Implementation 

outcomes and fidelity of implementation are measured at all levels (state, district, and educator) 

to create self-correcting feedback loops used to continually improve the activities. The impact on 

students is evaluated within each activity to identify teachers’ professional development needs 

and to continually improve SPDG implementation.  

The SPDG has increased the retention of special education teachers in the field, the 

implementation of sustained evidence-based practices that support students’ academic and 

behavioral performance, the meaningful inclusion of students with disabilities in the least 

restrictive environment, and the facilitation of family engagement to support student success. 

Between 2012 and 2016, 108 Kansas districts and all education service centers participated in 

one or more SPDG-supported professional development initiative and in the implementation of 

these SPDG-supported practices. 

The outcomes and impacts of the Kansas SPDG initiatives have been disseminated widely 

through presentations at the SPDG National Meeting, Kansas Special Education Advisory 

Council, Kansas Leadership Conference, Kansas MTSS Symposium, Council for Exceptional 

Children Convention, New Teacher Center Symposium, and American Evaluators Association 

Conference; webinars on SigNetwork.org; and dissemination reports housed at 

https://www.ksdetasn.org/evaluation/2015-2016-tasn-provider-evaluation-briefs.  

To learn more: submit an information request via the big blue button www.ksdetasn.org or 

contact Kerry A. Haag, khaag@ksde.org Assistant Director, KSDE ECSETS.  Grant evaluation 

questions may be directed to Dr. Amy Gaumer Erickson, University of Kansas Center for 

Research on Learning, agaumer@ku.edu. 
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OMB No.1851-6002 Exp.06/30/2017

U.S. Department of Education
Grant Performance Report (ED 524B)

Project Status Chart PR/Award #: H323A120021
 
SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
1 . Project Objective [ ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.

                        Goal 1:    Improve achievement of students with disabilities through the sustained implementation of research-based instructional practices within Kansas Multi-Tier System of Supports
 Integrated Framework (Kansas MTSS).

Objective 1.1:  SPDG Program Measure 1: Projects use evidence-based professional development practices to support the attainment of identified competencies.  
                        

Quantitative Data
Target Actual Performance DataPerformance Measure Measure Type

Raw
Number Ratio % Raw

Number Ratio %

1.1a

                                By the end of the 5th year of funding
 the SPDG Co-Teaching Initiative, 80% of evidence-
based professional development components will score
 3 or 4 on the SPDG Worksheet/Rubric.                          
       

PROGRAM 8 / 10 80 16 / 16 100

1.1b.

                                By the end of the 5th year of funding
 the SPDG Tertiary Behavior Supports Initiative, 80% of
 evidence-based professional development components
 will score 3 or 4 on the SPDG Worksheet/Rubric.           
                      

PROGRAM 8 / 10 80 16 / 16 100

1.1c.

                                By the end of the 5th year of
 funding the SPDG Early Career Special Educator
 Mentoring Initiative, 80% of evidence-based professional
 development components will score 3 or 4 on the SPDG
 Worksheet/Rubric.                                 

PROJECT 8 / 10 80 16 / 16 100

1.1d.

                                By the end of the 5th year of funding,
 20% of local education agencies (LEAs) in Kansas will
 have implemented a SPDG Initiative.                             
    

PROJECT 2 / 10 20 102 / 286 36

Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)
 
Response contained in the "Project Narrative Section A, Explanation of Progress" Form
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OMB No.1851-6002 Exp.06/30/2017

U.S. Department of Education
Grant Performance Report (ED 524B)

Project Status Chart PR/Award #: H323A120021
 
SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
2 . Project Objective [ ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.

                        Objective 1.2:  SPDG Program Measure 2: Participants in SPDG professional development demonstrate improvement in implementation of SPDG-supported practices over time.                        
Quantitative Data

Target Actual Performance DataPerformance Measure Measure Type
Raw

Number Ratio % Raw
Number Ratio %

1.2a.

                                Eight months after initial participation
 in the Co-Teaching professional development, 80%
 of co-teachers will be implementing evidence-based
 co-teaching practices as identified through fidelity
 observations.                                 

PROGRAM 80 / 100 80 7 / 7 100

1.2b.

                                Six months after initial participation
 in the Tertiary Behavior Supports professional
 development, 80% of Tertiary Behavior Supports teams
 will be implementing evidence-based tertiary behavior
 practices as identified through coaches? document
 review.                                 

PROGRAM 80 / 100 80 2 / 2 100

1.2c.

                                Six months after initial participation
 in the Early Career Special Educator Mentoring, 80% of
 teachers will implement effective teaching practices as
 identified through observation.                                

PROJECT 80 / 100 80 53 / 59 90

Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)
 
Response contained in the "Project Narrative Section A, Explanation of Progress" Form
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OMB No.1851-6002 Exp.06/30/2017

U.S. Department of Education
Grant Performance Report (ED 524B)

Project Status Chart PR/Award #: H323A120021
 
SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
3 . Project Objective [ ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.

                        Objective 1.3: SPDG Program Measure 3: Projects use SPDG professional development funds to provide follow-up activities designed to sustain the use of SPDG-supported practices.            
            

Quantitative Data
Target Actual Performance DataPerformance Measure Measure Type

Raw
Number Ratio % Raw

Number Ratio %

1.3a.

                                Percentage of SPDG Co-Teaching
 Initiative funds used for activities designed to sustain
 the use of the evidence-based co-teaching instructional
 practices.                                 

PROGRAM 50 / 100 50 166180 / 213688 78

1.3b.

                                Percentage of SPDG Tertiary
 Behavior Supports Initiative funds used for activities
 designed to sustain the use of the positive behavioral
 instructional practices.                                 

PROGRAM 50 / 100 50 187970 / 254660 74

1.3c.

                                Percentage of SPDG Early Career
 Special Educator Mentoring Initiative funds used for
 activities designed to sustain the use of the evidence-
based instructional practices.                                 

PROJECT 50 / 100 50 178547 / 285000 63

Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)
 
Response contained in the "Project Narrative Section A, Explanation of Progress" Form
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OMB No.1851-6002 Exp.06/30/2017

U.S. Department of Education
Grant Performance Report (ED 524B)

Project Status Chart PR/Award #: H323A120021
 
SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
4 . Project Objective [ ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.

                        Objective 1.4:  Performance Measurement 4: Highly qualified special education teachers who have participated in SPDG-supported special education teacher retention activities remain as
 special education teachers two years after their initial participation in these activities.                        

Quantitative Data
Target Actual Performance DataPerformance Measure Measure Type

Raw
Number Ratio % Raw

Number Ratio %

1.4a.

                                80% of teachers that participated in
 SPDG Early Career Special Educator Mentoring remain
 as special education teachers two years after their initial
 participation.                                

PROGRAM 80 / 100 80 43 / 61 70

1.4b.

                                95% of teachers that participated in
 Teachers of the Visually Impaired, Certified Orientation
 Mobility Specialists, and Deaf and Hard of Hearing
 training remain as special education teachers two years
 after completing training.                                

PROGRAM 95 / 100 95 3 / 3 100

1.4c.

                                Participants in SPDG-supported
 mentoring engage families in the education of their
 children.                                

PROJECT 80 / 100 80 55 / 64 86

1.4d.

                                Students in classes taught by
 teachers participating in SPDG-supported mentoring are
 highly engaged in learning.                                

PROJECT 80 / 100 80 61 / 64 95

Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)
 
Response contained in the "Project Narrative Section A, Explanation of Progress" Form
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OMB No.1851-6002 Exp.06/30/2017

U.S. Department of Education
Grant Performance Report (ED 524B)

Project Status Chart PR/Award #: H323A120021
 
SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
5 . Project Objective [ ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.

                        Objective 1.5:  Sustained SPDG Co-Teaching evidence-based practices result in positive outcomes for students with disabilities.                        
Quantitative Data

Target Actual Performance DataPerformance Measure Measure Type
Raw

Number Ratio % Raw
Number Ratio %

1.5a.

                                Students in classes taught by
 teachers participating in SPDG-supported co-teaching
 professional development are engaged in learning.        
                        

PROJECT 80 / 100 80 109 / 112 97

1.5b.

                                Students in classes taught by
 teachers participating in SPDG-supported co-teaching
 achieve benchmarks in the subject(s) taught by the
 teachers.                                

PROJECT 70 / 100 70 245 / 377 65

1.5c.

                                Participants in SPDG-supported co-
teaching communicate with families about their children?
s progress.                                 

PROJECT 50 / 100 50 199 / 399 50

1.5d.

                                Districts implementing SPDG-
supported co-teaching practices improve LRE as
 measured by IDEA Pt. B State Performance Plan,
 Indicator 5a: Least Restrictive Environment.                   
             

PROJECT 70 / 100 70 5 / 10 50

Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)
 
Response contained in the "Project Narrative Section A, Explanation of Progress" Form
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U.S. Department of Education
Grant Performance Report (ED 524B)

Project Status Chart PR/Award #: H323A120021
 
SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
6 . Project Objective [ ]  Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.

                        Objective 1.6:  Sustained SPDG Tertiary Behavior Supports evidence-based practices result in positive outcomes for students with disabilities.                        
Quantitative Data

Target Actual Performance DataPerformance Measure Measure Type
Raw

Number Ratio % Raw
Number Ratio %

1.6a.

                                Students receiving SPDG-supported
 tertiary behavior supports show increased engagement
 in learning.                                

PROJECT 23 / 999 /

1.6b.

                                Students receiving SPDG-supported
 tertiary behavior supports improve performance in
 language arts and mathematics as measured by
 curriculum-based assessments.                                

PROJECT 6 / 999 /

1.6c.

                                Tertiary behavior support teams
 engage families in the education of their children.          
                      

PROJECT 55 / 999 /

1.6d.

                                Districts implementing SPDG-
supported tertiary behavior supports improve LRE as
 measured by IDEA Pt. B State Performance Plan,
 Indicator 5a: Least Restrictive Environment.                   
             

PROJECT 70 / 100 70 12 / 22 55

Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)
 
Response contained in the "Project Narrative Section A, Explanation of Progress" Form
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OMB No.1852-6003 Exp.06/30/2017

U.S. Department of Education
Grant Performance Report (ED 524B)

Project Status Chart
PR/Award #:  H323A120021

SECTION B - Budget Information (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
Title : H323A120021 KS 2017 Section B-Budget
File :  H323A120021_KS_2017_Section_B_Budget_.pdf
SECTION C - Additional Information (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
Title : H323A120021 KS 2017 Section C-Additional Info
File :  H323A120021_KS_2017_Section_C_Additional_Information.pdf
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U.S. Department of Education 

Grant Performance Report (ED 524B) 

Budget Information 

OMB No. 1894-0003 

PR/Award # (11 characters):  H323A120021 

 

SECTION B – Budget Information 

 Budget expenditure data in items 8a-8c.:   

- Previous budget period:  $4,253,867.51  

- Current budget period:       $242,957.21 

 

Provide explanation if federal grant funds have not been drawn down from G5 to pay for the budget expenditure amounts report in items 8a-8c of the ED 

524B cover sheet.  

- For amounts reported on ED524B 8a-8c all funds have been drawn from G5. 

 

Provide explanation if funds were not expended at the expected rate during the reporting period of April 1, 2016 to March 31, 2017. 

- All of year one award amount $1,070,260 has been expended.  

- All of year two award amount $1,070,260 has been expended. 

- All of year three award amount $1,070,260 has been expended. 

- $974,048 of year four award amount $1,070,260 has been expended.  Of the $96,212 remaining, $76,099 is in the process of being paid out and 

$20,113 represents KSDE indirect costs yet to be taken. 

 

- $240,369 of the year five award amount of $1,057,414 has been expended.  A portion of the remaining, $817,045 has not been expended at the 

expected rate during the reporting period due to the following: 

- indirect costs earned but not yet drawn in the amount of $20,888,  

- payroll in the amount of $12,888 

- invoices, contractual obligations, and A-Docs in the amount of $783,277 waiting to be paid out in the five remaining months of the current 

budget period. 

 

 Describe any significant changes to the budget resulting from modification of project activities.  No significant changes to the budget to report at this time. 

 

Describe any changes that affected the abiliity to achieve the approved project activities and/or objectives.  No changes to report. 

 

Do we expect to have unexpended funds at the end of the current budget period?   Yes, an estimated $150,000 in remaining funds may be unexpended from 

previous and current budget periods and will be requested for a no-cost time extension.  Remaining funds from the contractual/subgrant line items will be 

used to make payment for and complete grant objectives and activities.  Additionally, postage, communication, interpreter fees, printing, and the Other line 

items will be used to print and disseminate SPDG Family Engagement training materials and complete Early Career Mentoring training activities. 

 

Describe any anticipated changed for the next budget period.  This is the final budget period, pending NCTE request and approval. 
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 Grant Performance Report (ED 524B) 

 Project Status Chart 

 PR/Award # (11 characters):   H323A120021  
  

 
SECTION C - Additional Information   

 

KSDE TASN Leadership Team: 

 Colleen Riley, Director, ECSETS 

Kerry Haag, Assistant Director /SPDG Project Director, ECSETS 

Dr. Vera Stroup-Rentier, Assistant Director, ECSETS 

Doug Boline, Assistant Director, ECSETS 

Sandy Guidry, Assistant Director, ECSETS 

Tammy Mitchell, Assistant Director, ECSETS 

Crystal Davis, Co-Coordinator, TASN 

Kevin Davis, Co-Coordinator, TASN 

Susan Sipe, SPDG Coordinator, TASN 

Brad Schwartz, Co-Coordinator, TASN 

Dr. Amy Gaumer Erickson, University of Kansas, Center for Research on Learning 

 

SPDG External Evaluation: 

 Dr. Amy Gaumer Erickson, University of Kansas, Center for Research on Learning 

 Dr. Pattie Noonan, University of Kansas, Center for Research on Learning 

 

KSDE TASN Coordination Project 

 Crystal Davis, Co-Coordinator, TASN, Pittsburg State University 

 Kevin Davis, Co-Coordinator, TASN, Utah State University (Kansas based) 

 Susan Sipe, SPDG Coordinator, TASN, Keystone Learning Services 

 Brad Schwartz, Co-Coordinator, TASN, Utah State University 

 Dr. John Copenhaver, TAESE, Utah State University 

 

Early Career Mentoring and Family Engagement: 

 Julie Wilson, eMentoring for Student Success (eMSS) Coordinator, Southeast Kansas Education Service Center 

 Jane Groff and staff of the Kansas Parent Information and Resource Center 

 Alyson Mike, Director of Online Professional Development, New Teacher Center, Montana Office 
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Mentoring and Preparation of Teachers of the Visually Impaired and Certified Orientation Mobility Specialists 

 Dr. Madeleine Burkindine, Superintendent, Kansas School for the Blind 

 Dr. Anne Nielsen, Outreach Coordinator, Kansas School for the Blind 

 Drs. Rona Pogrund and Nora Griffin-Shirley, Texas Tech University 

 

Mentoring and Preparation of Teachers of the Deaf 

 Dr. Madeleine Burkindine, Superintendent, Kansas School for the Deaf 

 Luanne Barron, Assistant Superintendent, Kansas School for the Deaf 

 Dr. Joan Macy, Director of Outreach, Kansas School for the Deaf 

 Valdosta State University, Georgia 

 

Co-Teaching Practices 

 Susan Sipe, SPDG Coordinator, Keystone Learning Services Education Service Center 

 Dr. Shonda Anderson, TASN Co-Teaching Project, UCP Seguin of Chicago 

 Dr. Dave Hohulin, Kansas Infinitec Consultant, UCP Seguin of Chicago 

 Peggy Childs, Executive Director, UCP Seguin of Chicago 

 Dr. Richard Villa, Bayridge Consortium, Inc. 

 

Tertiary Behavior Support and Parental Involvement 

 Dr. Linda Wilkerson, Kansas MTSS Integrated Framework Director, Keystone Learning Services Education Service Center 

Dr. Lee Stickle, Project Director, TASN Autism Tertiary Behavior Support, Keystone Learning Services Education Service Center 

Dr. Jaime Wolf, Coordinator, TASN Autism Tertiary Behavior Support, Keystone Learning Services Education Service Center 

Connie Zienkewicz, Executive Director, Families Together, Inc. (State IDEA Parent Training Information Center) 

Lesli Girard, Director, Families Together, Inc. (State IDEA Parent Training Information Center) 

Darla Nelsen-Metzger, Parent Information Specialist, Families Together, Inc. 
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