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PROJECT NARRATIVE 
Optional Attachment for Additional Section A Text 

 
Project Status Chart – Section A. 
 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information 
 
1. Project Objective 
 
1a – 1b.  Program Measure 1:  Projects use evidence-based professional development practices to 
support the attainment of identified competencies.   
See the two attached worksheets for detailed information about the evidence-based practices used for 
these initiatives.  
 
The AL SPDG has two initiatives for which the project will provide evidence-based professional devel-
opment: 1) the Response to Intervention (RtI)/creating effective inclusive environments (CEIE) initiative, 
and 2) the secondary transition/post-school outcomes initiative.  
 
1a.  RtI/CEIE Initiative:   
 
Explanation of progress: The CEIE initiative scored at least a “3” in all components of the Evidence-
Based Professional Development Worksheet. Therefore, the initiative has met its target for measure 1a.  
 
Components in place: 
Components in place:  

o Selection: 2/2 (100%)  
o Training: 5/5 (100%)  
o Coaching: 2/2 (100%) 
o Performance Assessment: 5/5 (100%) 
o Facilitative Administrative Supports: 2/2 (100%) 

 
1b.  Secondary Transition/Post-School Outcomes Initiative:   
 
Explanation of progress: The transition initiative scored at least a “3” in all components of the Evi-
dence-Based Professional Development Worksheet. Therefore, the initiative has met its target for measure 
1b.  
 
Components in place: 
Components in place:  

o Selection: 2/2 (100%)  
o Training: 5/5 (100%)  
o Coaching: 2/2 (100%) 
o Performance Assessment: 5/5 (100%) 
o Facilitative Administrative Supports: 2/2 (100%) 

 
1c-i.  Project measure(s) consistent with Program Measure 1.   
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RtI/CEIE Initiative (Objective 2.2):  Deliver local-level training, TA, and instructional coaching for 
schools in pilot districts on academic RtI and CEIE that will result in increased knowledge and skills of 
individuals providing services to students with disabilities. (Performance measures 1c-1e) 
 
1c : Percentage Receiving Professional Development 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: For Goal 2, Project Performance Measure 1(c) includes train-
ing activities for 36 schools over the duration of the project (See Appendix D for a complete list of Goal 2 
schools). There were 17 schools in a sustainability phase and no longer participating in training or coach-
ing, however Project Performance Measures 1(c)-1(e) reflect their prior training and coaching data. Dur-
ing the no-cost extension period (March 10, 2018-September 30, 2018), the project worked with a total of 
19 schools in 11 feeder patterns. 
 
Project CTG Coaches and consultants reported on training activities in the online Project CTG Activity 
Log and the AL SSIP Activity Log. Additionally, the Project CTG Evaluator obtained the sign-in sheets 
following training events.  
 
Only Project CTG schools that received professional development were included in the analyses for per-
formance measure 1(c). For these schools, a full listing of staff in Grades 3-9 were obtained for each site. 
The Project CTG External Evaluator counted all individuals on the list in the following areas:  

o Certified, core content-area teachers (Reading/Language Arts, Math, Science, Social Stud-
ies) in Grades 3-9;  

o Certified special education teachers serving students in Grades 3-9; and  
o Principals, assistant principals, counselors, and instructional coaches.  

Non-instructional staff, paraprofessionals, teachers in grades other than 3-9, and teachers outside of the 
core content areas, were not included in the analyses.  
 
The participant sign-in sheets for each training activity were cross-referenced with the school staff list-
ings. The final formula was:  
 

_________# of Project CTG training participants_________ 
# of instructional staff and administrators in Grades 3-9 at schools  

 
Progress towards performance measures: A total of 132 staff from 18 of the 19 active schools received 
Project CTG training between March 10, 2018 and September 30, 2018. During this final reporting peri-
od, there was a total of 17 training events for school-level recipients. Table 1 lists the professional devel-
opment topics and frequencies.  
 

Table 1: Frequency of Goal 2 Training Topics Offered During the Final Report Period 
 

Topics Frequency of 
Training Offered 

Safe and Civil Schools Foundations (SW-PBIS) 5 
Safe and Civil School CHAMPS/DSC (Classroom 
PBIS) 5 

Co-Teaching and Co-Planning 3 
Coaching (Instructional Coaching, Better Conversa-
tions) 2 

Other (Specially Designed Instruction, Reading Inter-
vention Program) 2 
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For Performance Measure 1(c), a total of 713 teachers in the core content area in Grades 3-9, special edu-
cators, and principals in 36 schools have received training during the current or prior reporting periods. 
The percentage of school staff in Grades 3-9 receiving Project CTG training was 77.42%. Project CTG 
set a goal of 60% of all instructional staff in the feeder pattern schools would receive training. Alabama 
met and exceeded Performance Measure 1(c).  
 
The percentage of staff participating in Project CTG training varied among sites, and the graphs below 
show the percentage of training participants for each school, grouped by cohort/year.  
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As the graphs demonstrate, 28 out of the 36 Project CTG sites (77.78%) met the Performance Measure 
1(c) target of 60% of instructional staff participate in Project CTG training.  
 
While this performance measure captures the target audience of Project CTG, it does not reflect the over-
all scope of the training:  

1. Project CTG offers some one-time training with follow-up coaching (e.g., the OGAP Math 
Camp), however the CEIE approach typically involves participation in more than one training. 
The average number of training sessions attended was 2.43 per person.  

2. Other participants within the feeder pattern schools attended Project CTG training but were not 
included due to their instructional roles (e.g., paraeducators, teachers in first and second grade, li-
brary staff, etc.). Since the Foundations training includes all certified and non-certified school 
staff, the number of training participants in Foundations sites is greater than indicated in the per-
formance measure.  

3. Non-school participants also attended Project CTG training, including ALSDE coaches and staff, 
project coaches, and district staff. As part of the Alabama SSIP work, the SPDG work has ex-
panded in several counties. For example, Calhoun County Schools has expanded their SPDG 
training across the district as part of the similar Alabama SSIP work. Sites and individuals outside 
of the project scope are not reflected in Performance Measure 1(c). 

4. Foundations is a schoolwide behavior support model, and training participants take the infor-
mation back to schools to develop school-based training. Not all participants within schools are 
represented in the data, particularly for Cohort 5 schools.   

 
Explanation of unmet targets: Between March 10, 2018-September 30, 2018, 77.78% of instructional 
staff in Grades 3-9 at the selected sites participated in Project CTG training. Therefore, Alabama met and 
exceeded Performance Measure 1(c) for the final reporting period.  
 
Final report cumulative project data: Project CTG is in its final reporting period. The graph below 
shows Performance Measure 1(c) over the past six years. 
  

Page 8

H323A120023



 
 
As the graph demonstrates, the percentage of teachers and administrators receiving Project CTG training 
increased over the span of the project. Furthermore, the project met the Performance 1(c) target all but the 
first year of the project.  
 
Once the project began its SSIP activities during the 2015-2016 school year, the percentage of educators 
trained increased to 75% and maintained for the duration of the SPDG project. The parallel SSIP initia-
tives (co-teaching, CHAMPS, and schoolwide PBIS) emphasized schoolwide training, which comple-
mented the Project CTG approach to whole-school training. 
 
1d : Percentage Receiving Coaching 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: The same data collection process described in Performance 
Measure 1(c) was used for Performance Measure 1(d).  
 
For schools that received training from Project CTG, the Project CTG Coaches’ Activity Logs were ana-
lyzed. The Project CTG Coaches listed the individuals who were coached in the Activity Log. Additional-
ly, the Project CTG Coaches and consultants reviewed the list of those individuals listed in the Activity 
Log as receiving coaching to verify the data. The staff receiving subsequent coaching were cross-
referenced with the participant sign-in sheets for each training activity. The final formula was:  
 

_# of Project CTG PD participants receiving coaching_ 
# of Project CTG training participants 

 
Progress towards performance measures: Staff from 34 of the 36 schools receiving Project CTG training 
received subsequent instructional coaching from Project CTG. The two schools that did not receive 
coaching, Booth Elementary and Dauphin Island Elementary, were in Cohort 1 (Mobile County). Staff 
from these schools attended Project CTG training but chose not to receive subsequent coaching.  
 
A total of 578 teachers and administrators received instructional coaching following Project CTG train-
ing. Therefore, the percentage of staff in Grades 3-9 receiving coaching from Project CTG was 81.07%. 
Alabama set a goal of 70% of training participants in Project CTG schools would receive coaching, and 
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therefore the project met Performance Measure 1(d). During the final reporting period, 153 Project CTG 
teachers received coaching on Goal 2 initiatives.  
 
The graphs below show the percentage of training participants for each school who received follow-up 
coaching from Project CTG staff. The graphs are grouped by Project CTG cohorts.   
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During the 2017-2018 school year, there were nine coaches for Goal 2 activities. Each participating 
school averaged approximately 162 hours of coaching over the past year, and therefore participants not 
only received coaching, but multiple coaching opportunities.   
 
Explanation of unmet targets: In the final reporting period, 81.1% of instructional staff who attended 
Project CTG received follow-up instructional coaching. Therefore, Alabama met Performance Measure 
1(d). 
 
Final report cumulative project data: Project CTG is in its final reporting period, and the graph below 
shows Performance Measure 1(d) coaching data over the past six years. 
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While the first-year coaching results were highest due to intensive coaching among fewer teachers, the 
percentage of coaching decreased in Year 2 and then increased annually.  Other than the second year, Pro-
ject CTG met its Performance 1(d) target of coaching at least 70% of teachers and administrators who had 
received training. As the data demonstrate, the project has emphasized coaching throughout the grant.  
 
1e : Participating in Online Coaching  
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Project CTG Coaches and consultants indicate on the Project 
CTG Activity Log whether a consultation included online coaching, often referred to as e-coaching or 
bug-in-the-ear coaching. The Project CTG External Evaluator maintains a Professional Development Da-
tabase of all instructional staff and administrators at the participating schools. The Evaluator tracks 
whether staff attend training, receive coaching, or participate in online coaching in the Professional De-
velopment Database. The Evaluator cross-referenced the list of online coaching participants with the list 
of instructional staff receiving coaching. 
 
Participation in online coaching requires specific training, and not all Project CTG participants receive the 
training. Furthermore, not all Project CTG schools have the equipment to offer online coaching, and not 
all schools opted to participate in online coaching. Therefore, only sites that had received training on 
online coaching and are set-up to offer online coaching were included in the formula for Performance 
Measure 1(e).  
 
The final formula was:  
 

_# of Project CTG PD participants receiving online coaching two or more times_ 
# of Project CTG coaching participants with online coaching available 

 
Progress towards performance measures:  Alabama set a target of 50% of participants that receive in-
structional coaching will participate in online coaching or consultation.  
 
Staff from 12 of the 36 Project CTG schools received online coaching two or more times. A total of 92 
teachers and administrators received online coaching following Project CTG training. Therefore, the per-
centage of staff in Grades 3-9 receiving online coaching from Project CTG was 51.11%. Alabama set a 
goal of 50% of participating coaching recipients would receive online coaching, and therefore the project 
met and exceeded Performance Measure 1(e).  
 
The figure below shows the percentage of coaching participants who received online coaching for each 
school implementing online coaching. The percentages reflect the online coaching recipients compared to 
the total number of coaching participants.  
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Explanation of unmet targets:  The performance measure target was 50% of coaching recipients would 
be online coached two or more times. During the final reporting period, 51.1% of coaching recipients in 
participating schools received online coaching. Therefore, Project CTG met Performance Measure 1(e).  
 
Final report cumulative project data: Project CTG is in its final reporting period, and the graph below 
shows Performance Measure 1(e) online coaching data over the past six years. 
 

 
 
As the results demonstrate, the project did not meet its Performance Measure 1(e) target of 50% until 
Year 3. The performance measure target for online coaching began with Year 2. The second project year 
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was a transition period that included coaching the coaches on the online coaching process and trouble-
shooting technology and infrastructure issues. By Year 3, a process was established for identifying, 
coaching, and tracking the online coaching recipients. Even after meeting the target, though, the perfor-
mance measure required careful planning with coaches to meet the target.  
 
RtI/CEIE Initiative (Objective 2.3):  Scale-up local-level training, TA, and instructional coaching for 
districts on reading, math, and behavior that will result in increased knowledge and skills of individuals 
providing services to students with disabilities. (Performance measure 1f) 
 
1f : Scaling-Up Sites Served 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Alabama counted the number of school sites participating in 
the project.  
 
Progress towards performance measures:  In years 2-4, Project CTG’s target was two sites per year. As 
the project is in a no-cost extension year, however, there was no expectation that any sites would be added 
to the project. Project CTG did not add any sites between March 10, 2018-September 30, 2018.  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: Project CTG did not have a target for the final reporting period, and the 
project did not add sites. Therefore, Performance Measure 1(f) is not applicable for the final reporting 
period.  
 
Final report cumulative data: The figure below demonstrates the results of Performance Measure 1(f) 
over the six years of the project.   
 

 
 
As shown in the graph, the number of Project CTG sites and feeder patterns increased each year of the 
project until the no-cost extension period. The parallel work of the Alabama SSIP initiatives helped to 
significantly increase the number of sites and feeder patterns in the 2015-2016 school year. Furthermore, 
while 36 schools were part of Project CTG during the final two school years, the work has continued to 
expand substantially under the Alabama SSIP initiative.  
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Secondary Transition/Post-School Outcomes Initiative 
 
1g-1i: Post-School Outcomes Modules and Technical Assistance (Objective 3.2):  Deliver statewide 
training opportunities and communities of practice for families and district staff that will result in in-
creased knowledge, skills, and awareness about secondary transition and post-school supports. 
 
1g: Post-School Outcomes Modules 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: In prior project years, Project CTG has contracted with the 
IRIS Center to offer online modules on secondary transition topics for participating Alabama teachers. 
The Project Performance Measure 1(g) target was for one module in Years 2, 3, and 5, but there was no 
target for the final reporting period. 
 
Project CTG paid for the costs associated with the module participation for Elmore County, Gadsden 
County, and Andalusia City Schools.  
 
Progress towards performance measures:  Project CTG staff did not plan to offer a new module during 
the final reporting period, and instead, project staff encouraged transition sites to complete the existing 
IRIS Center modules. Specifically, special education teachers in Project CTG transition sites who had not 
already completed the IRIS Center’s new Secondary Transition: Student Centered Transition Planning 
module (https://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/module/tran-scp/#content) were asked to complete the mod-
ule. The Project CTG Evaluator received sign-in sheets or participant lists from schools for teachers or 
administrators.  
 
For performance measure 1(g), Alabama set a target of offering a secondary post-secondary enrollment 
training module during Years 2, 3, and 5. The final reporting period is outside of the target dates, and no 
new modules were planned.  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: There was no target established for the final reporting period, and the pro-
ject did not add a post-secondary planning module. Therefore, Project CTG has no data or target to report 
for Performance Measure 1(g).  
 
1h: Professional Development on Transition/Post-School Outcomes 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Project CTG’s Goal 3 includes four major initiatives: 

o The selection of high schools to serve as demonstration sites in transition, including imple-
menting a research-based transition curriculum;  
o Participation in the transition/post-school outcomes modules and transition training; 
o The delivery of training and technical assistance to teachers and administrators by the Ala-
bama Parent Education Center; and 
o The hosting of three parent focus groups to gather longitudinal data on parents’ and schools’ 
needs related to transition. 

 
As part of the no-cost extension, Project CTG offered a variation on its Transition Demonstration Site 
initiative: To offer applying school districts funding to purchase an evidence-based secondary transition 
curriculum for high school or middle and high school students within their districts. The curriculum sites 
were given limited funds to purchase the curriculum and receive training on the initiative. Unlike the pro-
ject’s Transition Demonstration Site initiative, Project CTG was not offering coaching during the no-cost 
extension or support for school- or district-wide transition programming.  
 
Transition Demonstration Sites 
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Project CTG has Transition Demonstration Sites as noted in the table below. The schools received train-
ing on transition, purchased and implemented the Stanfield Transitions curriculum, received support for 
transition programming (e.g., transition fairs, community-based work opportunities, job coaches, etc.), 
and were supported by a part-time Project CTG Transition Coach.  
 
Table 2: Project CTG Participating Goal 3 Schools and Their Levels of Implementation for the Fi-

nal Reporting Period 
 

District School Years in Pro-
ject 

Implementation 

Andalusia City Schools Andalusia Junior/Senior High 
School 

2 Initial Implementation 

Elmore County 
Schools 

Stanhope-Elmore High School 4 Full Implementation 

Elmore County 
Schools 

Wetumpka High School 4 Full Implementation 

Gadsden City Schools Gadsden City High School 2.5 Full Implementation 
Gadsden City Schools Litchfield Middle School 0.5 Exploration 
 
Project CTG added a middle school in the Gadsden City School District beginning in summer of 2018. 
The school offered gardening and farm-to-table cooking techniques training for middle school students 
with disabilities in alignment with the Gadsden City High School’s Beautiful Rainbow Café restaurant 
program. The middle school began developing transition programming for its students during the 2018-
2019 school year, and the transition programming will continue through the 2017 SPDG. 
 
Participants in the Transition Demonstration Sites have received training on transition programming, im-
plementing the curriculum, and the IRIS Center modules.  
 
Secondary Transition Curriculum Sites 
 
The Transition Demonstration Sites activity was expanded as part of the no-cost extension to include 
Transition Curriculum Sites. School districts were asked to apply for funding to purchase evidence-based 
transition curricula and include training on the curricula. Through the application process, 13 school dis-
tricts were funded, with a total of 28 middle and high schools (See Appendix D for Transition Schools).  
 
Although the Transition Curriculum Sites purchased transition curriculum in the early fall 2018, 53.8% of 
the participating schools had already received training on the curriculum. For those sites implementing 
the James Stanfield Transitions curriculum, Project CTG offered training led by Ms. Wanda Young, a 
Transition Demonstration Site transition teacher and implementer of the Stanfield curriculum for the past 
four years. Ms. Young was one of the co-developers of the Alabama Transition Crosswalk, which aligned 
the Stanfield curriculum and the Alabama transition standards. Her training included how to use the 
crosswalk to align IEP goals with the Stanfield curriculum.  
 
Transition Training and Post-School Planning Modules 
 
As noted in 1(g), Project CTG offers secondary transition modules to parents of transition-aged children 
and teachers. During the 2017-2018 school year, Project CTG contracted with the IRIS Center to pay for 
tracking of participants, including pre-/post-testing, registration for continuing education credits, and an 
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online dashboard for district and school administrators. This service has allowed Project CTG to identify 
school-based participants who are registered through the IRIS Center. Unfortunately, this service does not 
identify Alabama teachers and parents who are not registered through their districts. As a result, Project 
CTG staff could not identify all Alabama participants completing the IRIS Center modules. Project CTG 
staff obtained module registration information directly from the districts to track the number of partici-
pants from Transition Demonstration Sites. 
 
In addition to the modules, the ALSDE offered secondary transition training at a statewide, Summer Pro-
fessional Learning Conference. During the conference, two training sessions were offered on secondary 
transition and preparing for post-school outcomes. A count of teachers, school administrators, and district 
administrators was determined from the sign-in sheets. Additionally, Project CTG, with the Alabama PTI, 
offered three training opportunities, as described in the parent section below. 
 
Parent Center Training on Transition 
 
Alabama Parent Education Center (APEC), the Alabama Parent Training and Information center, was 
contracted to provide training to parents, professionals, and educators regarding secondary transition and 
preparing students for post-school life. APEC and the ALSDE-SES coordinated to offer two regional En-
gage Alabama Transition Conferences in April and June 2018. The Engage Alabama conferences includ-
ed training for parents, professionals, and educators on the transition process and resources, as well as 
how to use the new EngageAL app for transition planning. Additionally, APEC offered a training session 
on Improving Outcomes for Children with Disabilities. The half-day conference focused on parents and 
teachers working together. 
 
For all three APEC events, the APEC Director reported the number of attendees for each training session.  
 
Parent Focus Group Training 
 
Parents participating in the Transition Parent Focus Groups received training on transition services and 
post-school outcomes. The focus groups were conducted during the Year 6 reporting period, and no addi-
tional training occurred during the final reporting period. 
 
The final formula was:  
 
IRIS Center module participants + Transition curriculum training participants + Transition training par-

ticipants = Performance Measure 1(h) 
 
Progress towards performance measures:  Between March 10, 2018 and September 30, 2018, a total of 
308 individuals completed the transition training. The figure below shows the number of attendees by 
initiative; the parent center/ALSDE-SES collaborative training events had the greatest number of partici-
pants. The figure depicts the number of attendees, however several individuals attended more than one 
transition training event.  
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The participants within each PD were categorized by type of participant. As the figure below shows, the 
largest category was “educators,” followed by “professionals”, and the smallest category was “parents.”  
 

 
 
Explanation of unmet targets: For Performance Measure 1(h), 308 individuals participated in the transi-
tion modules and training between March 10, 2018-September 30, 2018. The target for the final reporting 
period was 75 participants. Therefore, Project CTG has met and exceeded Performance Measure 1(h).  
 
1i: Coaching and Technical Assistance for Transition/Post-School Outcomes 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Project CTG’s Goal 3 offers coaching and technical assis-
tance, as requested, for any of the training. Due to the statewide nature of the goal and the limited funding 
for the initiative, the coaching and follow-up activities are focused on three of the initiatives: 
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1) Coaching at Transition Demonstration Sites (not Transition Curriculum sites) regarding curricu-
lum implementation and transition programming; 

2) Coaching following module participation among demonstration site educators and parent focus 
group participants; and  

3) Technical assistance to the parents completing the training at the transition parent focus groups. 
 
Sign-in sheets from the parent focus groups, district training sign-in sheets, and the completion records 
from the IRIS Center were collected by the Project CTG Evaluator to confirm training participation. To 
determine coaching, the Project CTG: 

1) Reviewed the AL Project CTG Activity Log records to see coaching records; 
2) Confirmed follow-up with the AL PTI Director (Jeana Winters).  

 
The final formula was:  

_# of Project CTG PD participants receiving coaching_ 
# of Project CTG PD participants in demonstration sites and parent training events 

 
Progress towards performance measures: During the final reporting period (March 10, 2018-September 
30, 2018), no new individuals were coached. APEC continued to offer technical assistance to parents who 
had been reported during the Year 6 reporting period, but no coaching occurred within the schools. 
 
Due to retirements and changing positions, during the 2017-2018 school year, Project CTG only had one 
part-time transition coach (B. Fields). Ms. Fields worked on a limited basis on transition infrastructure 
and interagency collaboration activities and did not provide school-based coaching. Furthermore, due to a 
hiring freeze at the ALSDE, the project was without a school-based transition coach during the 2017-2018 
school year. While two transition coaches were hired in late-spring 2018, they did not provide individual 
coaching during the final reporting period. Therefore, as Performance Measure 1(i) is cumulative, the data 
reported represents coaching that occurred in prior years.  
 
A total of 59 teachers, administrators, and parents received coaching/TA following Project CTG training, 
and the total number of educators and parents who had received Project CTG training was 87. Therefore, 
the percentage of educators and parents receiving coaching from Project CTG was 67.82%.  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: Alabama set a goal of 60% of all professional development participants 
would receive coaching by the end of Year 3, and the percentage coached was 67.8%. Therefore, the pro-
ject met and exceeded Performance Measure 1(i). 
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2. Project Objective 
 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information) 
 
2a-2b. Participants in SPDG professional development demonstrate improvement in implementa-
tion of SPDG-supported practices over time. 
For Program Measure 2, Alabama is reporting on Goals 2 (CEIE) and 3 (secondary transition).  
 
2a.  RtI/CEIE Initiative:   
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: As described in Performance Measure 1(c-d), Project CTG has 
offered training to 36 of the feeder pattern schools and coaching at 34 of those schools. Data for the final 
reporting period were collected in schools active during the final reporting period (March 2018-
September 2018). Data reported includes fidelity data for the 2017-2018 school year, including data col-
lected after the prior reporting period.  
 
The Co-Teaching/Co-Planning Consultants (Dr. Donna Ploessl and Dr. Pamela Howard) and the Project 
CTG Evaluator (Dr. Jocelyn Cooledge) collected the external fidelity checks for 88 co-teaching dyad par-
ticipants. The external fidelity observations were conducted in 16 schools during the 2017-2018 school 
year. For four veteran co-teaching dyads who were renewing their fidelity, the co-teachers completed an 
observation and self-assessment with his or her coach.  
 
Alabama used the Project CTG RtI/CEIE Fidelity Observation Form for the Goal 2 fidelity checks. This 
form, using measures taken from Friend’s (2013) book Co-Teach, focuses on adherence to the domains 
below. While the teacher parity and instructional roles have scoring instructions (Friend, 2013), the scor-
ing for the co-teaching models and the Specialist’s instructional role were established with input from the 
Project CTG external consultants for co-teaching: 

o Fidelity of the co-teaching model(s) used during the lesson; 
o Classroom culture/teacher parity; 
o Instructional roles; 
o The Specialist’s (special education teacher’s) instructional role;  
o Parity in assessment; and  
o Communication.  

One to two external fidelity checks were conducted during the 2017-2018 school year. In a few cases, a 
co-teaching dyad was observed twice to ensure fidelity. The results from the most recent observation are 
reported in Performance Measure 2(a). 
 
To calculate fidelity, the following formula was used: 

_# of Project CTG CEIE participants scoring 80% or better on fidelity form_ 
# of Project CTG CEIE teachers observed 

 
Progress towards performance measures: 
 
Of the 88 co-teachers observed by the external scorers, 74 scored 80% or greater on the fidelity form 
(84.09%). Project CTG set a target of 75% of participating dyads would implement 80% of the core 
RtI/CEIE components. Therefore, Alabama met its target for Performance Measure 2(a).  
 
The average score on the Project CTG Co-Teaching Fidelity Observation Form was 85.60%, and the 
range was 54% to 100%. There were numerous co-teaching staffing changes for the 2017-2018 school 
year, and therefore, the high fidelity rate was likely the result of intensive coaching. 
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Explanation of unmet targets: During the 2017-2018 school year, 84.09% of Project CTG CEIE partici-
pants demonstrated 80% or more of the core PD components. The Project CTG target was 75%, and 
therefore the project met its target for Performance Measure 2(a).  
 
2b.  Secondary Transition/Post-School Outcomes Initiative:   
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Project CTG collected fidelity data for the teachers implement-
ing the Stanfield Transitions curriculum in the model demonstration sites. No new transition fidelity data 
were collected between March 10, 2018-September 30, 2018, and therefore Project CTG is reporting fi-
delity data from the 2017-2018 school year.  
 
Andalusia Junior/Senior High School (Andalusia City), Gadsden City High School (Gadsden City), and 
Stanhope Elmore High School and Wetumpka High School offered transition classes for students with 
disabilities during the 2017-2018 school year. These schools implemented the Stanfield Transitions cur-
riculum in their transition classes. The Stanfield Transitions curriculum is an evidenced-based secondary 
transition curriculum, and each lesson is scripted for the teacher. Four teachers implemented the Stanfield 
Transitions curriculum during the final reporting period.  
 
During the 2017-2018 school year, the Project Evaluator and the Project CTG Transition Coordinator ob-
served the transition classes and collected external fidelity data.  The external observers used the Transi-
tion Fidelity Form, based on the Stanfield Transitions Curriculum’s Elements of the Transition Curricu-
lum and the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center’s Evaluation Toolkit (the “Stu-
dent Development” section).  The form focuses on adherence to the following domains: 

o Fidelity to the Stanfield Transitions Curriculum’s six key elements of each lesson; 
o Elements of the instruction; and  
o Student engagement.  

To calculate fidelity, the following formula was used: 
 

_# of Project CTG teachers scoring 80% or better on the Transition Fidelity Form_ 
# of Project CTG transition teachers observed 

 
Progress towards performance measures: Of the four classes observed, three teachers scored 80% or 
greater on the fidelity form (75.0%). One of the teachers who had achieved fidelity in prior school years 
scored just under the 80% target when observed during 2017-2018. Project CTG set a target of 75% of 
participating teachers would implement 80% of the core transition components. Therefore, Alabama met 
its target for Performance Measure 2(b).  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: During the 2017-2018 school year, 75% of Project CTG transition teach-
ers demonstrated fidelity, and therefore the project met and exceeded its target for Performance Measure 
2(b).  
 
2c-d. Project measures consistent with Program Measure 2.   
 
2c. RtI/CEIE Student Progress 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Each participating feeder pattern school implementing CEIE is 
required to have a progress monitoring system to participate in the project. Progress monitoring data were 
collected for schools participating in the project during the 2017-2018 school year. Data from three 
schools were not included due to no data submitted or concerns about data discrepancies.  
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Data were collected for each participating classroom in Grades 3-9, and the data included both students 
with an IEP and students without an IEP. Teachers administered the progress monitoring assessments in 
August/September, December/January, and May. The Project CTG Coaches obtained the progress moni-
toring data and entered the data into the project’s data collection sheet. Students with a disability are not-
ed on the data collection sheet, as well as their primary disability. All student names are removed prior to 
sharing the data with the Project CTG Evaluator.  
 
To calculate the gain scores, the Project CTG Evaluator used the “Baseline” data point (Au-
gust/September 2017) and the most recent data point (May 2018). If a student withdrew prior to January, 
or if the student enrolled late, the student’s score was not included in the gain score analyses.  
 
The Project CTG Evaluator calculated the gain scores for each student using the following formula: 
 

Spring progress monitoring score – Baseline progress monitoring score = GAIN SCORE 
 
Analyses conducted with the progress monitoring data included: 

o The percentage of all students, students with disabilities, and students without disabilities demon-
strating positive gain scores;  

o The gap in progress monitoring gain scores between students with and without a disability; 
o The percentage or students with disabilities demonstrating a gain by subject; and  
o The percentage or students with disabilities demonstrating a gain by disability subtype.  

The results of the analyses are included below. 
 
Progress towards performance measures: Valid progress monitoring data were collected for 1,251 stu-
dents, including 403 students with disabilities in the participating co-taught classrooms (32.21% of the 
students). Approximately 100 students’ data were omitted due to missing pre- or post-data.  
 
For Performance Measure 2(c), the percentage of students with disabilities that showed an increase in 
their progress monitoring scores from Fall to Spring was 71.22%. The target for Performance Measure 
2(c) was 50%. Therefore, Project CTG met and exceeded its target percentage for the final reporting peri-
od.  
 
The figure below demonstrates the percentage of students with disabilities and students without disabili-
ties who showed gains in progress monitoring assessment enrolled in Project CTG classes: 
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As the figure demonstrates, over 70% of both students with disabilities and students without disabilities 
showed gains on their progress monitoring assessment over the 2017-2018 school year. Both groups 
showed gains on their assessment, and there was only a 5.43% gap between groups.  
 
In terms of the raw gain, only those schools using the Performance Series assessment by Scantron were 
included to ensure congruency among the data; all but one school district used the Scantron assessment 
for its pre/post data. As shown in the graph below, the actual gains among students with disabilities and 
students without disabilities in the co-taught classrooms were similar; there was a 5.68-point gap be-
tween groups.  
 

 
 

The data were also analyzed to determine differences in reading/ELA and math. Students with and with-
out disabilities exceeded the 50% performance measure target for both reading and math progress moni-
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toring scores. As the figure below shows, 71.5% of students without disabilities showed a gain in read-
ing/ELA compared to 65.4% of students with disabilities. In math, 85.7% of student without disabilities 
showed a gain in math compared to 77.6% of students with disabilities. While the math results were high-
er, the gap between students with and without disabilities was similar for both content areas (6.1% for 
reading/ELA and 8.1% for math). The results for the single co-taught history class were not included due 
to the small sample size.  
 

 
 

Lastly, growth was compared for different disability subgroups. Disability categories with more than 
eight students were included in the analyses. As the figure below depicts, all disability subgroups met the 
target of 50% of students demonstrate growth on the progress monitoring assessment.  
 

 
 
As the longest-participating district, the ALSDE-SES examine the growth in the Lauderdale County sites 
(Brooks Elementary and Brooks High Schools). The two sites in Lauderdale County were new to the pro-
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ject in August 2014, and therefore the intervention had minimal time to make an impact by the December 
2014 progress monitoring assessments collected for the Year 3 524B reporting. As the figure below 
demonstrates, the co-teaching initiatives appear to take at least one year to show an impact. The figure 
below shows the percentage of students demonstrating progress monitoring gains in co-taught classrooms 
increased after the intervention. The analyses do not necessarily track the same students over time but 
demonstrate the impact of the interventions over time.   

 

 
 
Explanation of unmet targets: In the final reporting period, 71.2% of SWD showed increased progress 
monitoring scores, and the target was 50%. Therefore, Alabama met and exceeded its target for Perfor-
mance Measure 2(c).   
 
2d. Parent Impact 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: As described in Performance Measure 1(h), there were three 
strands of training/TA for Project CTG parents: 

1) Project CTG partnered with the IRIS Center to offer Secondary Transition modules to parents of 
students with disabilities and educators. 

2) APEC, the Alabama PTI, offered training to parents, professionals, and educators regarding post-
secondary planning. 

3) Project CTG and APEC partnered to conduct three regional Parent Focus Groups. During the fo-
cus groups, parents received training from APEC.  

During the final reporting period of March 10, 2018-September 30, 2018, Project CTG did not have any 
confirmed parents completing the IRIS Center modules. Furthermore, the Parent Focus Groups occurred 
during the prior reporting period. As a result, data for Performance Measure 2(d) for the final reporting 
period consisted of data from three APEC and ALSDE-SES training events in April and June 2018.  
 
At the end of the transition training events, APEC or Project CTG staff administered post-evaluations, 
asking parents to rate their knowledge and skills before and after the event. The number of parents report-
ing a behavior change or skills was compared to the number of parents completing the evaluations. Par-
ents who rated their knowledge and skills at the maximum value both before the training and after the 
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training were excluded from the analyses. While educators also completed the modules and participated 
in the APEC training, only parent responses were included in the performance measure.  
 
The formula for Performance Measure 2(d) was used: 
 
_# of parents participating reporting a change in behavior as a result of the Project CTG transition train-

ing__ 
# of parents participating in Project CTG transition training 

 
Progress towards performance measures: Of the 54 parent training respondents, 41 reported a change in 
behavior (75.93%).  
 
Both the two Engage Alabama conferences and the Improving Outcomes training were rated highly; the 
Engage Alabama average change was 66.67% whereas the Improving Outcomes averaged 83.33%.  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: During the final reporting period, 75.93% of the parents reported a change 
in behavior or skills as a result of the training.  The target was 50%, and therefore Alabama met and ex-
ceeded Performance Measure 2(d).  
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3. Project Objective 
 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information) 
 
3a – 3b.  Projects use SPDG professional development funds to provide follow-up activities designed 
to sustain the use of SPDG-supported practices.  Alabama is reporting on the same initiatives we are 
reporting on for Program Measures 1 & 2.  This year’s outcomes for Program Measure 3 are described 
below. 
 
3a.  RtI/CEIE Initiative.   
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Alabama used the following formula to calculate the percent-
age of funds:  
 

Cost of activities designed to sustain implementation 
Cost of all PD activities for an initiative 

 
To define “activities designed to sustain implementation,” Alabama included job-embedded PD activities; 
coaching; planning for coaching; offering technical assistance to parents or personnel following PD; as-
sisting the District Implementation Teams to build capacity; creating and using data, PD reporting, and 
PD communication plans for LEAs; conducting fidelity measures; personnel collecting, analyzing, or 
sharing SPDG data; reviewing school data with school, district, or state staff; using curriculum packages 
purchased with project funds; providing TA on conducting fidelity measures and other assessments; 
providing PD on using online coaching; and creating and using the “Just in Time Vignettes.” 
 
In addition, each Project CTG Coach reported on daily activities in the Project CTG Activity Log. Ala-
bama analyzed the professional development activities in the feeder pattern schools. To calculate the total 
time, Alabama examined the time SPDG personnel spent on: 1) Professional development/training to 
feeder pattern schools; 2) Planning for coaching or assessment, done in collaboration with teachers and 
other coaches; 3) Coaching and job-embedded professional development activities to feeder pattern 
schools; 4) Meeting to discuss project with SPDG personnel or attending other district meetings; 5) Site-
based office work, including entering data; 6) Travel site to site; 7) Receiving professional development; 
and 8) Other activities not categorized. Coaches received training on how to input their data into the Ac-
tivity Log.  
 
The activities in the Project CTG Activity Log were then analyzed by salary for each personnel. It is im-
portant to note that only the coaches and ALSDE staff paid for with SPDG funds are reflected in the per-
formance measure calculations below. There are also SSIP Coaches and other ALSDE staff who work 
with the project but are not paid for with SPDG funds. SPDG staff used the sum of the Planning for 
Coaching and Coaching categories as “sustaining” expenses. The sum of the total costs for each coach 
was used for the denominator: 
 

Planning + Coaching  
Training + Planning + Coaching + Meeting +Office + Travel + Receiving PD + Other 

 
For contracted work, the individual contracts were calculated as “sustaining activity,” “training costs” or 
“other non-sustaining costs.” Individual contractors are required to enter their activities on a CAR report. 
The External Evaluator coded these activities. For the district contracts, the individual line-items were 
used to calculate the costs for each category.  
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Progress towards performance measures: To determine the proportion of funds for coaches’ salaries 
dedicated to “sustaining activities,” Project CTG staff first determined the percentage of time spent on 
each category of the Project CTG Activity Log. The figure below shows the greatest amount of time was 
spent on “Coaching.” Aside from “Other,” the percentage of time the Project CTG Coaches spent on de-
livering training was the lowest category. The data showed that 50.90% of the Goal 2 Project CTG 
Coaches’ time was spent on sustainable activities. The results for each category was multiplied by the 
cost of salary and benefits for each coach. 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

The results from the Project CTG Coaches’ salaries and benefits were added to other SPDG costs: 
• Consultants; 
• Other contractors; 
• SPDG district contracts; 
• Web and technology; and 
• SPDG-mandated expenses.  

 
Using the Performance Measure 3(a) formula, Alabama spent 62.55% of its professional development 
funds for the RtI/CEIE initiative on sustainable activities. Therefore, Alabama met its target of 60% dur-
ing this reporting period.  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: During the final reporting period, Alabama met its target for performance 
measure 3(a) with a percentage of 62.55% 
 
3b. Secondary Transition/Post-School Outcomes Initiative.   
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Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Alabama used the following formula to calculate the percent-
age of funds:  
 

Cost of activities designed to sustain implementation 
Cost of all PD activities for an initiative 

 
To define “activities designed to sustain implementation,” Alabama included job-embedded PD activities; 
coaching; planning for coaching; offering technical assistance to parents or personnel following PD; as-
sisting the District Implementation Teams to build capacity; creating and using data, PD reporting, and 
PD communication plans for LEAs; conducting fidelity measures; personnel collecting, analyzing, or 
sharing SPDG data; reviewing school data with school, district, or state staff; using curriculum packages 
purchased with project funds; providing TA on conducting fidelity measures and other assessments; 
providing PD on using online coaching; and creating and using the “Just in Time Vignettes.” 
 
There was no additional Project CTG individual coaching for Goal 3 during the final reporting period, 
and therefore only contracted work, training experiences, materials, and website/technology expenses 
were included in Performance Measure 3(b). For contracted work, the individual contracts were calculat-
ed as “sustaining activity,” “training costs” or “other non-sustaining costs.” Individual contractors are re-
quired to enter their activities on a CAR report. The External Evaluator coded these activities. For the dis-
trict contracts, the individual line-items were used to calculate the costs for each category.  
 
Progress towards performance measures: SPDG costs from consultants; APEC; the IRIS Center; SPDG 
Transition Demonstration sites; SPDG Transition Curriculum sites; website and technology; travel; and 
training materials were added to calculate the performance measure.  
 
Using the Performance Measure 3(b) formula, Alabama spent 76.95% of its professional development 
funds for the transition initiative on sustainable activities. Therefore, Alabama met its target of 60% dur-
ing the final reporting period.  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: Alabama met and exceeded its target for performance measure 3(b) during 
the final reporting period.  
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4. Project Objective 
 
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information) 
 
4a.  Graduation Rates Among Target Schools  
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Graduation data were obtained from the ALSDE Web site for 
students with disabilities and all students in target schools. When data from students with disabilities did 
not meet the minimum cell size, the data from other sites were averaged. The data for feeder pattern high 
schools participating during Year 3 of the project included: Brooks High School (Lauderdale County), 
Wetumpka and Stanhope Elmore High Schools (Elmore County), Robertsdale (Baldwin County), and 
Alma Bryant (Mobile County). High schools participating in Years 4-6 were not included since there was 
a limited timespan for the project outcomes, as well as the baseline group had been determined in Year 3.  
 
Historical data on the ALSDE website were different from prior 524B reports due to revisions in the re-
porting of the state graduation data. Since significant portions of the project affect all students in the tar-
geted classrooms or schoolwide, the graduation data for all students is reported for the performance 
measure. Data for students with disabilities are included below.  
 
Progress towards performance measures: The baseline measure, derived from the FFY 2011-2012 grad-
uation data, showed 74.4% of students from the target Project CTG high schools graduated. In FFY 2016-
2017, 87.40% of students graduated from the same Project CTG high schools. This difference represents 
13.0% increase in the graduation results compared to baseline, and the target was a 3% gain over baseline.  
 
Although Project Performance Measure 4(a) addresses “All students,” the graduation data for students 
with disabilities also increased. Among participating SPDG high schools, the graduation rate increased by 
almost 27% between FFY 2011-2012 to 2016-2017.  
 
Data from the five included Project CTG high schools for baseline and Years 1-5 are included in the fig-
ure below.  
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While the project exceeded its target, the results should be interpreted cautiously. Beginning in FFY 
2016-2017, there were changes in data calculation and internal control processes for the Adjusted Cohort 
Graduation Rate (ACGR) that have been instituted by the ALSDE since the June 14, 2017 receipt of the 
audit report by the Office of Inspector General (OIG), Control Number ED-OIG/A02P0010. The audit 
period covered the ACGR between school years 2010-11 through 2013-14, specifically for school year 
2013-14. The purpose of the audit was to determine whether the ALSDE implemented a system of inter-
nal control over calculating and reporting graduation rates sufficient to provide reasonable assurance that 
reported graduation rates were accurate and complete.  
 
As a result of the OIG’s Findings, the ALSDE submitted a corrective action plan on May 2, 2017. The 
Special Education Services Section will participate in the corrective actions with other ALSDE Sections, 
including Counseling and Guidance, Instructional Services, Prevention and Support Services (the ACGR 
data owner), and Information Systems to ensure that systems of internal controls are developed and im-
plemented and to ensure that data submitted by the LEAs to the ALSDE are accurate and complete, stu-
dents are counted in the right cohort, and LEAs maintain documentation supporting student removal from 
a cohort. In addition to other actions, the ALSDE responded to the recommendation to remove 
AOD/Essentials/Life Skills Pathway graduates from the ACGR until it can be shown that the program is 
fully aligned with the Alabama standard diploma academic requirements (p. 30). The ALSDE will include 
students whose coursework was fully aligned to the state’s core academic content standards in the ACGR 
for the state, local education agencies and local high schools.  
 
The Project CTG Director has consulted with Alabama’s Project Officer, Dr. Jennifer Coffey, regarding 
this issue. The 2016-2017 graduation data were updated between the May 2018 Continuation Report and 
the Final Report. Although the data were obtained from the ALSDE website, Project CTG staff cannot 
independently verify the accuracy of these data. The project had a significant gain between the 2015-2016 
school year and the 2016-2017 school year, and while Project CTG staff would like to attribute the 18% 
gain to project activities, the staff recognize the collection, and/or the reporting of data are more likely the 
cause of the significant increase in graduation rates among project schools.  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: The target graduation rate for Year 3 Project CTG feeder pattern high 
schools was 77.4%. The 2016-2017 results showed an 87.4% graduation rate. Therefore, Project CTG 
met its five-year goal for Performance Measure 4(a). It should be noted that the Special Education Ser-
vices section is not the data owner for graduation data, and therefore, no assurances can be made on the 
accuracy of the progress.  
 
4b. Gap in Graduation Rates Among Target Schools 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: Graduation data were obtained from the ALSDE website for 
students with disabilities and all students in target schools. When data from students with disabilities did 
not meet the minimum cell size, the data from other sites were averaged. The data for feeder pattern high 
schools participating during Year 3 of the project included: Brooks High School (Lauderdale County), 
Wetumpka and Stanhope Elmore High Schools (Elmore County), Robertsdale (Baldwin County), and 
Alma Bryant (Mobile County).  
 
The graduation rates for all students were compared with students with disabilities at the high schools. 
The gaps in graduation rates between SWD and all students were reported for the performance measure 
4(b) target.  
 
Progress towards performance measures: The baseline measure, derived from the 2011-2012 graduation 
gap data, showed a gap of 25% between the percentage of all students and students with disabilities grad-
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uation from participating Project CTG feeder pattern high schools. The target is a 5% decrease from base-
line, and therefore 20%.  
 
In 2016-2017, the graduation gap decreased to 11.01% for the same Project CTG high schools. This dif-
ference represents 13.99% decrease in the graduation gap compared to baseline. Data from the five in-
cluded Project CTG high schools for baseline and Years 1-5 are included in the figure below.  
 
 

 
 
 
Explanation of unmet targets: The target graduation gap between all students and students with disabili-
ties for Year 3 Project CTG feeder pattern high schools was 20.0%. The 2016-2017 results showed an 
11.01% gap. Therefore, Project CTG met its five-year goal for Performance Measure 4(b).  
 
As noted in Performance Measure 4(a), the ALSDE reanalyzed its graduation data as required from the 
findings of the OIG audit (Control Number ED-OIG/A02P0010). While Project CTG met its five-year 
goal, the graduation data cannot be independently verified. Furthermore, the trend data suggest the FFY 
2016-2017 graduation gap may be an anomaly, and the graduation gap may have in fact remained con-
sistent over time. It should be noted that both “All students” and “Students with disabilities” groups 
showed increased graduation rates compared to baseline.  
 
4c. Reading Achievement Data Among Target Schools 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: In the 2013-2014 school year, Alabama adopted the ASPIRE 
as its state assessment. Performance Measure 4(c) and 4(d) were based on the previous state assessment—
the Alabama Reading and Math Test (ARMT). The ARMT yielded proficiency index scores, a version of 
a proficiency gap score. The ASPIRE results do not yield proficiency index scores. Therefore, Perfor-
mance Measure 4(c) and 4(d) were modified to reflect the gap in the proficiency scores between the “All 
Students” and “Special Education” subgroup for Reading and Math, respectively.  
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A new target of a 3% decrease was set for Performance Measure 4(c) based on the gap in Reading profi-
ciency during the 2012-2013 school year. The baseline was set at 37.56, and therefore a gap of 34.56 or 
less was needed to meet the 3.0% decrease as indicated in the performance measure.  
 
The reading proficiency data for the Project CTG feeder pattern schools in Mobile, Baldwin, and Lauder-
dale County School Districts were obtained from the ALSDE Web site. The ALSDE reports the percent-
age of students and students with disabilities who achieved proficiency. The Reading proficiency scores 
for all students were compared with students with disabilities in Grades 3-8 and 10th at the Project CTG 
schools. To determine the gap, the “Students with Disabilities” score was subtracted from the “All Stu-
dents” score.  
 
Progress towards performance measures:  Alabama looked at two measures related to Reading profi-
ciency: 1) The percentage of students who were proficient in the students with a disability subgroup; and 
2) The gap between the students with disabilities and all students. The graph below shows the Reading 
proficiency data for Project CTG schools. 
 

 
 
As noted in the explanation of the data collection, Alabama adopted the ASPIRE assessment in 2013-
2014, accounting for the large decline in proficiency. While these declines are dramatic, they are likely 
reflective of the more rigorous college and career ready standards. As noted in the figure above, the per-
formance among students with disabilities in the three Project CTG districts increased by approximately 
1.58%  since the adoption of the ASPIRE. 
 
For Performance Measure 4(c), Project CTG staff also looked at the gap between all students and the stu-
dents with disabilities subgroup for the Reading proficiency scores. To meet the performance measure of 
a 3% decrease in the achievement gap, a gap score of 34.56% or less was needed.  
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The results from the 2016-2017 school year show a gap of 29.01 points, or an 8.55% decrease from the 
baseline (SY 2012-2013) results. These data show that Project CTG met its performance measure for the 
final reporting period. The gap between students without disabilities and students with disabilities de-
creased for Reading proficiency on the ACT ASPIRE.  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: The target for performance measure 4(c) is a 3% decline in the gap be-
tween “All Students” and the “Students with Disabilities” subgroup. The first year of the grant, 2012-
2013, there was 37.56-point gap, and in FFY 2016-2017, there was a 29.01-point gap in reading achieve-
ment between groups. Therefore, for the final reporting period, the gap decreased by 8.55%, and Project 
CTG met its target.   
 
4d. Math Achievement Data Among Target Schools 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: As noted in 4(c), in the 2013-2014 school year, Alabama 
adopted the ASPIRE as its state assessment. As a result, Performance Measure 4(d) was modified to re-
flect the gap in the proficiency scores between the “All Students” and “Special Education” subgroup for 
Math.  
 
A new target of a 3% decrease was set for Performance Measure 4(d) based on the gap in Math proficien-
cy during the 2012-2013 school year. The baseline was set at 36.4, and therefore a gap of 33.4 or less was 
needed to meet the 3.0% performance measure.     
 
The math proficiency data for the Project CTG feeder pattern schools in Mobile, Baldwin, and Lauderdale 
County School Districts were obtained from the ALSDE Web site. The ALSDE reports the percentage of 
students and students with disabilities who achieve proficiency. The Math proficiency scores for all stu-
dents were compared with students with disabilities in Grades 3-8 and 10th at the Project CTG schools. To 
determine the gap, the “Students with Disabilities” score was subtracted from the “All Students” score. 
 
Progress towards performance measures:  Alabama looked at two measures related to Math proficiency: 
1) The percentage of students who were proficient in the students with a disability subgroup; and 2) The 
gap between the SWD and all students. The graph below shows the Math proficiency data for selected 
Project CTG schools.  
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Similar to the Reading proficiency data, the percentage of students proficient on Math section of the AS-
PIRE assessment showed a dramatic decrease from 2012-2013. The decline is likely the result of the 
adoption of more rigorous standards as well as the readiness of teachers to prepare students for the as-
sessment. Once the ASPIRE was adopted, the percentage of students with disabilities achieving profi-
ciency in math increased by 7.18% between 2013-2014 and 2016-2017. 
 
For Performance Measure 4(d), Project CTG staff also looked at the gap between all students and the 
SWD subgroup for the Math proficiency scores. To meet the performance measure of a 3% decrease, a 
gap score of 33.40 or less was needed.  
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The results from the 2016-2017 school year show a gap of 26.27 points, or a 10.13% decrease from the 
baseline (SY 2012-2013) results. These data show that Project CTG met its performance measure for 
Year 6. The gap between students without disabilities and students with disabilities decreased for Math 
proficiency on the ACT ASPIRE. 
 
Explanation of unmet targets: The target for performance measure 4(d) is a 3% decline in the gap be-
tween “All Students” and the “Students with Disabilities” subgroup. The first year of the grant, 2012-
2013, there was 36.40-point gap, and in 2016-2017, there was a 26.27-point gap in math achievement be-
tween groups. Therefore, for the final reporting period, the gap decreased by 10.13%, and Project CTG 
met its target.     
 
4e. Parent Involvement Outcomes Data 
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: The Alabama SPP/APR data for Indicator 8 were obtained for 
performance measure 4(e). These data reflect statewide percentages for parents of students with disabili-
ties satisfied with their involvement in their children’s schools. The ALSDE had previously set a target 
for parent involvement at 89%. In 2013-2014, however, the state target was lowered to 75.13%.  
 
The Project CTG target reflects 3% over the baseline rate in 2009-2010. Therefore, to meet Performance 
Measure 4(e), the percentage of parents reporting involvement must meet or exceed 77.5%.  
 
Progress towards performance measures:  
The FFY 2016-2017 data demonstrate the parent involvement rate was 80.74%. The target was 77.5%, 
and therefore Alabama met its 5-year target. Additionally, the results show an increase of 6.24% over the 
2009-2010 baseline measure. The figure below demonstrates the trend in the parent involvement rate for 
the state. 
 

 
 

The FFY 2016 data represent a change in the method of administering the Alabama Parent Survey. In pri-
or years, parents mailed completed hard-copy surveys to a university who compiled the data. In FFY 
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2016, parents had the option of completing the survey online or submitting the hard-copy results to 
his/her child’s school. The change in the administration more than doubled the response rate.  
 
Explanation of unmet targets: Alabama’s parent involvement rate was 80.74% in 2016-2017, and the 
target was 77.5%. Therefore, Alabama exceeded its target for Performance Measure 4(e).   
 
4f. Post-Secondary Enrollment Outcome Data  
 
Data collection, evaluation, and analysis: The statewide post-school outcome data were obtained from 
the Alabama SPP/APR reports. Since Project CTG’s Goal 3 focuses on transition and preparing students 
with disabilities for post-school outcomes, particularly post-school enrollment, Alabama used Indicator 
14a data (higher education enrollment).  The post-secondary enrollment data for the entire state were re-
ported for performance measure 4(f). The ALSDE had previously set a target for post-school enrollment 
at 13.9%. In 2013-2014, however, the state target was increased to 22.24%.  
 
The Project CTG target reflects 3% over the baseline rate in 2009-2010. Therefore, to meet Performance 
Measure 4(f), the percentage of students reporting post-secondary enrollment must meet or exceed 16.9%.  
 
Progress towards performance measures:  
The FFY 2016 data for post-secondary enrollment were 27.81%. These data, reported on the SPP/APR in 
spring 2018, represent a 0.48% increase over FFY 2015 and a 14.04% increase since 2009-2010. The 
2016-2017 results show the state exceeded its SPDG target of 16.9%.  
 
The figure below demonstrates the trend in the post-secondary enrollment rate for the state. 
 

 
 
 
In addition to the enrollment in higher education data (Indicator 14a), Alabama examined the results for 
SPDG/SSIP feeder pattern high schools compared to all Alabama districts on the FFY 2016 Alabama 
Post-School Outcomes Survey. The data for the participating SPDG districts were analyzed as a pre/post 
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comparison (i.e., the prior results in the three-year cohort cycle versus the most recent Post-School Out-
comes Survey results for the same districts). The figure below demonstrates the difference in the percent-
age of students enrolled in either higher education or competitively employed (Indicator 14b) for 
SPDG/SSIP districts and all Alabama districts in FFY 2013 and FFY 2016.  
 
 

 
 

As the figure shows, districts participating in the SPDG/SSIP initiatives had over a 14% increase for Indi-
cator 14b pre/post, whereas the state had over a 2% decrease pre/post. These results suggest participation 
in the SPDG/SSIP may have positively impacted students with disabilities after high school.   
 
Explanation of unmet targets: The target for performance measure 4(f) is 16.9% of students with disabil-
ities are enrolled in higher education. The enrollment in higher education rate for SWD was 27.81% in 
Year 6. These results represent an increase of 10.91% over the target, and therefore Alabama has exceed-
ed its performance measure target.  
 
Implementation focus for the coming year: Alabama is continuing to implement activities designed to 
improve Indicator 14 outcomes through its SSIP work.  
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 U.S. Department of Education 
 Grant Performance Report (ED 524B) 
 Executive Summary 
 

 PR/Award # (11 characters):  H323A120023  
 
 
The Alabama State Personnel Development Grant (AL SPDG) Project Closing the Gap (Project CTG):  Improving 
Literacy and Mathematics Outcomes for Students with Disabilities was initially funded in October 2012. The AL SPDG 
was developed within the context of building stronger linkages across the professional development (PD) systems of the 
Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) and Alabama’s Parent Training and Information Center (AL PTI). 
These strengthened linkages were developed to maximize the impact of professional development upon teacher practice 
and family outcomes, specifically in the areas of literacy, mathematics, behavior, and post-school outcomes. Through its 
efforts, the project would close the achievement gap through creating effective inclusive environments (CEIE) for 
students with disabilities in grades 3-9 and improve post-secondary outcomes for students with disabilities.  
 
Prior to the project, ALSDE-SES staff had 
developed several partnerships, including 
the ALSDE’s Alabama Reading Initiative 
(ARI), the Alabama Math Science and 
Technology Initiative (AMSTI), Prevention 
and Support, and Safe and Civil Schools. 
Through these collaborations, Project CTG 
would offer co-teaching and co-planning in 
the core content areas and behavior 
supports to teachers.  
 
As seen in the graphic to the right, Project 
CTG blended implementation science with 
Dr. Jim Knight’s Big Four model of 
behavior/community building, content 
knowledge, strategic instruction, and 
formative assessment. Prior to the project, 
Special Education Services (SES) staff had 
developed the model and piloted co-
teaching training and coaching in several 
Mobile schools as a mechanism for 
improving literacy and mathematics 
outcomes.  
 
For improving post-school outcomes, the 
project planned to focus on secondary 
transition and post-secondary enrollment in 
institutions of higher education (IHEs) 
through collaborations with the AL PTI and Auburn University. These collaborations would produce transition resources, 
including online secondary transition modules and parent focus group data. 
 
In addition to the content, instructional approaches, and collaboration with partners, Project CTG was established with 
sustainability in mind. Coaching was an integral component of the project from its inception, and instructional coaches 
who could offer support to educators in content and instruction were involved in the project from its initial pilot. Project 
CTG also focused on technology, including online coaching and online transition modules, as a means to increase 
efficiency and reduce costs. Lastly, while creation of District and School Leadership Teams was not well-defined in the 
initial stages of the project, Project CTG staff recognized the need for implementation supports and local leadership for 
the project. The development of teams became clearer during Year 4 of the project.  
Through this context, project CTG developed three goals:  
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➢ Goal 1 Infrastructure and collaboration: Create a system for expanding general education programs and 
initiatives in Alabama to include specific special education content and instructional knowledge for educators and 
families that will support student learning outcomes.  

➢ Goal 2 Creating Effective Inclusive Environments through academic and behavior supports: Implement the 
coordinated PD system that will increase the capacity of educators and families to understand and utilize a multi-
tiered system of support for SWD, which will lead to improved student performance and graduation outcomes.  

➢ Goal 3 Transition and post-school planning supports: Offer PD for educators, families, and stakeholders on 
the needs of students with disabilities and the support and services that are needed for successful adult transition, 
which will lead to improved student graduation rates and post-school outcomes.   

 
Project CTG staff are proud to report all three goals were implemented, the project met all of its performance measures in 
the 524b Final Report, and the project was successful at reducing the achievement gap and improving post-secondary 
outcomes. Furthermore, Project CTG served as a catalyst for developing Alabama’s State Systemic Improvement Plan 
(SSIP), which has demonstrated numerous positive outcomes across the state.  
 
As with most multi-year state projects, however, over the six years of the project and no-cost extension, Project CTG 
encountered several barriers: 

o At the end of the first year of the project, the senior-level coach and developer of the Goal 2 model, passed away. 
This loss resulted in reduced coaching supports and the loss of a trusted partner among school staff. 

o Early in the second year of the project (October 2013), the Project CTG External Evaluator drafted an evaluation 
report regarding the project logic model and activities. Specifically, concerns were raised about the fidelity of 
training and coaching. Furthermore, during the Year 2 Annual Performance Reporting period, only 23% of 
teachers demonstrated fidelity. In light of these data, Project CTG staff opted to reduce its activities during Year 2 
and reflect on the direction of the project, examine partnerships and collaborations, and prepare for Year 3.  

o During Year 3, ARI, one of the Project CTG partners, had a shift in mission from K-12 reading services to K-3 
services and went through a reorganization. Due to its emphasis on middle school and a shift in ARI priorities, 
Project CTG did not partner with ARI after Year 2. Furthermore, AMSTI, another Project CTG partner, 
underwent a reorganization during Year 3 of the project, and while Project CTG continued to partner with 
AMSTI, the collaboration was limited in scope. 

o Since early 2016, the state has had five State Superintendents or Interim State Superintendents. As typical seen 
with changes in administrations, departmental reorganizations and staff changes occurred. Additionally, the 
changes resulted in hiring freezes, which prevented Project CTG from hiring transition coaches.  

 
Despite these barriers, the project maintained stability and stayed true to its original model. In terms of project personnel, 
of the 10 staff and consultants identified in the proposal’s personnel loading chart, seven continued to work on the project 
during the no-cost extension and an additional person worked until the final year. The lack of turn-over at the project 
management level has been critical to the project’s vision and ability to follow-through with the work. Additionally, 
project personnel consistently reviewed data and made mid-course corrections to adapt to barriers and address any lagging 
performance measures. Furthermore, while Project CTG significantly changed its approach to the implementation of 
activities due to barriers, partnership changes, and evaluation data, Project CTG staff focused on project goals and 
implemented all of its project objectives.  
 
Year 3 was a turning point for the project, and by the 2015-2016 school year, the project began to see consistent evidence 
of success. During that time, the ALSDE-SES staff aligned its State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report 
(SPP/APR) Indicator 17 SSIP work with Project CTG. The alignment strengthened both projects, as staffing and resources 
could be combined to focus on a common vision. While not all of the outcomes of the SPDG/SSIP project have been 
presented in the SPDG 524b due to the established performance measures, the initiatives have found evidence of 
effectiveness with co-teaching/co-planning, behavior initiatives (classroom-level CHAMPS and schoolwide Foundations), 
and the use of a transition curriculum and designated transition class for students with disabilities.  
 
The goal of the project was to close the achievement gap between students with and without disabilities. While the gap did 
not close, Project CTG could demonstrate consistent decreases among participating schools.   
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As evident in Figure 1, the gap decreased for both 
reading and math proficiency between students 
with disabilities and all students in Project CTG 
schools. From the year prior to grant (2011-2012) 
to the final year of the project (FY 2016), the 
proficiency gap between groups decreased by 
12.7% for reading and 18.0% for math.  
 
In addition to the state assessment data, annual 
gaps in screening data gains in SPDG schools 
have ranged from -5.67% to 8.49% between 
students without disabilities and students with 
disabilities following co-teaching/co-planning 
implementation. Furthermore, the project has 
consistently seen classes where more students 
with disabilities have shown gains on screening 
assessments than students without disabilities.  

 
While not presented in the SPDG Continuation Reports due to the established SPDG performance measures, data 
collected through the SSIP evaluation regarding SPDG sites have found significant improvements in measures of 
attendance and behavior as a result of the Safe and Civil 
Schools CHAMPS (classroom-level intervention) and 
Foundations (schoolwide intervention). Decreases in the 
average daily attendance and the number of student 
tardies, unexcused absences, and chronic absences have 
been found in SPDG Cohort 4 and 5 schools [See Figure 
2]. In particular, reductions in the number of tardies and 
chronic absences have been striking. The has also been a 
67% decrease in the number of office discipline referrals 
from baseline (2015) to the 2017 school year.  
 
The project has found improved SPP/APR Indicator 14 
data, particularly the percentage of students with 
disabilities enrolled in higher education after leaving 
school. As seen in Figure 3, the FFY2010 baseline period 
(submitted in spring 2012) found 14% of students were 
enrolled, but by the end of the project, the percentage had doubled. The project has continued to increase its work in 
transition, including offering evidence-based secondary transition curricula and training to applying schools during the no-
cost extension period. Project CTG staff expect the post-school outcomes data to continue to improve as more project 
participants complete high school. 

In addition to high-quality training and a clear 
vision for the project, other factors have influenced 
the project success. Participating project 
stakeholders and staff have reported the intensive 
coaching supports have fostered the positive 
outcomes. Additionally, when interviewed, 
participating administrators and staff have stated the 
key to the project was increasing buy-in among 
teachers, and particularly administrators. Lastly, the 
integration of implementation science into the 
project implementation, particularly beginning Year 
3, positively impacted the project. 
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81 / 100
81

4.f.

                                In Years 4- 5 of the grant, the
 percentage of students w

ith disabilities enrolling in post-
secondary education, as m

easured by the SPP/APR
 Indica-tor 14a, w

ill increase by 3%
.                                 

PR
O

JEC
T

17 / 100
17

28 / 100
28

Explanation of Progress (Include Q
ualitative D

ata and D
ata C

ollection Inform
ation)
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Explanation of Progress exceeds 4000 characters, see SEC
TIO

N
 A Project N

arrative (O
ptional Attachm

ent for Additional Section A Text).
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Information for Section B – Budget Information 

 

• All funds have been expended for H323A120023 during the No Cost Extension 
period of 10/01/17 to 09/30/18. 

• During the H323A120023 award period, local education agencies (LEAs) 
receiving award funds did not always submit required invoice details within the 
appropriate timeframe or expend the full amounts of contracts received for 
specified grant activities.  Therefore, the remaining funds constituted carryover 
from the previous budget period each year.  Furthermore, first-year delays in 
contracting resulted in a surplus of funds from year one.  Additionally, loss of 
personnel whose salaries were wholly or partially paid with grant funds resulted 
in fewer grant expenditures than expected during the latter grant years.  An 
Alabama State Department of Education hiring freeze for part-time staff resulted 
in delayed hiring of transition coaches to replace coaches who had resigned from 
their appointments.  

• During the No-Cost-Extension period, diligent follow-up with the LEAs 
regarding invoice submission and expenditures improved the submission rate, as 
well as careful attention to monitoring LEA cohort activities for Goals 2 & 3.  
Additional transition partnerships with the Alabama Parent Training Institute, as 
well as the ability to hire two additional transition coaches, resulted in the full 
expenditures of funds during the No Cost Extension period. 
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