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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 (Rtl)/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%)

Training: 5/5 (100%)

Coaching: 2/2 (100%)

Performance Assessment: 5/5 (100%)
Facilitative Administrative Supports: 2/2 (100%)

O O O O

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%)

Training: 5/5 (100%)

Coaching: 2/2 (100%)

Performance Assessment: 5/5 (100%)
Facilitative Administrative Supports: 2/2 (100%)

O O O O

lc-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 Rtl and CEIE that will result in increased knowledge and skills of
individuals providing services to students with disabilities. (Performance measures 1c-1¢)

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

Frequency of

Topics Training Offered

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

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

Other (Specially Designed Instruction, Reading Inter- )

vention Program)
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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.

Percentage of Teachers and Administrators
Attending Project CTG PD: Cohort 1

100.00
94.44
80.00
70.59

Alba MS Bryant HS  Booth Breitling  Castlen Dauphin Dixon  Grand Bay
Elem. Elem. Elem. Island Elem. MS
Elem.

Percentage of Teachers and Administrators
Attending Project CTG PD: Cohort 2

67.74

Central Baldwin MS  Robertsdale Elem. Rosinton Elem. St. ElImo Elem.
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Percentage of Teachers and Administrators
Attending Project CTG PD: Cohort 3

86.67
‘_Ti | | | 1

Bay Minette  Bay Minette  Pine Grove Silverhill Elem. Brooks Elem. Brooks HS
Elem. Intermed. Elem.

91.67

Percentage of Teachers and Administrators
Attending Project CTG PD: Cohort 4
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Percentage of Teachers and Administrators
Attending Project CTG PD: Cohort 5

97.06 100
i i

Athens MS Coppinville Elsanor Rutledge Saks Elem Saks MS  Saks HS Wetumpka
JHS Elem MS HS

60.47

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.

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.

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).

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.
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Percentage of Instructional Staff Receiving Project CTG
Training Over the Full Project Period

75.50% 75.50% 75.30% 77.42%
— o —

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18  2018/NCE

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 staft. The graphs are grouped by Project CTG cohorts.

Percentage of Teachers and Administrators
Receiving Project CTG Coaching: Cohort 1

0 0

Alba MS Bryant HS  Booth Breitling  Castlen Dauphin Dixon  Grand Bay
Elem. Elem. Elem. Island Elem. MS
Elem.

Percentage of Teachers and Administrators Receiving
Project CTG Coaching: Cohort 2

Central Baldwin MS Robertsdale Elem. Rosinton Elem. St. Elmo Elem.
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Percentage of Teachers and Administrators
Receiving Project CTG Coaching: Cohort 3

Bay Minette  Bay Minette Pine Grove Silverhill Elem. Brooks Elem. Brooks HS
Elem. Intermed. Elem.

Percentage of Teachers and Administrators
Receiving Project CTG Coaching: Cohort 4
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Percentage of Teachers and Administrators
Receiving Project CTG Coaching: Cohort 5

Athens MS Coppinville Elsanor Rutledge SaksElem Saks MS  Saks HS Wetumpka
JHS Elem MS HS

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.

Percentage of Instructional Staff Receiving Project CTG
Coaching Over the Full Project Period

84.00% — 81.30%

" 81.07%
_ 71.80% 75.30%
. 0 . (]

63.50%

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18  2018/NCE
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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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Percentage of Teachers Participating in Coaching Who Were
Online Coached Two or More Times

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.

Percentage of Instructional Staff Receiving Project CTG
Receiving Online Coaching Over the Full Project Period

62.10%
52.60% 51.11%
+ H
2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018/NCE

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.

Cumulative Number of Schools and Feeder Patterns within
Districts Participating in Project CTG

36 36
28
18
15 15
12
10
8
- 4
1 2
pa— e "
2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
e=@==[ceder Patterns ==@==Schools

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

Andalusia City Schools Andalusia Junior/Senior High 2 Initial Implementation

School
Elmore County Stanhope-Elmore High School 4 Full Implementation
Schools
Elmore County Wetumpka High School 4 Full Implementation
Schools
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 Caf¢ 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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Number of Training Participants by Project CTG
Transition Initiative: Final Reporting Period

transition Training -

Transition Curriculum _

IRIS Center Modules || I

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

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.”

PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS BY CATEGORY
ATTENDING PROJECT CTG TRANSITION TRAINING:
MARCH 2018-SEPTEMBER 2018

Parents
16%

Professionals

Educators 25%

59%

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 Rtl/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;
Classroom culture/teacher parity;
Instructional roles;
The Specialist’s (special education teacher’s) instructional role;
Parity in assessment; and
Communication.

O O O O O

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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Percentage of Project CTG Students Demonstrating Positive
Gains on Progress Monitoring During 2017-2018

76.65
71.22

Students with Disabilities Students without Disabilities

B Gain  e=—Target

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.

Average Gain on Performance Series Assessment
in Project CTG Classrooms for 2017-2018

Students with Disabilities Students without Disabilities

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.

Percentage of Students with and without Disabilities
Demonstrating Gains on Progress Monitoring by Class
Subject: 2017-2018

Reading/ELA Math

100

80

60

40

20

M Students with Disabilities B Students without Disabilities

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.

Percentage of Project CTG Students with Disabilities
Demonstrating Assessment Gains by Primary Disability:

2017-2018
78.79 78.26
69.72 70
r t__| i
AUT ID OHI SLD Su
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-

ED
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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.

A Four-Year Comparison of Students Demonstrating Gains
on Progress Monitoring in One Project CTG District

85.95

85.33
81.06 / 84.57
83.18 77.57
78.92
56.82
2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018

== Students with Disabilities = Students without Disabilities

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

29 G

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.

Percentage of Goal 2 Project CTG Coaches' Hours Reported
by Type of Activity: March 2018-September 2018

1.9% ~23%

M Delivering Training

B Planning for Coaching
Coaching

W Meeting

B Office Work

M Traveling

m Receiving PD

M Other

The results from the Project CTG Coaches’ salaries and benefits were added to other SPDG costs:
o (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.

Graduation Rates for All Studentsand SWD in
Project CTG High Schools

85.80 i 87.10 87.40
A

74.40 77.40 76.39

6075 64.00
57.40 ) 57.93
49.40
Baseline (2011- 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017
2012)
e || Students SWD
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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.

Gap in Graduation Rates Between All Students
and Students with Disabilities for Project CTG
High Schools

29.17
25.00 25.05 24.74

20.00

11.01

Baseline (2011- 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017
2012)

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 10™ 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.

Percentage of All Students and SWD Proficient in
Reading Among Project CTG Schools
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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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Gap in Reading Proficiency Scores Between All
Students and SWD in the Target Schools
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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 10™ 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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Percentage of All Students and SWD Proficient in
Math Among 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.

Gap in Math Proficiency Scores Between All
Students and SWD in the Target Schools
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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.

Longitudinal Results for the Percentage of Alabama Parents
Statewide Reporting Parent Involvement (Indicator 8)
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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.

Longitudinal Results for the Percentage of Alabama Students with
Disabilities Enrolled in Higher Education One Year After

Graduation (Indicator 14a)
30
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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.

Difference in Indicator 14b from Baseline to Current for
Alabama vs. SPDG Districts

16.00%

14.00%

12.00%

10.00% B SPDG/SSIP

8.00% Districts

m Alabama
6.00%
4.00%

2.00%

0.00%

-2.00%

-4.00%

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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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 (AMST]I), Prevention
and Support, and Safe and Civil Schools.

ALABAMA STATE PERSONNEL
DEVELOPMENT GRANT

Closing the Gap: Improving Literacy and Mathematics Outcomes
for Adolescent Students with Disabilities

Performance Assessment

Through these collaborations, Project CTG
would offer co-teaching and co-planning in
the core content areas and behavior
supports to teachers.

Systems

Coaching Intervention

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.

Facilitative
Administration

Behavior/Community
Bullding

Formative EFFECTIVE Content
Assessment INCLUSIVE Knowledge
ENVIRONMENTS

Data-System

Strategic
Instruction

LEADERSHIP DRIVERS

For improving post-school outcomes, the Adaptive

project planned to focus on secondary riabams oraomic adap S
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.

Technical

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
28 proficiency gap between groups decreased by

34 32 12.7% for reading and 18.0% for math.

42 31
36 29

Fig. 1: Percentage Gap in Reading and Math
Proficiency State Assessment Scores Between
All Students and Students with Disabilities in

Project CTG Target Schools
44

In addition to the state assessment data, annual
26 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.

27 29 28

2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017

e Reading e \ath

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.

Fig. 2: Percentage of SSIP/SPDG Sites
Showing Improvements in Attendance
Measures: Baseline to 2017-2018

Tardies

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.

Chronic
Absences

Unexcused
Absences

In addition to high-quality training and a clear

Fig. 3: Longitudinal Results for the Percentage
of Alabama Students with Disabilities Enrolled
in Higher Education One Year Post-School

27 28
25 25
22
20

14

FFY2010 FFY2011 FFY2012 FFY2013 FFY2014 FFY2015 FFY2016

Page 47

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

PR/Award #: H323A120023

SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
[1 Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.

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

Performance Measure

Measure Type

Quantitative Data

Target

Actual Performance Data

Raw

Number Ratio

%

Raw
Number

Ratio

%

1.a.

By the end of Year 4 (Spring
2016), 50% of the Rtl and Creating Effec-tive Inclusive
Environments professional development activities w
score a “3” or “4” on the Evidenced-Based Professional
Development rubric.

PROGRAM

8/16

50

16/16

100

1.b.

By the end of Year 3 (Spring
2016), 50% of the transition and post-school outcomes
professional development activities will score a “3” or
“4” on the Evidenced-Based Professional Development
rubric.

PROGRAM

8/16

50

16/16

100

1.c.

By the end of Year 2, Project CTG
will provide at least one RtI/CEIE training or professional
development opportunity to 60% of the instructional
staff for Grades 3-9 in the participating feeder pattern
schools.

PROJECT

553 /921

60

7137921

77

1.d.

By the end of Year 2, Project CTG
Coaches will provide instructional coaching to at least
70% of the instructional staff that participated in the Rtl/
CEIE training or professional development.

PROJECT

499 /713

70

578 /713

81

1.e.

By the end of Year 2, 50% of
the teachers in Grades 3-9 at Project CTG sites that
participated in the CEIE instructional coaching will
have participated in online coaching and/or online
consultation experiences a minimum of two times.

PROJECT

90/180

50

92/180

51

1.f.

By the end of Year 2, up to two
additional Project CTG feeder pattern sites will be
identified to participate in the project, with two additional
LEAs identified in Years 3 and 4.

PROJECT
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1.0. PROJECT 0

By the end of Year 2, the Auburn
Transition Leadership Institute (ATLI) in collaboration
with the Alabama Parent Training and Information
Center (PTI) will develop one post-school outcomes
training module, with one additional module each added
in Years 3 and 5.

1.h. PROJECT 75

By the end of Year 2, 50 individuals
will participate in the Auburn Transi-tion Leadership
Institute’s (ATLI) post-school outcomes module/training,
with an additional 75 individuals in each subsequent
year.

308

1. PROJECT

By the end of Year 3, 60% of
the participants in the Auburn Transition Leadership
Institute’s (ATLI) post-school outcomes module/
training will receive follow-up coaching and/or technical
assistance related to the PD.

52 /87

60

59 /87

68

Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)

Explanation of Progress exceeds 4000 characters, see SECTION A Project Narrative (Optional Attachment for Additional Section A Text).

Page 49




H323A120023
OMB No.1851-6002 Exp.08/31/2020

U.S. Department of Education
Grant Performance Report (ED 524B)
Project Status Chart PR/Award #: H323A120023

SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
2 . Project Objective [1 Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.

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

Quantitative Data

Performance Measure Measure Type Target Actual Performance Data

Raw . o Raw .
Number Ratio % Number Ratio

%

2.a. PROGRAM 66 /88 75 7488

70% of RTl/creating effective
inclusive environments PD participants will implement
80% of the core components of RTI/CEIE by the end of
Year 2, with a 5% increase in Year 3 and Year 4.

84

2.b. PROGRAM 3/4 75 3/4

75% of the secondary transition/
post-school outcomes PD participants will implement
80% of the core components within one year following
participation in the PD modules and subsequent
coaching.

75

2.c. PROJECT 202 /403 50 287 /403

By the end of Year 2, 50% of
students with disabilities in classroom where teachers
are implementing RtlI/CEIE practices will show an
increase in their progress monitoring scores.

71

2.d. PROJECT 27154 50 41754

50% of the parents participating in
Project CTG training/TA will report a change in their
behavior as a result of the modules/TA.

76

Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)

Explanation of Progress exceeds 4000 characters, see SECTION A Project Narrative (Optional Attachment for Additional Section A Text).
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SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
3. Project Objective [1 Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.

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

Performance Measure Measure Type Target Actual Performance Data

Raw Ratio % Raw Ratio %

Number ¢ Number ?

3.a. PROGRAM 349724 |/ 582873 60 364570 / 582873 63
60% of SPDG RTI/CEIE funds

are used for activities designed to sustain the
implementation of RTI/CEIE
3.b. PROGRAM 203455 / 339091 60 260918 / 339091 77
60% of SPDG secondary transition/
post-school outcomes funds are used for activities
designed to sustain the use of transition planning
initiatives.

Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)

Explanation of Progress exceeds 4000 characters, see SECTION A Project Narrative (Optional Attachment for Additional Section A Text).
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SECTION A - Project Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures Data (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
4 . Project Objective [1 Check if this is a status update for the previous budget period.
Objective 4: To improve the academic and post-school outcomes for Alabama students with disabilities.
Quantitative Data
Performance Measure Measure Type Target Actual Performance Data
Raw Ratio % Raw Ratio %
Number Number
4.a. PROJECT 7717100 77 87 /100 87
In Years 4 and 5 of the grant,
graduation rates will increase by 3% for the Project pilot
schools implementing the Rtl/creating effective inclusive
environments or transition programming with fidelity.
4.b. PROJECT 20/100 20 11/100 11
In Years 4 and 5 of the grant,
the gap between graduation rates for stu-dents
with disabilities and students without a disability will
decrease by at least 5% among the Project pilot
schools implementing the Rtl/creating effective inclusive
environments or transition programming with fidelity.
4.c. PROJECT 35/100 35 29/100 29
In Years 3-5 of the grant, the gap
in Reading proficiency scores will de-crease by 3%
between all students and the students with a disability
sub-group in Project CTG target schools.
4.d. PROJECT 33/100 33 26/100 26
In Years 3-5 of the grant, the gap in
Math proficiency scores will decrease by 3% between all
students and the students with a disability subgroup in
Project CTG target schools.
4.e. PROJECT 78/100 78 81/100 81
In Years 4- 5 of the grant, the
percentage of parent involvement among parents of
students with disabilities, as measured by the SPP/APR
Parent Involvement survey, will increase by 3%.
4.f. PROJECT 17 /100 17 28/100 28
In Years 4- 5 of the grant, the
percentage of students with disabilities enrolling in post-
secondary education, as measured by the SPP/APR
Indica-tor 14a, will increase by 3%.
Explanation of Progress (Include Qualitative Data and Data Collection Information)
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SECTION B - Budget Information (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
Title : Information for Section B - Budget Information
File : SECT_B_Budget_Information.pdf
SECTION C - Additional Information (See Instructions. Use as many pages as necessary.)
Title : Project CTG 524B Final Report Appendices
File : Sect_C_Additional_Info.pdf
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Information for Section B — Budget Information

e 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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Project CTG 524B Final Report Appendices

Appendix C1: CEIE (Goal 2) Evidence-Based Professional Development Worksheet

Appendix C2: Secondary Transition (Goal 3) Evidence-Based Professional Development Worksheet
Appendix C3: Final Report Questions

Appendix C4: Project CTG List of Goal 2 Schools

Appendix C5: Project CTG List of Goal 3 Schools

Appendix C6: Documents Referred to in the Evidence-Based Professional Development Worksheets
Participant’s Memo

Sample Memorandum of Agreement and Contract {CEIE)

Sample Trainer Contract

Sample Trainer Request for Application (RFA)

22 Things You Can Do: HQPD Checklist

Observation of High Quality Professional Development Checklist

Sample Things to Do in Advance of Training

Co-Teaching Observation Checklist

© ® N o U koW N

Co-Planning Form

=
o

. Sample Pre-Event Evaluation {Foundations)

=
-

. Sample Post-Event Evaluation (Foundations)

. Alabama SPDG/SSIP STOIC Assessment

IS
w N

. CEIE Fidelity Observation Form

=
=Y

. Parent Transition Focus Group Letter

=
5]

. Sampie Memorandum of Agreement and Contract (Transition)

=
[#2]

. Project CTG Transition Observation Form

=
~

. Post-Training Assessment (Transition)

18. Transition Implementation Survey

Appendix C7: Privacy & Security Measures Certification
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Worksheet
SPDG Evidence-based Professional Development Components

R L T I e e

Worksheet Instructions

Use the SPDG Evidence-Based Professional Development Components worksheet to provide descriptions of evidence-based
professional development practices _BU_mBm:Sm during the reporting year to support the attainment of identified
competencies.

Complete one worksheet for each initiative and provide a description relevant to each of the 16 _oqodnmmm_o:m_ development
components (Al through E2).

Provide a rating of the degree to which each description contains all necessary information (e.g., contains the elements listed in
the “PD components” column}) related to professional development practices being implemented: 1=inadequate description or a
description of planned activities, 2=barely adequate description, 3=good description, and 4=exemplar description. Please note
that if you are describing a plan to implement an activity, it will not be considered as part of the evidence for the component.
Only those activities already implemented will be considered in scoring the component description.

The “PD components” column includes several broad criteria for elements that grantees should include in the description to
receive the highest possible rating. Refer to the SPDG Evidence-Based Professional Development Components rubric {(Rubric A)
for sample descriptions corresponding with each of the ratings.

,_

L P R e e e T S IR B . N T A,
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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

.”,‘.m.mw?mmmﬁ&

) components .
(with required elements the .
description should contain)

A(1)
Selection

Clear expectations are
provided for PD participants
and for schools, districts, or
other agencies.

IRequired elements:

1. Description of
expectations for PD
participants {(e.g.,
attendance in training,
data reporting).’

2. Identification of what
schools, districts, or other
agencies agreed to provide
(e.g., necessary resources,
supports, facilitative
administration for the
participants).’?

3. Description of how
schools, districts, or other
agencies were informed of
their responsibilities.>?

4. Provide a brief description

of the form(s) used for

these agreements.

“Professional mgﬂovﬁoﬁ vmao%mbﬁméoﬁ informed about the expectations in two primary ways: 1) through the

Memoranda of Agreements and/or contracts, and 2) a Participant’s Memo for each training activity.

1. Description of expectation for PD pasticipants: Prior to each training event, Project CTG coaches and districts received a
Participant’s Memo outlining: the expectations for the training, the content, the length of the training, and any required
follow-up. Coaches forwarded the Participant’s Memo to individual training participants. Districts also received a specific
agenda for the training. Districts were instructed how to notify training participants and to forward the memo to them. See
Appendix for a sample Participant’s Memo.

While the content of the participant’s Memo varied depending on the training content, the general expectations for training
participant were as follows:

Attend for the entirety of the training (e.g., three, two-day 5.5-hour training sessions);

Participate in individual and group activities and assignments;

Provide data and/or implementation artifacts;

Share training highlights with site staff members;

Bring materials to the training as indicated {e.g., copy of training book); and

Bring resources as indicated (e.g., extension cords, power cords, etc.).

¢ & ¢ o o o

In addition to the training participant expectations, there was also information on the Participant’s Memo pertinent to the
participants, including 1) The source of funding for the project, and therefore how participant fees must be reimbursed; 2)
The training content and objectives; and the dates for future training events.

Additionally, the MOAs/contracts stated that Project CTG offered professional development in implementation science, co-
teaching, co-planning, eCoaching (ouline coaching), Safe and Civil Schools/yCHAMPS, instructional coaching, and APEC.
The role and duties of the Project CTG Coaches were provided, and the expectations for reporting and data sharing were
outlined. The necessary resources and supports of the district and schools were listed. A copy of a sample district’s
Memoranda of Agreement is attached.

2. Identification of what districts provide: As per the MOA/contract, participants agreed to the following:
»  Identify employees to fill a coaching role (for two districts).
e  Appoint a supervisor who will provide administrative support and work closely with Project: CTG Coaches. The AL
SPDG requests administrative support including, but not limited to the following:
o Coaching and professional support.
o Informing Project CTG Coaches of district procedures and/or protocol for participating in out-of-region activities
scheduled by AL SPDG.
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The description of the component is: 1 =inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary

o Conducting personnel evaluations in accordance with district policy.
o Communicating roles, functions, and employment of Project CTG Coaches during and after the AL SPDG support
period.

o Supporting Project CTG performance objectives and performances measures required by OSEP.
o  Establish Project CTG implementation team to collaborate with AL SPDG staff and AL SPDG consultaats to support
Project CTG’s REUCEIE implementation within feeder pattern schools. Select members of the implementation team will
participate in 70 percent of the specialized training offered by AL SPDG staff and/or SPDG consultant(s). Specialized PD
training and technical assistance activities were available virtually throungh WebEx and/or other video conferencing clients,
webinars, and face-to-face.

o A listing of the roles for an implementation team.
Provide funding for Project CTG Coaches’ in-district travel. .
Provide operational space and a laptop computer with current operation systems for Project CTG Coaches.
Provide Contract Reimbursement Claims to the SDE on a monthly basis.
Support opportunities to implement eCoaching for co-teaching, co-planning, and consultation through district
technology support.
Attend scheduled AL SPDG Project CTG quarterly meetings and/or assigning a designee to attend meetings.
Monthly Reimbursement Claims for contracts.
o Quarterly progress monitoring data reports.

o 0 0 O

o 0

3. Description of how districts were informed: Memoranda of Agreement (MOA) and contracts were created for each
district. Project CTG Coordinator (Theresa Farmer) shared the draft of the expectation outlined in the MOA with building
principals, district staff, and Project CTG Coaches. Final MOA and contracts were shared with district staff to sign.
Additionally, districts were sent an e-mail with a copy of the training memo prior to each training. The e-mail, and the
memo, stated that training participants should receive a copy of the memo.

4. A brief description of the form(s) used for these agreements: A copy of a sample MOA and contract are in the Appendix.
A description of the MOA can be found in A(1) #1 and 2. Also, a copy of the Participant’s Memo is attached. A description
of the Participant’s Memo can be found in A(1) #1.

A2)
Selection

Clear expectations are
provided for SPDG trainers
and SPDG coaches/
mentors.!

Required elements:

1. Expectations for trainers’
qualifications and
experience and how these

1. Expectations for trainers: The Project CTG trainers for online coaching (eCoaching) and co-teaching/co-planning were
selected through a Request for Proposal (REP) process.

As outlined in the RFP, the online coaching trainer was expected to have expertise in online coaching as described in Rock et
al., 2009. The consultant was expected to provide virtual and face-to-face training on online coaching and online planning. The
consultant needed additional expertise in special education, co-teaching/co-planning, and data and tools for measuring student
Progress.
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The description of the component is: 1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary

qualifications will be
ascertained.
a. Description of

role and
responsibilities
for trainers (the
people who
trained PD
participants).

Expectations for
coaches’/mentors’
qualifications and
experience and how these
qualifications will be
ascertained.

a.

Description of
role or
responsibilities
for coaches or
mentors (the
people who
provided follow-
up to training).

As outlined in the RFP, the co-teaching/co-planning trainer was expected to have expertise in co-teaching/co-planning, online
coaching, data and tools for measuring student progress, special education, elements of school culture that affect co-teaching,
and scaling-up interventions. For both RFPs, the applicants were required to submit a detailed description of the delivery of
training materials and PD offered. Dr. Donna Ploess] was selected as the online coaching trainer and Dr. Pamela Howard was
selected as the co-teaching/co-planning trainer.

The trainer for Safe and Civil Schools/CHAMPS was selected through a sole-source contract. The trainers were expected to
have at least 10 years of experience in the following areas: a current or prior teaching certificate; prior special education
experience; extensive experience in training in behavior interventions at the classroom and school-wide levels; experience
working with schools and districts on implementing behavior interventions. Safe and Civil Schools received the sole-source
contract, and Laura Hamilton was selected as the Safe and Civil Schools/CHAMPS trainer.

The trainer for Instructional Coaching was selected through a sole-source contract. The trainer was required to have at least ten
years of experience in training instructional coaching. Ann Hoffman, one of the trainers with Dr. Jim Knight from the Kansas
Center for Teaching and Learning, was selected as the Instructional Coaching trainer.

la. Description of role and responsibilities for trainers: The contracts for each trainer outlined the responsibilities for delivering
PD, data, and consultations. Project CTG Coordinator Theresa Farmer met with each trainer to review the contracts and roles
and responsibilities as trainers. A sample RFP and contract are attached.

Trainers created a specialized system that connects the key components of capacity and the functional infrastructure supports
critical to sustaining and establishing innovation configurations (essential components and the degree of implementation) for
Project CTG goals and objectives relevant to creating effective inclusive environments in Alabama general education programs
and initiatives:

»  Effective co-planning, co-teaching, classroom organization, and behavior management practices.

»  ¢Coaching principles designed to support instructional coaching, co-planning, approaches to co-teaching, classroom
organization, and behavior management practices.
Specific special education content and instructional knowledge.
Effective tools and data sources for measuring the impact of co-teaching on student achievement.
Elements of school culture that affect co-teaching, including those related to administrative and community support.
Professional learning opportunities and professional learning community activities that close the research-to-practice
gap, promote sustainability, scaling up, serve as a mode] for state-level implementation, and foster implementation
through EBP professional development.

2. Expectations for coaches: There were two types of coaches for the final reporting period: 1) SPDG coaches selected by the
district in consultation with the ALSDE staff; and 2) SPDG/SSIP coaches selected by the ALSDE through the state’s retiree
system. The SPDG/SSIP coaches support Foundations work and are not supported with SPDG funds.

Project CTG coaches were expected to have at least 10 years of experience in education, including teaching and administrative

experience. Coaching preferences included a minimum of five years of administrative experience at a principal-level, district
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The description of the component is: 1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary

*
*

office administrative (e.g., special education coordinator, superintendent, etc.), or a former ALSDE specialist. Successful
teaching experience and specialized knowledge to support student/adult learning was required as verified by the Alabama
Department of Education (SDE) staff.

Coaching applicants were expected to exhibit strong interpersonal skills and a commitment to continued professional growth.
Qualifications were verified through observational interviews, reference checks, and records of credentials.

2b. Description of responsibilities for coaches: Coaches were expected to:

Support and implement Project CT'G Performance Measures required by OSEP.

Focus on coaching general and special education co-teaching dyads implementing:

o Marilyn Friend’s Co-Teaching Approaches.

o eCoaching for co-planning and co-teaching.

Focus on coaching teachers, administrators, and other staff implementing:

o Safe and Civil Schools Foundations.

o CHAMPS classroom management.

Participate in professional seminars, conferences, meetings, and trainings as directed and/or funded by the AL SPDG.

Participate in professional activities (seminars, Webinars, conferences/conventions, meetings, and trainings) designed

to support Project CTG goals and outcomes.

Implement virtual/online technology for the purposes of eCoaching for co-planning, co-teaching, and consultation

services.

Meet at least quarterly (face-to-face and virtually) with other Project CTG coaches.

Provide documentation of activities required by AL SPDG, such as:

©  Monthly calendar indicating tentative activities related to Project CTG PD, TA, or meetings.

o  Meetings with administrators, Project CTG coaches, LEA. representatives, and/or other personnel relevant to
Project CTG goals and activities.

o  Activity Log entries.

o  Sign-in sheets (see template from AT SPDG staff member) for approved PD (e-mail documentation to SPDG
staff member T. Farmer).

o  Travel reimbursement in accordance with ALSDE policy/procedures.

Provide a monthly Purchasing and Travel Report.

Collect, report, and submit student outcome data from co-teaching Dyads, as required by AL SPDG according to

agreed-upon timelines (Jocelyn Cooledge, AL SPDG external evaluator).

Share and/or participate in data collection regarding Project CTG professional development, technical assistance, co-

planning, co-teaching, consultation, and teacher implementation activities.

Schedule ‘'web supported meetings using video conferencing client plans to meet or consult with teachers and

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

3.

used. >

Required elements:
1.

Tdentification of adult
learning strategies used,
including the source (e.g.,
citation).

Description of how adult
learning strategies were
used.

Description of how data
are gathered to assess how
well adult learning
strategies were
implemented.

B(1) Accountability for the 1. Lead person for training: The Project CTG staff responsible for Goal 2 training was the Project CTG Coordinator, Theresa
Training delivery and quality of Farmer. Ms. Farmer has been a consultant in the ALSDE Special Education Services for over 10 years. She devotes

training. approximately .79 FTE to SPDG activities, and this time was split between overseeing the training and the coaching activities

for the RtI/CEIE initiative.

Required elements:

1. Identification of the lead | 2.Role and responsibilities for lead person: Ms. Farmer’s training oversight duties included: 1) Working with training
person(s) accountable for | consultants P. Howard, D. Ploessl, and L. Hamilton to develop a scope and sequence of training; 2) Meeting with the district
training. implementation teams to ascertain the readiness for implementation, the requisite knowledge and experience of teachers prior

2. Description of the role and| to training, and the resources in place to support the sustainability of the training; 3) Overseeing the RFA process and review of
responsibilities of the lead | applicants for the training consultants; 4) Overseeing the implementation of the contracts of the training consultants; 5)
person(s) accountable for | Atftending training activities to ensure all professional development is high-quality and research-based; 6) Coordinating training
training. activities with district staff, building staff, and Project CTG Coaches; 7) Reviewing training evaluation data with the Project

CTG Evaluator; 8) Reviewing the training evaluation data with the training consultants.
Ms. Farmer met with the co-teaching/co-planning and online coaching consultants through phone, face-to-face, e~mail, or for
consultation following training. Ms. Farmer met with the Safe and Civil Schools consultant at least monthly through phone or
face-to-face consultations following training. These consultations were to discuss planuing for training events, barriers, follow-
up from training, participant progress, and evaluation data.
B(2) Effective research-based 1. Identification of adult strategies used: The Project CTG training consultants implemented professional development
Training adult learning strategies are | following Dunst, C.J., & Trivette, C. M. (2012)! including preparation, introduction, demonstration, engagement, evaluation,

and mastery

2. How the adult strategies were used: Consultants Pam Howard and Donna Ploess! collaborated on their training and training
curriculum for co-teaching, co-planning, and eCoaching. Consultant Laura Hamilton used the Safe & Civil Schools training
curriculum for CHAMPS/DSC and Foundations, modified to meet the individual needs of the districts. The sequence of the
training curricula was based on the Dunst & Trivette principles. The following strategies were used:
o Information and agenda provided by district (Preparation)
Pre-event evaluation sent to participants (Preparation)
Trainer qualifications shared initially in PowerPoint (Preparation)
DVD, role playing, and discussion to relate to own context (Introduce)
Research and data slides to show evidence and impact on students via PowerPoint (Introduce)
Related information to IDEA and SPDG (Introduce)
Inclusion confusion PowerPoint slide for building vocabulary (Demonstration)
Opportunity for modeling (Demonstration)
Case study (Demonstration)
Trainers performed a mock lesson (Engagement)
Break-out session with Know, Want to Know, Learned opportunity (Engagement)

Participants had opportunities for questions individually, in pairs, and in groups (Engagement)
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The description of the component is: 1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary

Discussion about follow-up with coaches (Evaluation)

Post-Event Evaluation (Evaluation)

SPDG Coaches established schedules for coaching (Mastery)
Coaches participated in PD and follow-up with participants (Mastery)

3. How data are gathered to assess implementation: Data to assess implementation were as follows:

e The trainers reviewed the “22 Things to Do: HQPD Checklist” in advance of the PD (see attached).

¢ The Project CTG Evaluator reviewed the training materials and resources to determine how they aligned with the
Dunst & Trivette PALS model.

e Project CTG staff completed the Observation of High-Quality Professional Development Checklist* [See attached].
Scores were reviewed to ensure 80% for each section. Also, the Project CTG Coordinator (T. Farmer) sent the HQPD
Checklist to a sample of PD participants following PD.

e The Project CTG Evaluator reviewed the results of the HQPD Checklist results to ensure 80% of each category was
met.

'Dunst, C.J., & Trivette, C. M. (2012) Moderators of the effectiveness of adult learning method practices. Jowrnal of Social
Sciences, 8, 143-148.

*Noonan, P., Gaumer-Erickson, A.S., Brussow, J.A., & Langham, A. (2015). Observation checklist for high quality
professional development in education. (Updated version). Lawrence, KS. University of Kansas, Center for Research on
Learning.

B(3)
Training

Training is skill-based (e.g.,
participant behavior
rehearsals to criterion with
an expert observing).>®

Required elements:

1. Description of skills that
participants ‘were expected
to acquire as a result of
the training.

2. Description of activities

conducted to build skills.

3. Description of how

participants’ use of new

skills was measured.

1. Description of skills expected to acquire: Participant skills were established through the Safe and Civil Schools training
curriculum and outlined on the Participant’s Memo, agenda, and handout materials. For example, the DSC Participant’s Memo
and Agenda and Things to Do (see Appendix) showed the skills that were scheduled to be covered and a chart of skills and
activities the participant was expected to complete over the course of the three-part training. Likewise, the Foundations
program had six modules completed over three years. For each module, there was a checklist for skills to be implemented prior
to the next training. The checklists were shared prior to the training, which allowed participants to see the expectations prior to
training.

In addition, at the beginning of the PD, participants role-played during the Introduction. This activity demonstrated participant
skills at the onset of the PD. With Project CTG Coaches observing, participants demonstrated their co-teaching and
CHAMPS/DSC skills in the classroom following the training (typically within 1-2 weeks).

2. Description of activities conducted to build skills: The specific activities varied depending on the topic (e.g., co-teaching, co-
planning, Safe and Civil Schools Foundations, etc.), although the skills were built through:

e  Sharing research and data on effectiveness

¢ Observing co-teaching or redirecting behaviors (both videos and live demounstrations)

¢ Role-playing teacher-teacher or teacher-student
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The description of the component is: 1 = Inadequate, 2 = Barely adequate, 3 = Good, 4 = Exemplary

e  Engaging participants in a mock lesson
e Participating in break-out sessions to discuss personal experiences, concerns, and questions
e  Receiving follow-up coaching after the PD

3. Measuring new skills: The participants were assessed on the following skills:
e Implementing the Six Models of Co-Teaching [as per Marilyn Friend (2012)];
Demonstrating parity among the specialist and general educator;
Creating a classroom culture to support co-teaching (as per Friend, 2012)
Demonstrating the specific instructional roles of the specialist (i.e., documentation of students with disabilities,
mastery, individual instruction, assessment);
Using tools for co-planning;
Using technology required for online coaching;
Communication between the teacher dyads;
Opportunities for responding;
General and specific praises by the teacher(s);
Number of student redirections; and
Negative student-teacher interactions.

The new skills were assessed:

1) During the training through a K-W-L;

2) Through a Pre-Event/Post-Event Evaluation that measures knowledge and skills (see Appendix for sample Pre/Post-Event
Evaluation),

3) Observations by the coach using Look-Fors assessments, such as the Co-Teaching Observation Checklist and the Co-
Planning Form; and

4) External fidelity checks by external consultants (P. Howard, D. Ploessl, J. Cooledge) and Goal 2 Coordinator (T. Farmer).

B(4)
Training

Training outcome data are
collected and analyzed to
assess participant knowledge
and skills.”

Required elements:

1. Identification of training
outcome measure(s).

2. Description of procedures
to collect pre- and post-
training data or another
kind of assessment of

1. Identification of training outcome measure: The initial outcome of the training was to increase knowledge and skills. The
change in participant learning was assessed using the Pre-Event Evaluation and Post-Event Evaluation assessment forms. The
assessments ask specific closed- and open-ended questions to gauge participant knowledge about co-teaching/co-planning or
behavior (CHAMPS/Foundations). A sample Pre-/Post-Event Evaluation for Foundations is attached.

Second, as a result of the training, participants are expected to demonstrate changes in skills. The co-teaching, co-planning, and
CHAMPS skills were measured using observation sheets (Co-Teaching Observation Checklist, the Co-Planning Form, and the
STOIC). These forms are in the Appendix.

Third, to determine whether participants were able to further apply the knowledge and skills learned from the training, SPDG
staff measured fidelity of implementation among participating teachers and administrators. Fidelity data were collected using
the CEIE Fidelity Observation Form (see Appendix).
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knowledge and skills
gained from training.
Description of how
training outcome data
were reported.
Description of how
training outcome data
were used to make
appropriate changes to the
training and to provide
further supports through
coaching.

2. Description of the data collection procedures: The Pre-/Post-Event Evaluations were online through SurveyGizmo. Prior to
an event, the Evaluator sent an e-mail link to the online Pre-Event Evaluation. The specific measures varied depending on the
topic (e.g., co-teaching, co-planning, Safe and Civil Schools CHAMPS/DSC, etc.). Following the training, participants were
asked the same questions, and their results were scored to measure learning. If participants had not completed the assessment
prior to the training, they were required to complete it during the training registration.

For some training events, typically the later Foundations training events that were difficult to gauge more subtle gains in
knowledge, a retrospective-post evaluation was used. Participants were asked to rate their level of knowledge of a particular
content area or skills before and after the event.

The co-teaching and CHAMPS tools were collected and scored by the Project CTG Coaches. Coaches met with the teachers
during planning to review the results, and goals were developed. These tools were used for improving skills, and therefore the
frequency of use varied depending on teacher needs.

The CEIE Fidelity Observation Form was used by the Project CTG Coordinator (T. Farmer), Co-Teaching consultants (P.
Howard and D. Ploessl), and the External Evaluator (J. Cooledge) in the Fall and Spring semesters. The coaches set a schedule
for observing the co-planning and classrooms for as many of the teachers as possible. Classes were observed by 1-2 of the
Project CTG staff in order to determine interrater agreement.

3. Description of repo : The results of the Pre-Event me&:amox were sent to the trainer and the Project CTG Coordinator
the day before the training. Sharing the pre-test results allowed the trainer to see areas that needed to be addressed in more
depth.

The results of the Pre-/Post-Event Evaluations were scored by the Evaluator, and a summary was sent to the training
consultants. All Post-Event Evaluations and learning measures tables were housed on a shared drive with Project CTG staff.
The shared drive allowed staff to see the results at any time. The Project CTG Coordinator was notified if there were responses
below 80% for either the skills or the satisfaction.

The results of the coaching forms were shared internally between the coach and the individual teacher/dyad. The Co-Teaching
Consultants, P. Howard and D. Ploessl, did elbow-to-elbow coaching, and therefore the consultants also saw the results of the
forms.

For the fidelity observations, the coach and district Special Education Coordinator received verbal and informal written results
immediately following the observations. The Project CTG consultants (P. Howard and D. Ploessl) provided written feedback
on observations to the coaches and principals, including suggestions for areas of improvement.

4. Description of how training data were used: The questions on the Post-Event Evaluations showed consistently lower results
for the co-planning questions. The Project CTG consultant (P. Howard) and Evaluator (J. Cooledge) discussed the results and
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the comparatively smaller gains in learning. Dr. Howard adjusted the training curriculum to focus on the co-planning areas
identified in the Post-Event Evaluation scores.

In addition, the co-teaching/co-planning consultants went on-site and provided elbow-to-elbow coaching with the Project CTG
Coaches. The consultant sat with the Project CTG Coach, who was using online coaching with co-teaching dyads during
planning. The consultant was able to provide immediate feedback. The coaches reported better co-planning, and the external
fidelity checks showed a large increase in fidelity ratings.

Also, the Project CTG Evaluator sent a bimonthly update of the performance measures to the Project CTG staff. It was noted
the CHAMPS/DSC fidelity scores were below the target and the percentage of time spent on CHAMPS/DSC coaching were
also low compared to the other initiatives. Concerns were also addressed during the next Coaches’ Meeting, and the results
were discussed.

B(5)
Training

1.

2.

Trainers (the people who
trained PD participants) are
trained, coached, and
observed.>’

Required elements:

Description of training
provided to trainers.
Description of coaching
provided to trainers.
Description of procedures
for observing trainers.
Identification of training
fidelity instrument used
(weasures the extent to
which the training is

implemented as intended).

Description of procedures
to obtain participant
feedback.

Description of how
observation and training
fidelity data were used
(e.g., to determine if
changes should be made
to the content or structure

1. Description of training: The ALSDE entered into contracts with the three trainers based on their prior expertise. As noted in
A(1), the selection of the trainers was through an RFA process, which included a review of the trainers’ credentials.

Dr. Ploess] had over 10 years of co-teaching experience, trained and supervised pre-service and graduate students, and had
been published numerous times on the topic of online coaching and co-planning. Dr. Howard had over 20 years of co-teaching
expetience, was the Director of a GA Regional Education Lab, and had extensive training and research experience on co-
teaching, Ms. Hamilton had been a Safe and Civil Schools trainer for over 12 years and worked as a Behavior Consultant for
the Kentucky Department of Education prior to her role as a trainer.

The description of the qualifications of the trainers was listed on each Participant’s Memo (see Appendix for sample).

In addition to their experience, Project CTG trainers received cross-training on the following topics:

¢ Implementation science (through a Community of Learning conducted during the 2017-2018 school year and the
beginning of the 2018-2019 school year);

¢ Instructional Coaching training by Ann Hoffman at KU-CRL;

e  Evaluation and data entry systems from the Project CTG Evaluator; &

s Mapping the schedule, Safe and Civil Schools/fCHAMPS, and Foundations (for D. Ploessl and P. Howard).

2. Description of coaching: The Project CTG CEIE Coordinator (T. Farmer) observed at least one training per year for co-
teaching/co-planning trainers. One of the Coordinators (Farmer or Gage) observed all state-level Safe and Civil Schools
training events. The observers used the Observation of High-Quality Professional Development Checklist at least once a year
for continuing trainers. Following the observation, Ms. Farmer provided feedback on the event with the trainers.

Ms. Farmer was responsible for providing on-going training and coaching to trainers for the CEIE initiative. On-going
coaching includes conference calls, meetings, follow-up training [see B(5) 1], and additional observations. The training
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of trainings, such as
schedule, processes; to
ensure that trainers are
qualified).

evaluation data provided by the Project CTG Evaluator provided additional discussion points for adapting future training
events.

3. Procedures for observing trainers: There have been no new trainers in the last several years. Therefore, the Project CTG
Coordinator observed all trainers at least once per year. The CEIE Coordinator used the Observation of High-Quality
Professional Development Checklist at least once a year for trainers. The Project CTG Coordinator, Theresa Farmer, observed
over 80% of the training events to ensure quality of the training and adherence to evidenced-based practices.

4. Fidelity instrument used: Training fidelity was assessed in two ways:
1. The Project CTG Coordinator observed all trainers to measure training quality. The Coordinator(s) scored the
training delivery using the Observation Checklist of High-Quality Professional Development.
2. Participants completed the Post-Event Evaluation Form. Participants respond to the material expected to be covered
during the training. It was expected all trainers score 80% or higher on the questions, and when an item averaged
below 80%, the Project CTG Evaluator contacted the Project CTG CEIE Coordinator. .

3. Obtaining participant feedback: Training participants completed a Post-Event Evaluation following the training. The Project
CTG Evaluator e-mailed the same participants who received a Pre-Event Evaluation a link to the Post-Event Evaluation.
Participants completed the evaluation online and typically received one prompt.

The assessment included learning-based questions as well as an evaluation of the quality, usefulness, and relevance of the
training. Participants could also provide open-ended comments. The quality indicators were tracked for all evaluations, as well
as the overall participant satisfaction,

The results were shared with the trainers in a summary report, which was placed on a shared drive for Project CTG staff. If any

of the results were below 80%, the Project CTG Evaluator discusses the results with the trainer and T. Fammer.

6. Using the fidelity data: Alabama used a model of a very small number of trainers, but the contracted trainers were
professional trainers for their specific content. Therefore, the quality of training has not been an issue, and no HQPD scores
have been below 80%.

As noted in B(4), The questions on the Post-Event Evaluations showed consistently lower results for the co-planning questions.
The Project CTG consultant (P. Howard) and Evaluator (J. Cooledge) discussed the results and the comparatively smaller gains
in learning. Dr. Howard adjusted the training curriculum to focus on the co-planning areas identified in the Post-Event
Evaluation scores.

Small adjustments were made to the Safe and Civil Schools training, such as reviewing participant roles for Foundations
Teams and clarification of who should attend the CHAMPS/DSC training events, as a result of the observational results.
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C(1) Accountability for the 1. Identification of coaching lead: The Project CTG staff responsible for Goal 2 coaching was the Project CTG Coordinator,
Coaching development and monitoring | Theresa Farmer. Ms. Farmer has been a consultant in the ALSDE Special Education Services for over 10 years. She devoted
of the quality and timeliness | approximately .79 FTE to SPDG activities, and this time was split between overseeing the training and the coaching activities
of SPDG coaching services.® | for the RtI/CEIE initiative.
Required elements: 2. Description of roles and responsibilities: Ms. Farmer worked closely with the Project CTG trainers, who provided follow-up
1. Identification of the lead | support to the Project CTG coaches (coach-the-coaches model). Ms. Farmer’s coaching oversight duties included: 1) Working
person(s) responsible for | with training consultants P. Howard, D. Ploessl, and L. Hamilton to develop a scope and sequence of coaching activities in
coaching services. schools; 2) Meeting with the district implementation teams to coordinate substitutes for planning time, scheduling for co-
-12.  Description of the role and| teaching/co-planning, performance of Project CTG Coaches, and the resources in place to support the sustainability of the
responsibilities of the lead | professional development; 3) Overseeing the implementation of the contracts of the Project CTG Coaches; 4) Meeting with
person(s) accountable for | Project CT'G Coaches to discuss barriers to implementation; 5) Overseeing the training program for Project CTG Coaches; 6)
coaching services. Observing coaching and co-planning activities quarterly to ensure the coaches follow the Jim Knight Instructional Coaching
3. Description of how data model; 7) Overseeing the technology of online coaching; 8) Reviewing coaching evaluation data with the Project CTG
were used to provide Evaluator and trainers; 9) Creating action plans for improving coaching performance, contingent on the coaching evaluation
feedback to coaches and data.
improve coaching
strategies. 3. How data were used to provide feedback: Ms. Farmer met with the co-teaching/co-planning and online coaching consultants
through phone, face-to-face, or for consultation following training over a dozen times this year. These contacts do not include
additional e-mail correspondence. Ms. Farmer met with the Safe and Civil Schools/CHAMPS consultant at least monthly
through phone or face-to-face consultations following training. In addition to discussing the training activities, Ms. Farmer and
the consultants discuss the progress of the Project CTG Coaches and problem solving for teachers and schools. The consultants
met with the Project CTG Coaches, via e-mail/phone check-ins or face-to-face at least monthly, including Coaches’ Meetings.
Ms. Farmer met also with the Project CTG Coaches directly Coaches’ Meetings (at the ALSDE or following PD), and also
communicated through e-mail.
Annually, the Project CTG Evaluator conducted a Coaching Evaluation Survey as part of the 2018 4dlabama Stakeholder
Survey. Individuals who received coaching were asked to complete the evaluation, which addressed each of the Instructional
Coaching components. These data were shared with the Project CTG Coordinator, Director, and coaches to determine how to
improve the coaching. Each coach received her individual results, and the aggregate results were shared during a monthly
Coaches’ Meeting.
The results from the Coaching Evaluation Survey were very positive, and significant gains were seen in the coaching ratings
from 2017 to 2018. The Project CTG Evaluator discussed the results first with the Project CTG Team and then with the
coaches at a Coaches” Meeting. The Project CTG Team had Ann Hoffiman from Dr. Jim Knight’s Instructional Coaching
Group return in August and December 2018 to provide training to the coaches on better conversations.
C(2) SPDG coaches use multiple 1. Coaching strategy used: The Project CTG Coaches used Jim Knight’s model of Instructional Coaching. Project CTG
Coaching sources of information in Coaches have received six days of training from Ann Hoffman, consultant for Jim Knight’s Instructional Coaching approach to
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1.

order to provide assistive
feedback to those being
coached and also provide
appropriate instruction or
modeling.

[Required elements:

Should describe the
coaching strategy used
and the appropriateness
for use with adults (i.e.,
evidence provided for
coaching strategies).
Describe how SPDG
coaches monitored
implementation progress.
Describe how the data
from the monitoring is
used to provide feedback
to implementers.

" coaching (e.g., Knight, 2007; Knight, 2008). The trainers and Project CTG Coordinator observed the coaches’ adherence to the
Tnstructional Coaching model for working with teachers through observing co-planning sessions.

During coaching sessions, the Project CT'G Coaches used the following strategies:
o  Establishing a partnership with the teachers;
¢  Guiding the teachers to set his’her own goals for the coaching and instruction;
¢  Explaining how the strategies are implemented;
Providing specific feedback on the teacher’s classroom/students/subject;
Modeling the strategies so teachers know how the strategies look when they are implemented with fidelity;
Observing teachers implementing the co-teaching/co-planning/CHAMPS strategies;
Working with the teachers to reflect on what strategies worked well and why; and
Refining implementation of strategies for those teachers who have met the fidelity target but would like to improve
their co-teaching, co-planning, or CHAMPS implementation.

e @ o o

2. Monitoring implementation progress: The amount of coaching depended on the needs of the teachers, however the Project
CTG Coaches conducted on-site visits at least once per month with each co-teacher, ranging from once per week to once per
month. During the on-site or online coaching sessions, the teachers were asked about the barriers to implementation, the ability
to implement the co-teaching or behavior practices, and student outcomes. The teachers planned for the lesson, and the Coach
provided guidance using lesson. planning tools, including the Co-Planning Form. These tools assisted the teachers with
developing the instructional roles for each teacher as well as using a variety of instructional strategies to meet the standards
addressed in the lesson.

In addition, consultants provided feedback on the fidelity of implementation to the coaches. For co-teaching/co-planning and
externally-observed CHAMPS/DSC, the consultants debrief with the coach immediately following the observation. Coaches
also received the aggregate, self-assessed STOIC data for CHAMPS implementation. Lastly, Safe and Civil Schools conducted
on-site observations and provided reports on the Foundations implementation to coaches and school staff.

3. How the data was used to provide feedback: The Project CTG .Coaches provided feedback from the prior lesson observed
(either remotely through online coaching or face-to-face). Using the principles of Instructional Coaching, the Coach did not
direct the goals or areas of improvement but allowed the teachers to direct the areas they want to improve. Since the practices
have been established for over three years, the Project CTG Coaches reflected with the teachers following a class, or worked on
refining the skills, often through modeling.

D(1)
Performance
Assessment
(Data-based

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

1. Description of the lead person for fidelity: The Project CTG Evaluator, Dr. Jocelyn Cooledge, with Center Street Consulting,
oversaw the fidelity and reporting for the project.

The Project CTG Evaluator was responsible for the following:
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or coherence is achieved
between various data
systems or sources of data.
Describe how multiple
sources of information are
used to guide
improvement and
demonstrate impact.!°

Decision Required elements: 1) The Project CTG Evaluator, Co-Teaching/Co-Planning Consultants (P. Howard and D. Ploessl), and Project Coordinator
Making) 1. Provide a description of (T. Farmer) collected external, on-site fidelity data in the classrooms using the Project CTG RtU/CEIE Fidelity form.
the role/responsibilities of | 2) The Evaluator met with the Coordinator, Director, trainers, and coaches to review the fidelity data and progress toward the
the lead person and who goals.
this person is. 3) The Evaluator also measured ongoing activities using the Project CTG Activity Log and reported on these activities to the
Coordinator. These reports were used for tracking performance toward the target outcomes.

4) The Evaluator communicated with the Project CTG Coaches regarding the Activity Log, progress monitoring, barriers to
coaching and implementation, and concerns.

5) The Evaluator conducted Pre-/Post-Event Training Evaluations, the Stakeholder Survey, Coaching Evaluation Survey,
interviews with teachers and administrators, analyzing progress monitoring data, and other evaluation tasks. The Evaluator
communicated with the Coordinator, Director, and/or trainers approximately weekly.

6) The Evaluator reported to the SPDG Team regarding the progress toward the performance measures.

In addition, the Project CTG Coaches conducted informal observations [See B(4)]. These data were collected at least monthly

for each dyad and used during the coaching session to guide the areas for coaching. Alabama followed a model that coaches do

not evaluate, though, and therefore the fidelity data reported to OSEP were the responsibility of external staff.
D(2) Coherent data systems are 1. Data systems in place: The ALSDE has data systems in place to meet federal and state reporting requirements. Alabama
Performance [used to make decisions at all | utilized a comprehensive data system through Chalkable SETS to collect and maintain district special education data, including
Assessment  leducation levels (SEA, IEPs. This data system was also used for the submission of District-Approved data for multiple SPP/APR indicators, inciuding
regional, LEA, school). Indicators 11, 12, 13, and 14, as well as reports required through 618 data reporting regulations. Chalkable SETS aligns with
the InformationNow system for general education data collection, such as graduation and assessment data, where the data
Required elements: owners reside outside the purview of special education.
1. Describe data systems that
are in place for various As required in the district MOAs, each district was required to create a District Implementation Team. This team was
education levels. responsible for ensuring the resources were in place, including data collection system for the project.
2. Describe how alignment '

Each district was required in the MOA to select a screening assessment system, and schools collecied at least three data
collection points per school year. The screening assessment data were entered into respective data system, and the Project CTG
Coaches access these data. Student-level data were entered into the Project CTG Data Sheet and student names were removed.
The data were sent to the Evaluator for analyses (student, classroom, school, and project-level). Gain scores were calculated for
each student to determine progress, although student-level data were not reported except in aggregate form. The Project CTG
Coaches used the class data when meeting with teachers.

Additionally, Project CTG Coaches entered students’ results from the ACT ASPIRE annually. The Project CT Coaches
accessed the ASPIRE scores for each student in the Project CTG classrooms.

For the behavior initiatives, schools inputted the attendance, office discipline referral, and suspension data each semester into
the SPDG/SSIP behavior databases. These data were aggregated to a project-level.
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ent for various sources of data: The districts had access to the screening assessment, ACT Aspire, and behavior data,
mbm the results were shared with both the state and the districts. Following the fidelity checks, a report was submitted to the
ALSDE, individunal district, and the coach showing the progress of the Project CTG sites within the district. Other progress
reports were shared thronghout the year, such as progress toward performance measures, Stakeholder Survey results, interview
data results, STOIC results, and Activity Log Summaries. Additionally, the Project CTG Evaluator sent progress updates for
implementation data to the SPDG Team.

End-of-year results were also shared annually. Each summer, the year-end data were shared, and the Project CTG staff and
consultants reviewed and discussed the data. The same group met again to develop a 30-60-90 day plan for addressing
particular areas.

3. Multiple sources of data: Project CTG used the following data for guiding improvement:
e  Student-level screening assessment data for SWD and SWOD in participating classes
State assessment data (for individual students, yoked to the screening data)
Teacher fidelity data for co-planning, co-teaching, and CHAMPS
Teacher Pre-/Post-Event Evaluation data
Classroom observations
Project CTG Activity Log data {e.g., coaching and meeting frequency, type, location, and coaching recipients).
Foundations Implementation Tool (Foundations fidelity)
STOIC (CHAMPS/DSC fidelity) self-assessment data
Coaching Evaluation
Stakeholder Survey
Interview data with teachers, coaches, principals, and other administrators

D(3)
Performance
Assessment

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

Required elements:

1. Describe the feedback
loop for each level of the
system the SPDG works
with

1. Feedback loop: Project CTG Coaches collected informal fidelity data using an observation checklist (see attached). These
observations were conducted in one class period and provided an ongoing measure of progress for the teachers. The results
were reviewed with the teachers during the next coaching session. The tools and checklists assisted the teachers with
developing goals and areas to work on with the Project CTG Coach.

The Project CTG Evaluator and CEIE Consultant used the Project CTG Rtl/CEIE Fidelity Observation Form to collect formal
fidelity data, and the Safe and Civil Schools consultants collected Foundations fidelity with the Foundations Implementation
Tool. The results were shared with the Project CTG Coaches and principals. In addition, the Project CTG coaches were
debriefed with verbal feedback immediately following the fidelity observations. The evaluator or consultant also shared verbal
feedback with most teachers the same day as the observation, although due to schedules, the imumediate feedback was not
always possible. In addition, the Special Education Directors and/or Principals also received informal feedback the day of the
observations in order to make rapid changes as needed. Following the observations, the CEIE consultant provided written
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o Describe how these
data are used for
decision-making to
ensure improvements
are made in the
targeted outcome
areas.

Describe how fidelity data

inform modifications to

iraplementation drivers

(e.g., how can Selection,

Training, and Coaching

better support high

fidelity).1°

feedback regarding individual teachers and shared the information with the Project CTG Coaches, in order to help them
support the teachers.

For student-level data, the coaches retrieved the screening assessment and ACT Aspire data. The Project CTG Coaches looked
at student-level data with the teachers, and the coaches examined the specific standards that received low scores, in order to
make plans for each student. The results were shared with the district in late-spring and eatly-fall to show performance.

Lastly, the Project CTG Coordinator and/or coach met with the District/Foundations Impiementation Teams each year to
review the performance data.

Meetings were held at all levels (School Implementation Teams, District Implementation Teams, and the Project CTG Team).
During the final project year, 88.46% of Implementation Teams met at least three times per school year, and 84.62% of
Implementation Teams reported reviewing their project data to make plans at least annually. Moreover, the SPDG Team met
formally five times during the final project year.

2. Fidelity data informs modifications: Project CTG made several changes based on its fidelity data. One of the project’s
greatest strengths was its frequent, on-going review of progress and acting to address the data in a timely manner.

Project data were shared with coaches at Coaches’ Meetings. The results were used to make adjustments in coaching. For
example, it was noted the CHAMPS/DSC fidelity were below the project’s target. The project offered additional CHAMPS and
DSC training in January, April, and June 2018. Additionally, since the amount of coaching was proportionately less for
CHAMPS, the project staff and coaches discussed more coaching supports for CHAMPS/DSC.

Some other changes made based on consistent data and discussion by the Project CTG staff and consultants included:
¢ Transferring a special education teacher to another school and hiring a new special education teacher
¢  Eliminating one Project CTG coaching position in Lauderdale County (the former coach was now a co-teacher in three
middle school classes)
Adding a second coach for the Foundations initiatives in two sites
Revising the Co-Teaching/Co-Planning training curriculum to focus more on modeling and less on the research
Doing elbow-to-elbow coaching with the Project CTG Coaches in order to improve fidelity of coaching
Setting a more intensive coaching schedule and increase coaching time
Creating a 30-60-90 day plan for addressing areas of Selection and Coaching
Meeting with the participating teachers to communicate their roles in the grant, explaining the rationale behind the
project, and ensuring buy-in
Developing a more streamlined method of communicating PD events
Providing more intensive information and training to the District Implementation Teams on implementation science
Creating more coaching opportunities for teachers implementing reading or math interventions
Adding and changing members of the Foundations Teams
Offering examples of co-teaching in different content areas

® & o & ¢ o
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D(4)
Performance
Assessment

2.

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

Required elements:

L

Describe how benchmarks
are created and shared.
Describe positive
recognition processes for
achievements.

Describe how data are
used to “market” the
initiative.

1. Benchmarks were created and shared: Project CTG based the district benchmarks on its performance measures as reported
to OSEP. The CEIE model of creating effective inclusive environments assumed breadth in its approach. Therefore, the
project set a benchmark of 60% of instructional staff in grades 3-9 (core content educators, administrators, and special
education teachers) would participate in training. Because of the Joyce and Showers (2002) work demonstrating the need for
follow-up to training, Project CTG established a benchmark of 70% of training participants would receive follow-up
coaching. For sites using the e-coaching technology, 50% of the coaching participants would be e-coached two or more
fimes.

One of the components of the CELE model was co-teaching. By having a special education teacher in the inclusive
classroom, all students would have the expertise of the special education teacher. To measure the progress, student screening
assessment data were examined. A target was set at: 50% of students would show gains on their screening assessment scores.
The target was also shared with the district implementation team and administrators.

Benchmarks were shared in six ways: 1) The Project CTG Evaluator developed a training PowerPoint for coaches that
explains these performance measures and how to report on them; 2) The Project CTG Evaluator and/or the Project CTG
Coordinator met with the district implementation teams to explain the performance measures; 3) The Project CTG Evaluator
created a Data Manual for districts and schools (and updated for the 2017-2018 school year), which included the key
performance measures for the project; 4) The Data Manual was presented to site teams in Year 5 (Fune 2016), and teams
were given time to develop individual protocols to collect the data and review progress toward the targets; 5) Project CTG
coaches met with implementation teams and teachers to share and explain the performance measures; and 6) The CEIE
Consultant (P. Howard) restated the targets when meeting with teachers and administrators during her on-site observations.

2. Recognition process for achievements: In Year 5, the project began using Basecamp.com, an online project management
software. Implementation Team administrators and teachers, project staff, coaches, and consultants have access to the site.
Through this site, participants shared successes, such as achieving fidelity, teacher growth, outcomes, etc.

Sites were also highlighted in other forums, including:

1. Atleast 8 presentations by demonstration sites during 2017-2018. Presentations occurred at the SEAP meeting,
Alabama CASE, the Alabama Education Association conference, the MEGA. conference, at SSIP Cohort 2
Foundations training, and the Transition Parent Focus Groups (3 meetings);

2. A highlight in the “News You Can Use” for special educators around the state;

3. Ahighlight in the ALSDE Telegram for State Department of Education staff; and

4. Coaches’ Meetings.

In addition, the results of the student-level data were particularly noteworthy to teachers, administrators, and Project CTG
staff. When the screening assessment and ACT Aspire data were analyzed, the results were shared first with the coaches and
Project CTG staff.
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3. Marketing the initiative: The project has demonstrated student-level success, and these results have been shared across the
state. In addition to the district-level reports and the on-going review of the student-level data as noted above, the results
were shared in the following forums:

The Alabama Special Education Advisory Panel meeting

The ALSDE-SES “News You Can Use” newsletter

The ALSDE “Telegram” newsletter

The SSIP Stakeholder meeting

The MEGA Conference

The Alabama CASE Conference

The Council of Exceptional Children conference

At the monthly coaching meetings

With districts interested in the project

D(5)
Performance
[Assessment

2.

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

Required elements:
1.

Procedures described for
data submission.
Guidance provided to
schools/districts.

1. Procedures described for data submission: Project CTG used the following strategies for informing coaches, consultants, and

staff about the data collection and submission:

o  When a coach was hired, she/he received consultations on submitting data.

o The Project CTG Evaluator held two webinars prior to the school year on completing Activity Log. Also, written guidance
was offered.

o  The Project CTG Evaluator created a Data Manual, which includes a list of the formos by type (implementation, training,.
outcome, project management); dates for submission; how and where to submit the data; a calendar by month; and key
performance measures.

o  The Evaluator met with site staff, coaches, consultants, and ALSDE staff to share the Data Manual and to give the site
teams the opportunity to discuss site-specific protocols for data collection and submission.

o  The project had a Basecamp (http://www.basecamp.com/) project management software for data collection, site sharing,
and evaluation. A calendar of submission due dates was included on the site. This forum allowed sites and coaches to ask
questions and seek clarification about the data processes.

o  All forms and written directions for forms were included on Basecamp for all project staff, sites, and coaches to access.

o The Project Evaluator presented at most Coaches’ Meetings, and these meetings allow coaches and staff to ask questions
about the data protocols.

o  When the coaches had questions about the data or coding, they contacted the Evaluator by Basecamp, e-mail, or phone.

Teachers completing the screening assessment and ASPIRE assessments received professional development from the school
district on administration and submission of the ASPIRE and screening assessments.

2. Guidance to schools/districts: Project CTG guidance to schools on data submission and protocols included the following

strategies:

o District implementation team members (which inciudes the participating principals), met with the Project CTG
Coordinator annually to discuss the data requirements outlined in the MOA.
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o As outlined above, schools and district staff received a Data Manual outlining submission requirements.

o Implementation Team members, Special Education Coordinators, and principals attended an evaluation training in Year 5.
The PD included the data requirements, submission requirements, and planning time for sites with their coaches.

o The same key administrators and teachers were included on the project’s Basecamp.

o All submission deadlines, forms, and instructions for data submission were included on Basecamp.

E(1)
Facilitative

| Administrative
Support/
Systems
Intervention

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

[Required elements:

1. Role/job description of
administrators relative to
program implementation
provided.

2. Describe how the SPDG

trains and supports

administrators so that they
may in turn support
implementers.

1. Role/job descriptions of administrators: As outlined in the district MOAs (see attached), the district implementation teams,
which includes principals, were required to attend at least 70% of the professional development offered by the project. If the
team member could not attend a training session, s/he was required to send an equal designate and share the information with
the team member. This requirement was added in Year 2 to ensure administrators were aware of the content and can support
the participating teachers.

Within the MOA, the following was specified as the role of the administrators:
e “Appoint a supervisor who will provide administrative support and work closely with Project CTG Coaches. The AL SPDG
requests administrative support including, but not limited to the following:
o Coaching and professional support.
o Informing training participants of district procedures and/or protocol for participating in out-of-region activities
scheduled by AL SPDG.
o Conducting personnel evaluations in accordance with district policy (for internal coaches).
o Communicating roles, functions, and employment of Project CTG Coaches during and after the AL SPDG support
period. .
o Supporting Project CTG performance objectives and performances measures required by OSEP.”

In addition, the Project CTG Coordinator met with the District Implementation Teams (including all participating principals) to
discuss the roles of the Team. This follow-up was added to ensure each member of the team was cognizant of his/her role
outlined in the MOA.

2. SPDG supports administrators: Participating Principals/Assistant Principals attended an average of 3.35 Project CTG
training events, with a range of 1-14 events. Principals regularly met with participating teachers and the Project CTG Coaches
to discuss progress and data.

In addition to the training, the Project CTG Coordinator (Theresa Farmer) worked with school and district administrators to: 1)
review implementation science, 2) examine the project data, and 3) discuss batriers to implementation. Coaches have worked
with Implementation Teams to ensure protocols were established and there were communication plans for each site.

‘When possible, the Coordinator and teams addressed barriers. For example, when teachers were having difficulty finding a
comumon co-planning time, the project offered substitute reimbursement to give participating teachers time to co-plan and
review data. In addition, the project contracted with Dr. Michael Remus in March 2016 to conduct training for administrators
on mapping the schedule.
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E(2)
Facilitative
Administrativ
e

Support/
Systems
Intervention

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

Required elements:

e Describe processes for
collecting, analyzing, and
utilizing input and data from
various levels of the
education system to
recognize barriers to
implementation success (e.g.,
Describe how
communication travels to
other levels of the education
system when assistance is
needed to remove barriers).
Describe processes for
revising policies and
procedures and making other
recessary changes.

1. Using data to reco

ize barriers: Data addressing barriers were collected and analyzed as follows:

The Project CTG Evaluator and CEIE Consultant conducted on-site observations. During these observations, the two
consultants collected feedback from teachers to determine their satisfaction, barriers, ideas for improving the project,
ete.

Teacher completed the Project CTG Coaching Evaluation, which evaluated both the coaches and project

PD participauts {teachers, coaches, and other staff) completed the Project CTG Stakeholder Survey

Project CTG Coaches were interviewed

Principals and other administrators were interviewed 1-2 times annually

An on-site Foundations observation was completed at least once a year

Fidelity data were collected 1-2 times/year

As noted in D(3), the results were utilized to make the following changes:

2. Processes for revisin

Transferring a special education teacher to another school and hiring a new special education teacher

Eliminating one Project CTG coaching position in Lauderdale County (the former coach was now a co-teacher in three
middle school classes)

Adding a second coach for the Foundations initiatives in two sites

Revising the Co-Teaching/Co-Planning training curriculum to focus more on modeling and less on the research
Doing elbow-to-elbow coaching with the Project CTG Coaches in order to improve fidelity of coaching

Setting a more intensive coaching schedule and increase coaching time

Creating a 30-60-90 day plan for addressing areas of Selection and Coaching

Meeting with the participating teachers to communicate their roles in the grant, explaining the rationale behind the
project, and ensuring buy-in

Developing a more streamlined method of communicating PD events

Providing more intensive information and training to the District Implementation Teams on implementation science
Creating more coaching opportunities for teachers implementing reading or math interventions

Adding and changing members of the Foundations Teams

Offering examples of co-teaching in different content areas

olicies and procedures: The Project CTG staff met formally at least once a year to review the annual

evaluation data. The team met in July 2018, and after reviewing the results, the staff created a 30-60-90 day plan for addressing
needed changes.

Policy changes, such as selection of training attendees and fiscal rules have been made as a result of the data review. All of the
roles were revisited for initiatives, and clarification was provided to ensure each initiative had an identified oversight person,
trainer, coach, and data collector.
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! http://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/sites/nirn.fpg.unc.eduffiles/resources/NIRN-MonographFull-01-2005.pdf (pp. 36-39).

2 http://learningforward.org/standards/resources#.U1Es3rHD888 .

2 Guskey, T.R. {2000). Evaluating professional development (pp. 79-81). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
4 Dunst, C.J., & Trivette, C.M. (2012). Moderators of the effectiveness of adult learning method practices. Journal of Social Sciences, 8, 143-148.

5 http://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/sites/nirn.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NIRN-MonographFull-01-2005.pdf (pp. 39-43).

6 hitp://learningforward.org/standards/learning-designs#.U1GVhbHDR8S .

7 http://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/sites/nirn.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NIRN-MonographFull-01-2005.pdf (pp. 47-55).

& http://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/sites/nirn.fpg.unc.edu/ffiles/resources/NIRN-MonographFull-01-2005.pdf (pp. 44-47).

10 http://implementation.fpg.unc.edu/sites/implementation.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NIRN-ImplementationDriversAssessingBestPractices.pdf (pp. 15-16)
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Worksheet Instructions

Use the SPDG Evidence-Based Professional Development Components worksheet to provide descriptions of evidence-based
professional development practices implemented during the reporting year to support the attainment of identified
competencies.

Complete one worksheet for each initiative and provide a description relevant to each of the 16 professional development
components (Al through E2).

Provide a rating of the degree to which each description contains all necessary information (e.g., contains the elements listed in
the “PD components” column) related to professional development practices being implemented: 1=inadequate description or a
description of planned activities, 2=barely adequate description, 3=good description, and 4=exemplar description. Please note
that if you are describing a plan to implement an activity, it will not be considered as part of the evidence for the component.
Only those activities already implemented will be considered in scoring the component description.

The “PD components” column includes several broad criteria for elements that grantees should include in the description to
receive the highest possible rating. Refer to the SPDG Evidence-Based Professional Development Components rubric (Rubric A)
for sample descriptions corresponding with each of the ratings. .
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Project description of related activities
- (please note if you are attaching documents)
There were three types of training offered: IRIS Center modules, training during the Transition Parent Focus Groups,
Selection PD participants and for schools, and other transition training offered at statewide meetings.
districts, or other agencies.
Special Education Coordinators in Elmore County, Gadsden City, and Andalusia City shared the expectation to
Required elements: complete the module with the special education teachers and their administrators. An e-mail was sent to participants
e Description of expectations for PD | stating information about the modules, when the modules needed to be completed, and why participants were
participants (e.g., attendance in completing the modules. Additionally, the IRIS Ceuter Secondary Transition Module informed participants about the
training, data reporting).’ expectations of the module through its module outline: http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/
o Identification of what schools, content/uploads/pdf module outlines/tran.pdfffcontent.
districts, or other agencies agreed to
provide (e.g., necessary resources, For the parent training and three Parent Focus Groups held each year, the Alabama Parent Education Center (APEC)
supports, facilitative administration | sent a letter to participants. The participants committed to four years of participation as focus group participants and
for the participants).>? training recipients. For the final year’s Parent Focus Groups, participants received a letter stating the expectation to
e Description of how schools, complete the IRIS Center’s Secondary Transition: Student-Centered module prior to the meeting. A copy of the letter is
‘| districts, or other agencies were attached. Also, parents attending the Parent Focus Groups received training on the Transition Series: Parent
informed of their responsibilities.>? | Engagement Handbook during the focus group time. The Alabama Parent Education Center Director, Jeana Winter, led
the parent training at the parent focus groups.
Provide a brief description of the
form(s) used for these agreements. Further support by schools and districts were outlined in a Memoranda of Agreement (MOA). MOAs were created for
Elmore County Public Schools, Andalusia City Schools, and Gadsden City Schools to identify what the district and
schools agree to provide. The MOAs stated that Project CTG offered professional development and materials for the
Stanfield Transitions Curriculum, 3™ edition. The MOAs also indicated that substitute reimbursements were available
for professional development and to attend the Alabama Transition Conference. A copy of the MOA is attached.
Project CTG Director (Susan Williamson) and Coordinator (Curtis Gage) informed the district about their
respousibilities through the MOA and a follow-up meeting. The draft of the expectation outlined in the MOA with
building principals, district staff, and Project CTG Coaches (Sharon Lovelady and Becci Hauser). After time for
review, a second meeting was held for the district implementation teams to sign the MOA.
A(2) Clear expectations are provided for | The Project CTG trainers for transition module and parent training were selected through a sole-source process. The
Selection SPDG trainers and SPDG coaches/ | qualifications for each of the trainers or training centers was determined through a panel review of Project CTG staff.
mentors.! The Project CTG Director (Susan Williamson) and Coordinator (Curtis Gage) met with each trainer to review the
contracts and roles and responsibilities as trainers.
[Required elements: .
e Expectations for trainers’ The Secondary Transition modules were created by the IRIS Center at Vanderbilt University. The IRIS Center is an
qualifications and experience and OSEP-funded Technical Assistance Center. The IRIS Center has provided modules and special education resources for
over 10 years, and currently has over 65 special education training modules. The roles of the IRIS Center were to: 1)
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QUM&QEE%

" PD compouents ,
(with required elements the
desaription, should comtatn)

how these qualifications will be
ascertained.
o Description of role and
responsibilities for
trainers (the people who

o Expectations for coaches’/mentors’
qualifications and experience and
how these qualifications will be
ascertained.

o Description of role or
responsibilities for
coaches or mentors (the
people who provided
follow-up to training).

trained PD participants).

Maintain the Secondary Trausition; Secondary Transition: Interagency Collaboration; and Secondary Transition:
Student-Centered Planning modules; 2) Collect data on participants, including pre/post data; 3) Share participation data
with the Project CTG Coordinator and district transition coordinator; and 4) Provide a printable certificate for the
participant to use for continuing education credits.

The development and delivery of the parent training was led by Jeana Winter, the Director of the Alabama Parent
Education Center (the PTT). As Director of APEC, Ms. Winter brought over 10 years of experience in parent training
and education. She had demonstrated experience leading training for thousands of parents and educators throughout the
state. The role of Ms. Winter, as per the APEC contract, stated she would coordinate three Parent Focus Groups and
lead the training following the focus groups.

Project CIG Transition Coaches were expected to have at least 10 years of experience working with students with
disabilities at the high school level, and at least five years in an administrative role related to transition. Prior coaching
experience was preferred. Successful teaching experience and specialized knowledge to support student/adult learning
was required as verified by the Alabama Department of Education (SDE) staff. Applicants were expected to exhibit
strong interpersonal skills and a commitment to continued professional growth. Qualifications were verified through
observational interviews, reference checks, and records of credentials.

The Project CTG Transition Coaches were selected by the ALSDE through the retired state educator process.
Individuals who have retired from the state system were eligible to work up to 20 hours of week for the ALSDE. There
were three Project CTG Transition for the first two years of implementation, and two during the final reporting period.
All coaches met the coaching requirements.

Following hiring, coaches received training on Instructional Coaching from a KU-CRL consultant (Ann Hoffman) and
implementation science through the SPDG Community of Learning. The Project CTG Coordinator met with the coaches
to review the expectations and roles and responsibilities for coaching. Coaches were expected to:
e  Support and implement Project CTG Performance Measures required by OSEP.
‘e Focus on coaching on secondary transition and post-school outcomes:
o Transition program development;
o Teaching an evidence-based curriculum in Transition classes;
o Developing a Transition Team to implement transition programming;
o Providing supports to students of transition age.
e Participate in professional seminars, conferences, meetings, and trainings as directed and/or funded by the AL
SPDG.
e Participate in professional activities (seminars, Webinars, conferences/conventions, meetings, and trainings)
designed to support Project CTG goals and outcomes.
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Project nmmn.lm.ncﬂ. of related activities
(please note if you are attaching documents)

e Meet at least quarterly (face-to-face and virtually) with other Project CTG coaches.
e  Provide documentation of activities required by AL SPDG, such as:
o  Monthly calendar indicating tentative activities related to Project CTG PD, TA, or meetings.
o Meetings with administrators, Project CTG coaches, LEA representatives, and/or other personnel relevant
to Project CTG goals and activities.
o Activity Log entries.
o  Sign-in sheets (see template from AL SPDG staff member) for approved PD (e-mail documentation to
SPDG staff member C. Gage).
o  Travel reimbursement in accordance with ALSDE policy/procedures.
e Provide a monthly Purchasing and Travel Expense Report.
e Collect, report, and submit student outcome data from transition sites, as required by AL SPDG according to
agreed-upon timelines (Jocelyn Cooledge, AL SPDG external evaluator).
e  Share and/or participate in data collection regarding Project CTG.

B(1) Accountability for the delivery and | The Project CTG staff responsible for Goal 3 training was the Project CTG Coordinator, Curtis Gage. Mr. Gage has
Training quality of training. been an Education Specialist in the ALSDE Special Education Services for over 8 years. He devoted approximately .50
FTE to SPDG activities, and this time was split between overseeing the training and the coaching activities for the
Required elements: transition initiative.
e Identification of the lead person(s)
accountable for training. Mr. Gage’s roles and responsibilities related to transition training included: 1) Working with APEC (Jeana Winter and
o Description of the role and Katrina Williams) to develop a scope and sequence of training; 2) Working with the IRIS Ceunter to ensure participants
responsibilities of the lead person(s) | Teceive continuing education credits, as needed; 3) Serving as a point of contact for parents, teachers, and special
accountable for training, education coordinators that contact the ALSDE; 4) Meeting with the Transition Teams to ascertain the readiness for
implementation and the resources in place to support the sustainability of the training; 5) Overseeing the RFA process
and review of applicants for the training consultants; 6) Overseeing the implementation of the contracts and budgets for
transition training; 7) Attending training activities to ensure all professional development is high-quality and research-
based; 8) Coordinating training activities with district staff, building staff, and the Project CTG Coach; 9) Responding to
technical assistance requests regarding federal and state laws, policies, and procedures; 10) Reviewing training
evaluation data with the Project CTG Evaluator; 11) Reviewing the training evaluation data with the training consultants
Mr. Gage consulted with the transition trainers monthly through phone, face-to-face, or e-mail. These consultations
were to discuss planning for training events, barriers, follow-up from training, participant progress, and evaluation data.
B(2) Effective research-based adult The Project CTG training consultants implemented professional development based on the How People Learn theory
Training learning strategies are used.*>5 (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999) and the Dunst & Trivette (2012)? principles of adult learning. The following
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o PD components .
(with required elements the
description should contain)

Required elements:

o Identification of adult learning
strategies used, including the source
(e.g., citation).

e Description of how adult learning
strategies were used.

* Description of how data are

gathered to assess how well adult

learning strategies were
implemented.

Focus Group training sessions (same curriculum).

The IRIS Center module followed the How People Learn (HPL) theory of adult learning. Adult learning strategies used
included in the following ways:

Leamning centeredness: Instruction within the modules considered the participants” prior knowledge and
experiences;

Knowledge centeredness: The sequence and content were designed to create understanding and learning rather
than memorization;

Assessment centeredness: Opportunities for feedback through questions and an assessment; and

Community centered: Participants were members of multiple communities, and the content takes into
consideration the various roles of the participants.

Data to assess implementation were as follows:

The Project CTG Evaluator reviewed the training materials and resources to determine how they aligned with
the Dunst & Trivette PALS model.

Project CTG staff completed the Observation of High-Quality Professional Development Checklist® [See
attached]. Scores were reviewed to ensure 80% for each section.

The Project CTG Evaluator reviewed the results of the HQPD Checklist results to ensure 80% of each category
was met. Data were collected for the parent training during the Parent Transition Focus Groups.

The Family Training in Transition module was reviewed by the Project CTG Evaluator to determine how the adult
learning principles (Dunst & Trivette, 2012) were used:

¢ & ¢ & & @ > & O & ¢ o

Information about expectations and sequence provided (Preparation)
Pre-training assessment (Preparation)

Video clips and discussion to relate to own context (Introduce)
Research and data slides to show best practices (Introduce)

Related information to IDEA and SPDG (Introduce)

Slide notes for building vocabulary (Demonstration)

“What is Transition” section (Demonstration)

Recommended Actions section (Demonstration)

Theory to Practice role playing (Engagement)

Participants have opportunities for questions individually (Engagement)
Discussion about follow-up with coaches (Evaluation)

Post-training assessment {Evaluation)
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(PD) domains |.

: PD a.oEwwrmEm
(with required elements the
_ description should contain) .

e w.maoa focus group discussion .mo:o,S.EW ooBEo,mmb of Bom&o 9@&9.6
'Bransford, J.D., Brown, A.L., & Cocking, R.R. (1999). How people learn: Brain, mind, experience, and school.
Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press.

Dunst, C.J., & Trivette, C. M. (2012). Moderators of the effectiveness of adult learning method practices. Journal of
Social Sciences, 8, 143-148.

3Noonan, P., Gaumer-Erickson, A.S., Brussow, J.A., & Langham, A. (2015). Observation checklist for high quality
Dprofessional development in education. (Updated version). Lawrence, KS. University of Kansas, Center for Research on
Leaming.

B(3)
Training

Training is skill-based (e.g.,
participant behavior rehearsals to

criterion with an expert
observing).>

iRequired elements:

® Description of skills that
participants were expected to
acquire as a result of the training.

® Description of activities conducted
to build skills.

e Description of how participants’ use
of new skills was measured.

The specific skills varied depending on the topic (e.g., transition module vs. statewide transition training at the Alabama
MEGA Conference vs. parent training, etc.). All training events emphasized some common core skills. Participants
were assessed on the following skiils:

¢ Defining secondary transition;

¢  Demonstrating knowledge of the different transition services, including the legislative mandates for districts
related to transition;
Navigating the transition process for a student;
Knowledge of the myths and facts related to transition;
Communication between teachers and parents and involving parents in transition planning; and
Using assessments for transition planning.

Other skills that were dependent on the specific training included:
e Identifying the components of secondary transition planning;
Developing strategies to include students in their transition planning;
Helping students to increase a leadership role in their IEP meetings;
Identifying ways to help students collect assessment data and develop their own momﬁm
Actively engaging students in evaluating progress toward their goals;
Identifying the stages of interagency collaboration;
Explaining how interagency collaboration benefits students;
Using the Secondary Transition: Parent Engagement Handbook as a resource for student life planning; and
Knowing where to find Alabama resources by topic for trapsition-age students with disabilities.

* & @ & & 0 o o

The specific activities varied depending on the topic, although the skills were built through:
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_PD components
(with required elements the

description showld conitin). .

Sharing research and data on effectiveness
Viewing videos of modeling of skills by students, teachers, and content experts

Working as teams to develop interagency collaborations in the state, region, and local levels
Developing elements for student portfolios

Role-playing teacher-teacher or teacher-student

Completing case study challenges

Participating in break-out sessions to discuss personal experiences, concetns, and questions
Receiving follow-up coaching after the PD

For all transition training, participants were required to complete a Pre-Event Evaluation or Challenge assessment form
that asked about participants” knowledge of specific topics. The Challenge items were included on the IRIS Center
Modules. A Post-Training Assessment included more in-depth questions related to the training content. The results of
the post-assessment were scored to measure learning.

In addition to the pre-/post-assessment, following the training, the Project CTG Coach, Coordinator, and Evaluator
observed the implementation of the trausition training in the classroom. Teachers implemented the Stanfield Transitions
Curriculum in the classes, and the observations were scored. Immediately following the observations, feedback was
given to the teachers.

B(4)
Training

Training outcome data are
collected and analyzed to assess
participant knowledge and skiils,

Required elements:

Identification of training outcome
measure(s).

Description of procedures to
collect pre- and post-training data
or another kind of assessment of
knowledge and skills gained
from training.

Description of how training
outcome data were reported.
Description of how training
outcome data were used to make

The initial outcome of the training was to increase knowledge and skills. Participant learning was assessed using the
Post-Training Assessment forms. The assessments asked specific closed- and open-ended questions to gauge participant
knowledge about the training content. A sample Post-Training Assessment for Student-Centered Transition Planning is
attached. Completion of the modules required the completion of the assessments.

Second, fidelity data were collected by the External Evaluator. The Evaluator used the Project CTG Transition
Observation Form, which consisted of the elements from the Stanfield Transitions Curriculum, 3™ edition, and the
Student Development Checklist. The results were shared in aggregate form with the Transition Teams, trainers,
teachers, and Project CTG Coach. A copy of the Project CTG Transition Observation Form is in the Appendix.

Participants completed a pre-training evaluation (a Challenge) at the beginning of the training. At the end of the
training, participants completed the Post-Training Assessment online. A sample Post-Training Assessment is in the
Appendix. While participants completed the modules as a facilitated training session, each person completed the
assessment individually. Results were shared with the Special Education Coordinator and the Project CTG Coach.
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PD components
 (with required elements the

1ains - . description should contain).. .

.wm&maﬂnmm.nmwnoln.&. related activities
- (please nofe if you are attaching documents)

appropriate changes to the
training and to provide further
supports throngh coaching.

.Hm.o W\Q\m& .ﬁ.ﬂ G Transition Observation Form was used by the Project CTG Coordinator (C. Gage) and the mw.ﬁmﬂbﬂ

Evaluator (J. Cooledge) during the school year. Each school set a schedule for the observers to view all transition
classes. The Evaluator observed the entire lesson and debriefed with the teacher following the lesson to provide
immediate feedback regarding the observation.

The training outcome data were used to make changes in coaching. For example, the first fidelity scores for the 2015-
2016 school year were measured in early December 2015. All of the classes showed lower fidelity in the “Closing” as
well as “Pacing” items. The Project CTG Evaluator shared the results in the fidelity report for Elmore County. While
additional training was not needed, modifications were needed to complete the curriculum as intended. The results were
discussed among the local transition staff, and it was determined more coaching was needed. As a follow-up, the Project
CTG Coordinator, Evaluator, and the Transition Coach debriefed on the resnlts, and the Transition Coach developed a
follow-up plan. The coach developed a pacing guide for the teachers, modeled lessons, and created a checklist for each
of the curricnlum components. The Project CTG Coach continued to work with the teachers on pacing at the end of
Year 4 and into Year 5. The Year 6 fidelity observation results showed significant improvement in the areas of Closing
and pacing.

B(5)
Training

Trainers (the people whe trained
PD participants) are trained,
coached, and observed.>’

Required elements:

e Description of training provided to
trainers.

® Description of coaching provided to
trainers.

e Description of procedures for
observing trainers.

e Identification of training fidelity
instrument used (measures the
extent to which the training is
implemented as intended).

o Description of procedures to obtain
participant feedback.

e Description of how observation and

training fidelity data were used

The ALSDE entered into contracts with two trainers based on their prior expertise. As noted in A(2), the selection of the
trainers was through sole-source process. Project CTG staff and ALSDE fiscal services reviewed the trainers’
credentials to ensures they had the qualifications and expertise to provide training.

The Secondary Transition module was created by the IRIS Center at Vanderbilt University. The IRIS Center was an
OSEP-funded Technical Assistance Center. The IRIS Center has provided modules and special education resources for
over 10 years, and currently has 65 special education training modules.

As the training consisted of modules developed by an OSEP-funded TA Center and a nationally-recognized transition
institute, Project CTG did not provide formal training or coaching to the IRIS Center. The Project CTG Coordinator did,
however, meet with the Director of the IRIS Center on several occasions to discuss the needs of Alabama, the specific
concerns about parents and transition, and the type of training and information needed for the project.

For the parent training conducted by APEC, Project CTG training and coaching was provided through:
e AISDE-SES and APEC co-development of the Secondary Transition: Parent Engagement Series Handbook,
which was used as the training curriculum;
e  (uidance on the topics to be covered within the training; and
e  Observation of the three training events by the SPDG staff and External Evaluator, and feedback provided.
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Professional Development Checklist, although there was no “trainer” to observe. For the Parent Transition Focus Group
training sessions, the Project CTG Evaluator observed all three training sessions. Two of the sessions were scored using
the Observation of High-Quality Professional Development Checklist. Scores were reviewed to ensure 80% for each
section. Oral feedback was provided following the observations.

To assess the participant feedback, training participants completed a Post-Event Evaluation. First, parents at the Parent
Transition Focus Groups shared a rating at the end of the training. A follow-up survey was conducted 2-5 months
following the focus groups to determine satisfaction and usage of the information. Second, module participants
completed a follow-up survey 1-2 months following completion of the IRIS Center modules to determine a retrospective
view on the quality of the training and how participants used the information. For both surveys, the quality indicators
were tracked for all evaluations. If any of the results were below 80%, the Project CTG Evaluator discusses the results
with the trainer, Project CTG Coaches, and Coordinator (C. Gage).

The observation and training data were used for planming for the final reporting period. While the ratings were high, the
SPDG Team determined a clearer scope and sequence for training was needed to ensure participants could complete a
more comprehensive training sequence on a particular timeframe. New training topics had been identified for future
activities, and guidance was developed to ensure coaching followed the training.

C(1)
Coaching

Accountability for the development
and monitoring of the quality and
timeliness of SPDG coaching
services.®

Required elements:

o Identification of the lead person(s)
responsible for coaching services.

o Description of the role and
responsibilities of the lead person(s)
accountable for coaching services.

@ Description of how data were used
to provide feedback to coaches and
improve coaching strategies.

The Project CTG staff responsible for Goal 3 coaching was the Project CTG Coordinator, Curtis Gage. Mr. Gage has
been an Education Specialist in the ALSDE Special Education Services for over 8 years. He devoted approximately .50
FTE to SPDG activities, and this time was split between overseeing the training and the coaching activities for the
transition initiative.

Mr. Gage’s roles and responsibilities related to coaching included: 1) Supervising three state-level Transition Coaches
2) Working with APEC (Jeana Winters and Katrina Williams) regarding transition training, follow-up, and the parent
focus groups; 3) Meeting with the district implementation teams to coordinate substitutes for planning time, scheduling
for the transition curriculum, performance of the Project CTG Coach, and ensuring the resources in place to support the
sustainability of the professional development; 4) Overseeing the Goal 3 budget and contracts; 5) Meeting with Project
CTG Coached to discuss barriers to implementation; 6) Providing coaching consultation to the district implementation
team, as needed; 7) With coaching consultant, Pam Howard, overseeing the professional development/orientation
program for Project CTG Coaches; 8) Reviewing coaching evaluation data with the Project CTG Evaluator and trainers;
9) Creating action plans for improving coaching performance, contingent on the coaching evaluation data.

The first Project CTG Transition Coach was hired for the 2014-2015 school year, two coaches were hired in Summer
2016, and two additional coaches were hired in spring 2018. Since that time, Mr. Gage consulted with the Project CTG
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Coaches two times per month through phone, mwom-ﬁo-wmoﬁ or e-mail. These consultations were to discuss professional
development for the coach, working with the district implementation teams, planning for training events, barriers,
participant progress, and evaluation data.

Transition Coaches also met with the Goal 2 coaches during the Coaches’ Meetings. These half-day meetings, held
approximately bi-monthly, included a review of the events in each district; updates from the ALSDE; review of
evaluation data and data submission questions; coaching skill-building; planning; and topical discussions.

Annually, the Project CTG Evaluator conducted a Transition Stakeholder Survey. Individuals who received training
and/or coaching were asked to complete the evaluation, which included coaching quality and satisfaction rating items
for those who had received coaching. These data were shared with the Project CTG Coordinator, Director, and coaches
to determine how to improve the coaching. Each coach received her individual results, and the aggregate results were
shared during a monthly Coaches’ Meeting.

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.

Required elements:

e Should describe the coaching
strategy used and the
appropriateness for use with adults
(i.e., evidence provided for
coaching strategies).’

e Describe how SPDG coaches
monitored implementation progress.

s Describe how the data from the
monitoring is used to provide
feedback to imoplementers.

The Project CTG Coaches used Jim Knight’s model of Instructional Coaching. Project CTG Coaches received four days
of training from Ann Hoffman, consultant for Jim Knight’s Instructional Coaching approach to coaching (e.g., Knight,
2007; Knight, 2008). The Project CTG Coordinator (Gage) observed the coach’s adherence to the Instructional
Coaching model for working with teachers. Additionally, the transition coordinators at the districts met with the
Traasition Coaches to provide site-specific information and feedback.

During coaching sessions, the Project CTG Coaches used the following strategies:

Establishing a partnership with the teachers;

Guiding the teachers to set his/her own goals for the coaching and instruction;

Explaining how the strategies were implemented;

Providing specific feedback on the teacher’s classroom/students/subject;

Modeling the strategies so teachers know how the strategies look when they were implemented with fidelity;
Observing teachers implementing the transition strategies and Stanfield Transitions curriculum;

Working with the teachers to reflect on what strategies worked well and why; and

Refining implementation of strategies for those teachers who have met the fidelity target but would like to
improve their implementation of the Transitions curriculum.

The amount of coaching depended on the needs of the teachers; however, the Project CTG Coach conducted on-site
visits at least monthly with each teacher. During the on-site coaching sessions, the teachers were asked about the
barriers to implementation, the ability to implement the transition curriculum, the ability to iroplement other transition
assessments and practices, and student outcomes. Through these coaching sessions, the Project CTG Coaches found
more resource materials and transition assessments were needed by the teachers for IEP development.
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After observing the implementation of the curriculum, the Project CTG Coaches provided immediate feedback to the
teachers. Using the principles of Instructional Coaching, the Transition Coaches did not direct the goals or areas of
improvement, but guided teachers in the areas they want to improve. Since the practices have been established for over
three years, the Project CTG Coaches reflected with the teachers following a class, or worked on refining the skills,
often through modeling.

The observation data have been used to guide the coaching. For example, in one class, the post-training observation
showed a need for more “Illustration,” or demonstration, by the teachers. The Project CTG Coach used field-based
training to model ways of engaging the learners. ,

Required elements:

D(1) Accountability for fidelity The Project CTG Evaluator, Dr. Jocelyn Cooledge, with Center Street Consulting, oversaw the fidelity and reporting for
Performance |measurement and reporting system | the project.
|Assessment  [is clear (e.g., lead person
(Data-based  |designated).® The Project CTG Evaluator was responsible for the following:
Decision 1) At least once a year, the Project CTG Evaluator and Project Coordinator (C. Gage) collected external, on-site
Making) Required elements: fidelity data in the classrooms using the Project CTG Transition Observation Form. Each year, the Evaluator and
e Provide a description of the Coordinator collected external fidelity data in at least 75% of the classroomas.
role/responsibilities of the lead 2) The Evaluator met with the Coordinator, Director, district staff, and coach to review the fidelity data and progress
person and who this person is. toward the goals.
3) The Evaluator also measured ongoing activities using the Project CTG Activity Log and reported on these activities
to the Coordinator. These reports were used for tracking performance toward the target outcomes.
4) The Evaluator communicated with the Project CTG Coaches regarding the Activity Log, progress monitoring,
barriers to coaching and implementation, and concerus.
5) The Evaluator conducted Pre-/Post-Event Training Evaluations, the Stakeholder Survey, Coaching Evaluation
Survey, interviews with teachers and administrators, analyzing student outcome data, and other evaluation tasks.
The Evaluator commmunicated with the Coordinator, Director, and/or trainers approximately weekly.
6) The Evaluator reported to the SPDG Team regarding the progress toward the performance measures.
D(2) Coherent data systems are used to | The ALSDE had data systems in place to meet federal and state reporting requirements. Alabama utilized a
Performance |make decisions at all education comprehensive data system through Chalkable SETS to collect and maintain district special education data, including
Assessment  [levels (SEA, regional, LEA, school). | IEPs. This data system was also used for the submission of District-Approved data for multiple SPP/APR indicators,

including Indicators 11, 12, 13, and 14, as well as reports required throngh 618 data reporting regulations.
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e Describe data m%mSEm EB are in

place for various education levels.
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coherence is achieved between
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data.

® Describe how multiple sources of
information are used to guide
improvement and demonstrate
impact.1

As R@mw&vom all wwo._.ooﬁ CTG/SSIP sites, district MOAs stated participating districts were .R.aﬁam to create a
Transition Team. This team was ultimately responsible for ensuring the resources were in place, including a data
collection system.

The Project CTG districts reported on the students enrolled in the Transition classes in order to track their data
longitudinally. Data tracked included graduation status (Indicator 1), IEP participation, and post-school outcomes
(Indicator 14). These data were reported individually on the Project CTG Data Sheet. Data were analyzed longitudinally
to determine impact of the transition activities.

Regarding the alignment of the various data sources, Chalkable SETS aligns with the InformationNow system for
general education data collection, such as graduation and assessment data, where the data owners resided outside the
purview of special education.

Districts had access to the fidelity data, student grades, student IEP records, student graduation data, and ACT Aspire
data. Results were shared with both the state and the district. Following fidelity checks, results were shared with the
SPDG staff, the district, and the coach. Additionally, the Project CTG Evaluator and Project Coordinator debriefed with
the district staff following a site visit to discuss observations and suggestions for future activities. The overall results
were also shared annually each summer with Project CTG staff. When the data were shared in July 2018, the staff
created a 30-60-90 day plan for addressing particular areas.

The data were reviewed as they become available, and the Transition Coaches worked with the Project CTG
Coordinator and Evaluator continuously. At least twice a year, the Project CTG Coordinator, Director, Transition
Coach, and Evaluator reviewed the data, and informal reviews were conducted in an on-going basis. The Project CTG
Coach discussed the results with the district implementation team. For example, the data from the Transition
Implementation Evaluation showed teachers wanted more training on the curriculum prior to its implementation. The
teachers in Project CTG districts teaching the Transition class received additional training and subsequent coaching
prior to the school year on alignment of IEPs and transition courses.

Project CTG used five approaches to measuring transition data:

1) The Transition Implementation Evaluation was completed by teachers implementing the Stanfield Transitions
curriculum. This evaluation showed satisfaction with the curriculum, utility, and barriers and resources for
implementation.

2) There were assessment questions in each lesson of the Stanfield Transitions Curriculum and each unit of the
curriculum. Students respond to these questions for each lesson, although the questions were an informal
assessment to guide the teacher on whether to re-teach or revisit aspects of the lesson.

3) The Transition classes were credit-bearing classes, and students receive grades for the course.
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4) Project CTG Coordinator Curtis Gage and other members of the ALSDE Monitoring Team conducted file reviews
in the Elmore County high schools. These file reviews included monitoring IEPs and looking for the usage of
appropriate assessments. Gage and Project CTG Coaches continued to conduct IEP reviews over the summer to
examine the transition goals, assessments, and plan.

5) Each graduating student’s placement were entered in the Project CTG Post-School Outcomes database. Created by
the Project CTG Evaluator and used for other post-school projects, this database tracks student outcomes at
graduation and at least one year after leaving school. This type of tracking showed longevity in college enrollment
or employment.

6) The Annual Performance Report Indicators graduation, drop-out, and post-school enrollment, were tracked each

year, and baseline data have been established.

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).1?

Required elements:
¢ Describe the feedback loop for each
level of the system the SPDG works
with
o Describe how these data
are used for decision-
making to ensure
improvements are made
in the targeted outcome
areas.
e Describe how fidelity data inform
modifications to implementation
drivers (e.g., how can Selection,
Training, and Coaching better
support high fidelity).!?

The Project CTG Transition Coaches collected informal fidelity data using the Project CTG Transition Observation
Form. These observations were conducted in one class period and provided an ongoing measure of progress for the
teachers. The results were reviewed with the teachers during the next coaching session. The tools and checklists assist
the teachers with developing goals and areas to work on with the Project CTG Coach.

The Project CTG Evaluator and Project CTG Coordinator used the Project CTG Transition Observation Form to collect
formal fidelity data. The results were shared in aggregate form with the district transition staff, Project CTG staff,
participating teachers, and Project CTG Coach. In addition, the Project CTG coaches were debriefed with informal
written and verbal feedback immediately following the fidelity observations. In Elmore County, Andalusia City, and
Gadsden City, the Special Education Coordinators for the district attended these informal feedback sessions in order to
make rapid changes as needed. The individual teacher data were shared with the Project CTG Transition Coaches, in
order to help them support the teachers.

Project CTG made several changes based on its fidelity data. One of the project’s greatest strengths was its frequent, on-
going review of progress and acting to address the data in a timely manner. The decisions below were based on
consistent data and discussion by the Project CTG staff and consultants:
e  Provided coaching to the district on the elements of a Transition Demonstration Site
»  Offered coaching on how to align the curriculum with student IEP goals
®  Determined how to map the alignment between the Stanfield Transitions curriculum and the Alabama Transition
Standards (completed Summer 2016)
" Collected data on the Transition Implementation Survey to determine strengths and barriers for implementation
(see Appendix for survey)
e Conduct elbow-to-elbow coaching with the Project CTG Transition Coach in order to improve fidelity of
coaching
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¢ Set a more intensive coaching schedule and increased coaching time

e Created a 30-60-90 day plan for addressing areas of Selection and Coaching

e  Met with the participating teachers to communicate their roles in the grant, explain the rationale behind the
project, and ensure buy-in

e Developed a more streamlined method of communicating PD events

D{4)
Performance
[Assessment

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

Required elements:

® Describe how benchmarks are
created and shared.

o Describe positive recognition
processes for achievements.

e Describe how data are used to
“market” the initiative.

Project CTG based the district benchmarks on its performance measures as reported to OSEP. While the trapsition
training performance measure was for both parents and educators (75 individuals would participate in training),
Project CTG staff asked Elmore County, Andalusia City, and Gadsden City administrators for teachers to complete
the Secondary Transition modules (Secondary Transition, Secondary Transition: Interagency Collaboration, and
Secondary Transition: Student-Centered Transition Planning). Elmore County offered a facilitated PD on the
Secondary Transition module to middle school and high school special education teachers. Additionally, because of
the Joyce and Showers work demonstrating the need for follow-up to PD, Project CTG established a benchmark of
60% of PD participants would receive follow-up coaching.

These benchmarks were shared in five ways: 1) The Project CTG Evaluator developed a training PowerPoint for
coaches that explains these performance measures and how to report on them; 2) The Project CTG Evaluator and/or
the Project CTG Coordinator met with the district implementation teams to explain the performance measures; 3) The
Project CTG Evaluator created a Data Manual for districts and schools, which included the key performance measures
for the project; 4) The Data Manual was presented to site teams in June 2016, and teams were given time to develop
individual protocols to collect the data and review progress toward the targets; and 5) Project CTG coaches met with
implementation teams and teachers to share and explain the performance measures.

The project used http://basecamp.com, an online project management software. Implementation Team administrators
and teachers, project staff, coaches, and consultants had access to the site. Through this site, participants shared
successes, such as achieving fidelity, transition fairs, outcomes, etc.

Also, to recognize achievements, the Project CTG Evaluator shared a report with the district, the Project CTG staff,
and the Transition Coaches about the implementation data and success. The reports highlighted what the district was
doing well and particularly noteworthy findings (e.g., 95% average fidelity score).

Sites were also highlighted in other forums, including:
1. Atleast 7 presentations by demonstration sites during 2017-2018. Presentations occurred at the SEAP
meeting, Alabama CASE, the Alabama Education Association conference, the MEGA conference, and the
Transition Parent Focus Groups (3 meetings);
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2. A Em._uﬁmg in the “News You Can Use” for special educators around the state;
3.  Ahighlight in the ALSDE Telegram for State Department of Education staff; and
4. Coaches’ Meetings.

The concept of a transition demonstration site was new for the state, and since post-school outcomes was the state’s
SiMR, there was an increased focus on secondary transition strategies. The modules, information on the
demonstration sites, and the information about the parent training have been shared across the state. In addition to the
district-level reports, the results have been shared in the following forums:

e The Alabama Special Education Advisory Panel meeting
The ALSDE-SES “News You Can Use” newsletter

The ALSDE “Telegram” newsletter

The SSIP Stakeholder meeting

The MEGA Conference

The Alabama CASE Conference

The Council of Exceptional Children conference

At the monthly coaching meetings

With districts interested in the project

D(5)
Performance
[ Assessment

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

Required elements:

e Procedures described for data
submission.

e Guidance provided to
schools/districts.

Project CTG used the following strategies for informing coaches, consultants, and staff about the data collection and
submission:

o]
[e]

When a coach was hired, she/he received consultations on submitting data.

The Project CTG Evaluator held two webinars prior to the school year on completing Activity Log. Also, written
guidance was offered.

The Project CTG Evaluator created a Data Manual, which included a list of the forms by type (implementation,
training, outcome, project management); dates for submission; how and where to submit the data; a calendar by
month; and key performance measures.

The Evaluator met with site staff, coaches, consultants, and ALSDE staff to share the Data Manual and to gtve the
site teams the opportunity to discuss site-specific protocols for data collection and submission.

The project began a Basecamp //www.basecamp.con/) project management software for data nocmonop site
sharing, and evaluation. A calendar of submission due dates was included on the site. This forum allows sites and
coaches to ask questions and seek clarification about the data processes.

All forms and written directions for forms were included on Basecamp for all project staff, sites, and coaches to
access.

The Project Evaluator presented at most Coaches’ Meetings, and these meetings allowed coaches and staff to ask
questions about the data protocols.
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Special education teachers received training from the school district on writing an IEP, however the Transition Coach
has coached the special education teachers to improve the transition goals on the IEPs and add more recent and valid
assessments. The IEPs were one component of the data used for the project evaluation.

The district Special Education Coordinators and Transition Coordinators met with the Project CTG Evaluator at least
annually to discuss the data requirements outlined in the MOA either in person or virtually. Additionally, the Project
CTG Coordinator and Transition Coaches met with the district and school administrators regularly to discuss progress
toward mplementation and data collection. While the administrators were not responsible for entering the data, they
were informed of the performance measures, targets, and data entry processes.

E(1)
Facilitative
|IAdministrative
Support/
Systems
Intervention

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

Required elements:

® Role/job description of
administrators relative to program
implementation provided.

» Describe how the SPDG trains and
supports administrators so that they
may in turn support implementers.

As outlined in the district MOA, the district implementation team members were required to attend at least 70% of the
applicable professional development offered by the project. If the team member could not attend a training session, s/he
was required to send an equal designate and share the information with the team member. This requirement was added
in Year 2 to ensure administrators were aware of the content and could support the participating teachers.

The Project CTG Coordinator met with the district Special Education Coordinator, transition lead, and principals to
discuss the project PD and the scope of work for demonstration sites. This follow-up was added to ensure each member
of the team was cognizant of his/ber role outlined in the MOA. Additionally, the Project CTG Coordinator (C. Gage)
and Director (S. Williamson) worked with the Traunsition Teams to: 1) reviewed the transition curriculum, 2) examine
the project data, and 3) discuss barriers to implementation.

‘When possible, the Coordinator, principals, and Transition Teams addressed barriers. For example, students who needed
to participate in the Stanfield Transitions curriculum did not have a common time to take the class. The group worked
out a solution to hold the class during resource time, and at Wetumpka High School, split the class into 9%/10® and
11%/12%, During the 2015-2016 school year, to remedy this concern, the schools offered a Trausition class for students
with disabilities needing the curriculum. (typically those on the Essentials/Life-Skills pathway). This practice continued
for the remainder of the project. Also, the Elmore County staff attended a training in the beginning of Year 5 on
mapping the schedule for students with disabilities. These practices ensured students needing the Transition class were
enrolled.

E(2)
Facilitative
Administrativ
c

Leadership at various education
levels (SEA, regional, LEA, school,
as appropriate) analyzes feedback
regarding barriers and successes

Data addressing barriers were collected and analyzed as follows:
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Intervention

and makes the necessary decisions

and changes, including revising
policies and procedures to alleviate
barriers and facilitate
implementation

Required elements:

e Describe processes for collecting,
analyzing, and utilizing input and
data from various levels of the
education system to recognize
barriers to implementation success
(e.g., Describe how communication
travels to other levels of the
education system when assistance is
needed to remove barriers).

e Describe processes for revising
policies and procedures and making
other necessary changes.

e & ¢ o

At least once per year, the Project CTG Evaluator conducted on-site observations. During these observations,
the Evaluator collected feedback from teachers to determine their satisfaction, barriers, ideas for improving the
project, ete.

Project participants completed the Project CTG Transition Stakeholder Survey, which evaluated both the
coaches and project.

Teachers completed the Transition Implementation Evaluation, a measure of implementation, satisfaction, and
strengths and barriers to mplementation

Project CTG Coaches were interviewed

Students completed the Student Transition Concepts Survey during the final reporting period

Principals and other administrators were interviewed 1-2 times annually

Fidelity data were collected once to twice a year

As noted in D(3), the results were utilized to make the following changes:

Provided coaching to the district on the elements of a Transition Demonstration Site

Offered coaching on how to align the curriculum with student IEP goals

Determined how to map the alignment between the Stanfield Transitions curriculum and the Alabama Transition
Standards

Collected data on the Transition Implementation Survey to determine strengths and barriers for implementation
Conducted elbow-to-elbow coaching with the Project CTG Transition Coach in order to improve fidelity of
coaching

Set a more intensive coaching schedule and increase coaching time

Created a 30-60-90 day plan for addressing areas of Selection and Coaching

Met with the participating teachers to communicate their roles in the grant, explain the rationale behind the
project, and ensure buy-in

Developed a more streamlined method of communicating PD events

Project CTG had an annual process for revising policies and procedures. The Project CTG staff met formally at least
once a year to review the annual evaluation data. The team met each summer, and after reviewing the results, created a
30-60-90 day schedule for addressing needed changes. The Project CTG Evaluator compiled the activity updates and
shared the results with the Project CTG Director. The team met after each of these activity updates to review and
revised any of the activities. While some of the activities took time to revised, the staff made significant progress on the
activities outlined in the plan.
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T http://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/sites/nirn.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NIRN-MonographFull-01-2005.pdf (pp. 36-39).

2 http://learningforward.org/standards/resources#.U1Es3rHD88S .

3 Guskey, T.R. (2000). Evaluating professional development (pp. 79-81). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
4 Dunst, C.J., & Trivette, C.M. {2012). Moderators of the effectiveness of adult learning method practices. Journal of Social Sciences, 8, 143-148.

S http://nirn.fog.unc.edu/sites/nirn.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NIRN-MonographFull-01-2005.pdf {pp. 39-43).

6 http://learningforward.org/standards/learning-designs#.U1GVhbHDS83 .

7 http://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/sites/nirn.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NIRN-MonographFull-01-2005.pdf (pp. 47-55).

& http://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/sites/nirn.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NIRN-Monogra phFull-01-2005.pdf (pp. 44-47).

10 http://implementation.fpg.unc.edu/sites/implementation.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/NIRN-ImplementationDriversAssessingBestPractices.pdf (pp. 15-16).
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Final Report Questions

QVERVIEW

The Alabama State Personnel Development Grant (AL SPDG}) Project Closing the Gap (Project CTG): /mproving
Literacy and Mathematics Outcomes for Students with Disabilities was funded in October 2012 and continued
through a no-cost extension until September 2018. The AL SPDG was developed within the context of building
stronger linkages across the professional development 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.

AlLABAMA STATE PERSONNEL
DEVELOPMENT GRANT

Closing the Gap: Improving Literacy and Mathematics Quicomes
for Adolascent Students with Disabilities

Perfarmance Assessment

Systems
Intervention

Coaching

Facilitative
Administration

i ecision Support
Selection \ Data-System

=]

LEADERSHIP DRIVERS

Technical Adaptive

@raxen R Slosd, 2008
Alshame gepphic adapted Trom Knight {2007}

Project CTG included 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 [earning 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 muilti-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.

TRAINING AND COACHING

Project CTG staff are proud to report all three goals were implemented, the project met 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.

Overall, Project CTG trained over 1,900 teachers, administrators, state-level staff,

service providers, parents and families, students, and others.

e Of this group, 1,503 participated in Goal 2 {CEIE) training. The average
number of training sessions attended was 2.43 per person, and over 15%

attended five or more training events.

* Among Goal 3 (transition), 405 individuals attended Project CTG training,
and the average number of training sessions attended was 2.95 per

person.

Figure 1 demonstrates the percentage of Goal 2 training recipients throughout the project. The percentage of the

Figure 1: Percentage of Instructional Staff
Receiving Project CTG Training Over the Full
Project Period

75.50%  75.50% 7520% //:42%

: : =
62:40% 56.80%”/6 > -

48.00%

e 4 . —

2012-13  2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018/NCE

Project CTG Goal 2 target audience
(teachers in third through eighth grade in

. the core content area, special education
: teachers, and principals/assistant

principals) increased, particularly after

o Year 1.

By Year 4, the percentage maintained
around 75%. The sample size was
significantly smaller in the first three years

- of the project, and therefore the impact
i was larger in later project years. With the

braiding of activities with the Alabama

State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP)

beginning in Year 4, the number of sites
and teachers impacted increased.

Throughout the grant, project leaders have emphasized the importance of instructional coaching. Moreover,
project stakeholders and staff reported intensive coaching supports have fostered the positive outcomes.

As Figure 2 demonstrates, the percentage of Project CTG training recipients who received subsequent coaching
remained above 60% for the entire project. During the final year and no-cost extension period, the percentage of
training recipients receiving Project CTG coaching was over 80%.
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There were two shifts in coaching that . i . "
occurred during the project. First, during Figure 2: Percentage of Instructional Staff

Year 2 (the beginning of the 2013 school Receiving Project CTG Coaching Over the Full

year), fidelity data showed even after Project Period
significant coaching, less than 25% of
teachers were implementing co-
teaching with fidelity. Project activities
were curtailed to allow project stafftime | g7 00%
to assess the causes, barriers, and e w SEIO%
further course of action. Beginning in 70.50% _ 71.80%

Year 3, a clearer course of action for 63.50%
coaching began in a new district. |

81.30% 81.07%

The second shift in coaching occurred e
with the alignment of SSIP activities in ~ 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018/NCE
Year 4. Rather than focusing on
instructional coaching, Project CTG expanded its coaching to include a systems coaching approach. Through its
work with the SSIP, the SPDG/SSIP Coaches were experienced school and district administrators who were part of
the Alabama Retirement System. Their experience and district- and school-level approach to coaching resulted in
greater buy-in among the coaching recipients and broader school impacts.

i

QUTPUTS, QUTCOMES, AND UNANTICIPATED RESULTS

Goal 1: Infrastructure and Collaboration

While collaboration activities occurred throughout the project, Project CTG's initial implementation focused
primarily on Goals 2 (co-teaching and behavior) and 3 (secondary transition). Goal 1 infrastructure activities were
emphasized more midway through the project, which improved implementation of the co-teaching, behavior,
and transition initiatives.

Year 3 was a turning point for the project, and project staff focused on using the NIRN model of implementation
science and developing clearer processes for implementation. By Year 4 (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.

As a result of Project CTG, policy, resources, and infrastructure at the state level were impacted. A greater
emphasis on evidence-based practices occurred as a result of the project. Prior to Project CTG, co-teaching was
typically two educators in a classroom, behavior management strategies were often developed locally, and
secondary transition typically consisted of teacher-made resources. As a result of Project CTG, sites are:
» Teaching using the Friend & Cook model of co-teaching and co-planning for students in the general
education setting;
> Implementing the Safe and Civil Schools’ CHAMPS (classroom-level) and Foundations (schoolwide)
behavior frameworks; and :
» Incorporating the James Stanfield Transitions curriculum (or another selected evidence-based program)
into secondary transition classes.

The project also changed the SES approach to coaching for programs. At the beginning of the grant, Project CTG
had local, internal staff serve as coaches. Project staff viewed the internal coaches as increasing the likelihood of
sustainability, however there were concerns about the perceived expertise, objectivity, and balancing roles when
internal staff were assigned to be instructional coaches.

By Year 4, project staff recognized the need for systems coaching to improve implementation at the district and
school levels. Fermer school or district administrators from the Alabama Retirement System were hired part-time
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to serve as external, systems and instructional coaches in districts and schools. While the coaches worked one-
on-one with teachers for co-teaching and CHAMPS, there was a greater emphasis on coaching administrators and
implementation teams to affect sustainable change. Project CTG found after three years of systems coaching, an
internal staff who had experience with the project could serve as the coach and help to sustain practices.

In addition to the type of coach and their roles, the professional development of coaches changed. Project CTG
had on-going training from Dr. Jim Knight's Instructional Coaching Group, as well as a professional learning
community for the NIRN Implementation Science modules. Furthermore, the SPDG/SSIP coaches had at least six
coaches’ meetings per year to receive updates, share ideas, discuss concerns, review evaluation results, and
receive professional learning. The coaches formed their own network of sharing of resources and ideas. Project
CTG staff agreed the informal coaches’ network was a powerful, unanticipated outcome of the project that
propelled the work and likely increased the retention of coaches.

What was less successful regarding Goal 1 was the intradepartmental collaboration among Special Education
Services (SES), the Alabama Reading Initiative {ARI), and the Alabama Math, Science, and Technology Initiative
{AMSTI). While collaboration occurred during the first 1.5 years of the project, later reorganization and a change
in mission of AR| and AMSTI hindered further collaboration. When interviewed, Project CTG and other SES staff
commented that while the grant was able to achieve its goals, the isolation among state programs continued.

Goai 2: Creating Effective Inclusive Environments (CEIE)
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 improvements among participating schools.

As demonstrated in Figure 3, the achievement 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.
Figure 3: Percentage Gap in Reading and Math In addition to the state assessment
Proficiency State Assessment Scores Between All i data, annual gaps in screening data
Students and Students with Disabilities in Project ¢ gains in SPDG schools have ranged

CTG Target Schools 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

v assessments than students without
2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 disabilities.

s Reacling e Math

The most recent comparison of
screening assessment data showed a
5% gap between the percentage of students with and without disabilities demonstrating gains on the
assessment [See Figure 4]. Students in Project CTG co-taught classes were included in the analyses. A significant
number of both students with disabilities and students without disabilities showed gains on the screening
assessment when comparing fall administration te spring administration.
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Figure 4: Percentage of Project CTG
Students Demonstrating Positive
Gains on Progress Monitoring During
2017-2018

[ ——— 71;22,,,%‘",,‘.,"“. < et s s o o

Students with Disabilities  Students without Disabilities

HEER Gain  emwewm Tarpet

- Primary Disability: 2017-2018

Figure 5: Percentage of Project CTG
Students with Disabilities
Demonstrating Assessment Gains by

AUT ED

D OH  SLb s

Figure 5 demonstrates the gains in progress monitoring assessment among students in co-taught classrooms. As
the figure depicts, all of the disability subgroups with a large enough sample size showed gains from the beginning

of the school year to the end of the school year.

In addition to academic growth, data collected
through the SSIP evaluation in SPDG sites have
found significant improvements in measures of
attendance and behavior as a result of the Safe
and Civil Schools CHAMPS (classroom-level
behavior initiative) and Foundations (schoolwide
behavior initiative). 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 6].

Figure 6: Percentage of SSIP/SPDG Sites
Showing Improvements in Attendance
Measures: Baseline to 2017-2018

ADA

Chronic
Absences

Unexcused
Absences

Tardies

While the impacts on attendance were evidentin © . . ... -
SPDG/SSIP sites implementing Foundations, the most con5|stent outcomes were seen for tardles and chronlc
absences. There was a 52% decrease in the median number of tardies per site after 2.5 years of implementation.
The average number of tardies persnfe decreased by 133.

The impact on chronic absences, or students missing
10% or more of a semester, was also dramatic. The
difference in the number of students chronically
absent from baseline to Fall 2017 was 39 students
per middle school. That number corresponds to over
350 fewer absences per semester for each school.

Figure 7: Median Number of Tardies per
Month by Semester for SSIP/SPDG
Sites: Spring 2015 to Fall 2017

e st e i

| In addition to the attendance outcomes, Project CTG
saw a large impact on the number of office referrals.
As Figure 8 shows, there was a 67% decrease in the
i median number of office referrals decreased for
both students with disabilities and students without
disabilities since baseline.

Sprmg 2016

S S—

Fall 2016 Sprmg2017 Fall 2017

Baseline
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The proportion of students with disabilities
receiving office referrals decreased from over
17% in baseline to 13.5%. Therefore, students

with disabilities were receiving office discipline :

referrals at a more proportionate rate of the
population among schools
Foundations.

Goal 3: Secondary Transition

For Goal 3 (transition), the primary goals were
to close the graduation gap between students
with and without disabilities and improve post-
school outcomes for students with disabilities.

To achieve these goals, Project CTG provided

implementing

Figure 8: Median Number of Office
Discipline Referrals for SPDG/SSIP Sites:
Baseline to Fall 2017

Spring 2015

Fall 2016 Spring 2017 Fall 2017

memme QDR--ALL  evmmes QDR--SWD

evidence-based secondary transition curricula; created demonstration sites that included a transition class to
teach the transition curriculum and transition programming for students and their families; supported
community-based training and job skills development in demonstration sites; offered transition training and
modules; collected feedback from families of transition-aged students through longitudinal focus groups; and
developed resources for transition. Outputs related to this work included:

implementing the curricula

training on secondary transition

» 32 middle and high schools now have an evidence-based secondary transition curriculum and are

» 4 high schools are demonstration sites for secondary transition

» 405 families, teachers, administrators, service providers, and students received Project CTG
>

>

2 Job Coaches were funded to develop work-based opportunities for students at a local level
15 resources were developed related to transition:
¢ ATransition Landing Page on the ALSDE website:
http://www.alsde.edu/sec/ses/ts/Pages/tshome.aspx

students)

o 10 Transition Tidbit series briefs for professionals
o 3 Transition Engagement Series (one for educators, one for families, and one for

o Atransition app for student planning for their IEP meetings

Each year, Project CTG and the Alabama Parent Education Center (APEC), conducted three transition parent focus
groups to provide longitudinal data on families’ perspectives regarding secondary transition. Some participants

changed, although the majority of

» Students with disabilities (SWD) need more access to

improving life skills.

participants continued each year. The
parent focus group data showed four
major themes, as seen at left,

»> Schools and districts need to improve communication

with parents.

> Parents want to be connected with other agencies that

offer resources.

» Parent-to-parent learning is an effective tool that should

be fostered,

The first theme of the three focus groups
was the need to teach life skills, including
social skills, independent living skills, and
job skills, with an emphasis on personal
safety,
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The second theme was the need for improved school and district communication with parents, which often was
the overarching theme of the twelve total focus groups. The third theme addressed the desire of parents to be
connected with other agencies that offer resources for parents and students with
disabilities. Parents often cited the lack of resources and information as
communication barriers within districts and schools. Finally, the fourth parent
focus group theme was fostering parent-to-parent learning as an effective means
for parent learning.

Parents who participated in the focus groups and training reported confidence in
their skills to support their children with transition (76%). In addition, 73% felt
knowledgeable regarding transition, and 84% felt more knowledgeable after the
parent focus groups and training.

Parents were also asked to rate their
top three topics they wanted to address with their transition-aged
children on the Planning for Life After School instrument. “Safety” was
the top-rated item, followed by “Self-Advocacy.” Other responses can
be seen at right.

In addition to the transition parent focus groups, Project CTG was able
to promote community-based work. In Gadsden City, Project CTG
helped to provide funding for a garden-to-table program for students

; in the Life Skills/
Essentials pathway. This
program started in a

self-contained

classroom as gardening and production activities to promote job-
based skills. As students began learning gardening techniques, the
program expanded to cooking skills. With SPDG support, the
Beautiful Rainbow Café, a vegetarian restaurant operated by
students with more significant disabilities, opened in the Gadsden
City Public Library in February 2017.

The Beautiful Rainbow Café has seen success, and it not only is able to self-sustain, the revenue has provided a
paycheck to students. Furthermore, while the numbers are small, Figure 9 demonstrates the effect of the
restaurant-based training on job outlook. Prior == o e —

to the Café, the district had not had success Figure 9: Number of Competitive Work

placing students in the Life Skills/Essentials Placements for Students in the

pathway in competitive employment after high Essentials/Life Skills Pathway at a Project ;
school. Since the Café opened, employers in CTG High School: Baseline to 2018 j
area - restaurants, including fine-dining 10
establishments, have sought out the students g !
because of their experience and consistency. . - - ;M(" ;WWW i
This community-based program has been a B i e e ;
success, and with further funding through the 2 i / 2
2017 SPDG, the district is expanding the | & .

gardening experiences to the middie and even Baseline Baseline  2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019
upper-elementary school levels. (2014-2015) (2015-2016) (in progress) |
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To review progress toward its goals, . s
Project CTG  staff  examined Figure 10: Graduation Rates for All Students and

graduation and the gap in graduation SWD in Project CTG High Schools

rates between students with and
without  disabilities. While the
graduation rates improved :
significantly  for students  with
disabilities and the gap closed [see
Figure 10], due to inconsistencies in
the internal control processes for the
graduation data, these data should be
interpreted cautiously. The data in

.Frgurello reflect Sd?oo'S parF Icipating Baseline  2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017
in Project CTG during the first three (2011-2012)

years of the project to allow for time

for the initiatives to have an impact. e All Students  emawas SWD

The final key outcome of the project was the impact of Project CTG on post-school outcomes. Figure 11 shows

the percentage of students at least one-year post-high school who have been enrolled in higher education

e T (SPP/APR Indicator 14a).

Figure 11: Longitudinal Results for the Percentage of " The data include

Alabama Students with Disabilities Enrolled in Higher percentages for each

Education One Year After Graduation (Indicator 14a) fiscal year (FY),

T "~ reported in February

2011 (baseline). The

higher education

enrollment has

continued to increase

with each year of the
project.

25

20 o

15

_ Additionally, Indicator

0 S RO R e it e e e e 14D results (the
2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017  percentage of students

mmmmmw State Target ewewms Enrolled in Higher Ed competitively employed

e et e+ et e or enrolled in  higher

education) have increased by almost 15% from FY 2009 to FY 2016. Analyses were conducted to compare the
results for participating SPDG/SSIP districts with the overall state gains [See Figure 12]. While the comparison has
internal validity concerns (e.g., participating schools may only include one school within a larger district; districts
participate in the Post-School Outcomes Survey on different cycles; the results do not assume levels of
implementation or fidelity of implementation; the overall analyses include the SPDG districts; etc.), the results

showed SPDG/SSIP districts had greater gains than the state overal for Indicator 14b.

Figure 12 demonstrates the participating SPDG/SSIP districts increased by over 14% on Indicator 14b from their
prior Post-School Outcomes Survey administration to the most recent administration. For all Alabama districts,
however, Indicator 14b decreased by 2.15% during the same time period. Ancther cycle of Project CTG districts’
participation in Indicator 14 will help to draw stronger conclusions about the impact of the project on post-school
outcomes.
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BARRIERS

Over the six years of the project and no-cost
extension, Project CTG faced barriers typical of
large-scale projects, such as sharing of information;
clarity of roles and responsibilities; a lack of buy-in
among  school-level  staff; consistency in
implementation; issues with fiscal timing; a lack of
special education teachers; and district- and school-
level attrition. The Project CTG Alabama Stakeholder
Survey  elucidated  concerns in  project
implementation from the perspective of a variety of
stakeholders. Project staff used the data to reflect

Figure 12: Difference in Indicator
14b from Baseline to Current for
Alabama vs. SPDG-only Districts

1413%

on practices and make changes.

Additionally, Project CTG encountered several g ' ~2.15%
systemic barriers: # SSIP Districts & Alabama
o At the end of the first year of the project, T

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.

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.

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 AR|
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.

In Year 5, the United States Office of Inspector General (OIG) conducted an audit to determine whether
the ALSDE implemented a system of internal control over calculating and reporting graduation rates
sufficient to provide reasonable assurance that reported graduation rates were accurate and complete
(Control Number ED-OIG/AD2P0010). The OIG findings required the ALSDE submit a corrective action plan
to address its reported graduation rates. As a result, there were different processes for the state’s
calculation of the longitudinal graduation data, one of the SPDG’s project outcomes.

Since early 2016, the state has had five State Superintendents or Interim State Superintendents. As
typically 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. Furthermore, project personnel consistently reviewed data and made mid-course corrections to
adapt to barriers and address any lagging performance measures.

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.
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tors that arei ct? How did your

Project CTG staff would recommend reviewing the responses to question #1 in the Final Report for a summary of
how the project evolved as a result of barriers and opportunities throughout the grant. In addition, project staff
reported they originally believed they would be able to provide a shorter professional learning process and scale-
up faster, especially in transition demonstration sites. Instead, the training and coaching cycle occurred over years
to ensure fidelity of implementation. While positive outcomes were achieved, scaling-up, particularly in secondary
transition, proved to be more challenging.

In terms of the recommendations, Project CTG had four key “lessons learned” from implementing the project.

First, when asked about the lessons learned, Project CTG staff
collectively responded that buy-in was an essential component to
success. Censistently, the project encountered problems with
individuals resisting participation in the project, either a district or
building administrator, a teacher, or at times, several individuals
within a school. When building and district administrators were
interviewed, the number one piece of advice for new sites was to ensure buy-in among staff. Furthermore, on the
Alabama Stakeholder Survey, participants stated accountability for implementation was an area of concern.

As one assistant principal stated, “If not everyone is wilfing to put these policies in place, it’s not going to work.
Everybody has got to be motivated to make [the project] work, and work together as well.”

To address problems with buy-in, Project CTG staff ensured district and building administrators were aware of the
project expectations during the initial selection process. Additionally, sites needed to identify an implementation
team to be accountable for the project activities. Lastly, having systems coaches helped to identify problems with
accountability early on during the implementation cycle.

The second lesson was to use the NIRN model of implementation
science and train all coaches and project staff on the principles of
implementation science. Initially, Project CTG loosely followed the
drivers and stages of implementation, but beginning in mid-Year
3, the project began to fully embrace the principles. During Year
4, project staff and coaches received professional learning on the NIRN modules through a community of learning.
By using the principles of implementation science, the project saw improved fidelity of implementation, more
satisfied project participants, and better outcomes.

The third lesson was to focus consistently and purposefully on
communication at all levels of the project. In most evaluation
findings, including the Alabama Stakeholder Survey, Coaching
Evgluation surveys, administrator interviews, transition parent
focus groups, coach interviews, teacher interviews and focus
groups, and even project staff discussions, communication was identified as the largest area of concern.

The concerns about communication varied depending on the project year, audience, and non-project influences.
For example, parents repeatedly expressed concerns regarding a lack of communication from school and district
staff; there were concerns about internal communication within the ALSDE projects; and teachers at times
expressed concerns about not knowing enough about the project.
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To address concerns regarding communication, project staff used numerous strategies, including:

o The Memoranda of Understanding and meetings with district and building staff;

o Project CTG staff also developed Participant Memos to identify the expectations, requirements, and
follow-up for training;
The project evaluator developed a Data Manual and updated the manual annually;
Staff, coaches, and local administrators used Basecamp to communicate project requirements and dates;

o Project staff worked to develop transition resources and training regarding communicating with parents
and educators about secondary transition;

o The ALSDE-SES created a transition landing page to assist parents and educators about Alabama transition
resources;

o Implementing Foundations helped to communicate common expectations within schools.

Looking back,. Project CTG staff would have implemented more streamlined channels of communication, such as
a project implementation guide, early in the project and meetings with school-based teams at the onset of
participation.

The final lesson learned was to include coaching and have
flexibility in the type of coaching depending onthe project. Project
CTG began with local, school-based instructional coaches. By the
middle of the project, it was determined that more experienced,
external systems coaches would work better to affect change
across a.school and within a district. The retired SSIP/SPDG coaches had the administrative experience to be able
to work effectively with district and schoo! administrators, which fostered buy-in and communication.

ST

Alabama has been successful at continuing the activities of Project CTG. During Year 4 of Project CTG, the ALSDE-
SES aligned the grant with the Alabama SSIP. The key efforts of co-teaching/co-planning, CHAMPS, Foundations,
implementation science, secondary transition, and parent collaboration are included in the SSIP [See Figure 13].

Page 106




H323A120023

Figure 13: Alabama SSIP Initiatives (2015-2020)

aboration

In October 2017, Alabama was awarded a new SPDG for Project CESCC (Creating Effective School Climates and
Cultures). While the outcomes for Project CTG were very positive, project staff decided to narrow the focus to the
behavior and secondary transition components of Project CTG. Figure 14 depicts the new SPDG and its braiding
with the Alabama SSIP.

Figure 14: Alabama SPDG: Project CESCC Initiatives (2017-2022)

Together, the Alabama SSIP and Project CESCC will continue to build upon the successes and learnings of Project
CTG.
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The results from Project CTG have been shared through various outlets, and recent presentations of the final
year’s data have occurred through:

An SSIP/SPDG Stakeholder Meeting in September 2018;

Progress updates with the Alabama Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP);
Alabama Council for Administrators in Special Education (CASE);

National Council for Exceptional Children (CEC);

The Alabama Education Association conference;

The Alabama Professional Learning/MEGA conference;

Transition Parent Focus Groups (three meetings);

A highlight in the “News You Can Use” for special educators around the state; and
A highlight in the ALSDE Telegram for State Department of Education staff.

C o0 O 0O O 0O 6 0 ©O

The final results will continue to be shared when appropriate, including on the ALSDE-SES website.
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Project CTG Participating Goal 2 Schools and Their Levels of Implementation for Final Reporting Period

Andalusia City Schools ~ Andalusia Elementary School

4 X X
. Andalusia City Schools Andalusia Junior/Senior High School 4 4 X X
Athens City School |- Athens Middle School 5 3 X X
Baldwin County Schools Bay Minette Elementary School 3 1.5 X
Baldwin County Schools Bay Minette Intermediate School 3 1.5 X
Baldwin County Schools Central Baldwin Middle School 2 3 X
Baldwin County Schools. - Blsanor Elementary School 5 1 X
Baldwin County Schools Pine Grove m_mme,WmH:W School 3 1.5 X
' Baldwin County Schools Robertsdale Elementary School 2 4 X
Baldwin Oo&#%,w.owoo_m Rosinton Elementary School 2 3 ) X
Baldwin County Schools Silverhill Elementary School 3 2 X
Calhoun County School Saks Flementary School 5 3 X X
Calhoun County School - Saks Middle School 5 3 X X
Calhoun County School Saks High School 5 3 o X
Calhoun County Schools ' White Plains Middle School 4 4 X X0
“Elmore County Schools 9\0883@ Q@B@ﬁg School 4 4 X
. Elmore County Schools. Wetumpka Middle School 4 4 X X
Elmore County Schools Wetumpka High School 5 3 X
Enterprise City Schools Coppinville Junior High School 5 3 X X
Em_o County Schools Greensboro Elementary School 4 4 X X
Hale County Schools Greensboro Middle School 4 4 X X
Hale County Schools Greensboro High School 4 4 X !, X
Lauderdale County Schools Brooks Elementary School 3 5 X X
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Lauderdale County Schools Brooks High School 3 5
Midfield City Schools Rutledge Middle School 5 3 :
Mobile County Schools - Alba Middle School 1 2 X
H..,w\”movma County Schools Alma Bryant High School 1 2 X
Mobile County Schools Booth Elementary School - 1 2 X
“Mobile County Schools Breitling Elementary School 1 2 X
Mobile County Schools Castlen Elementary School 1 4 X
~ Mobile County Schools Dauphin Island Elementary School 1 2 X
Mobile County Schools Dixon Elementary School | 1 5 X
Mobile County Schools Grand Bay Middle School . b .2 w X
Mobile County Schools St. Elmo Elementary School 2 4 X
Monroe County Schools | i Monroeville Middle School 4 4
| Sylacauga City Schools Nichols-Lawson Middle School 4 4 T
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Project CTG Participating Goal 3 Schools for Final Reporting Period

bogtyie City Schools. L B ‘Albertville High School

Sclmoi

‘ohort

in

Project

Transition
. Demonstration

<4 I

3 0.5
Albertville City Schools Albertville Middle School 3 05 X
! Audalusm City Schools A Andalusia Junior/Senior High School "2 2 X a
Anniston City Schools . Anniston High School 3 0.5 X
Blount County Schools Blount County Leaming Center -3 0.5 X
Blount County Soﬁools Hayclen High School 3 0.5 X
‘Blount County Schools Hayden Middle School 3 0.5 X
Clay County Schools Central High School 3 0.5 X
Clay County Schools | Central Junior High School 3 0.5 X
Elmore County Schools ‘ Stanhope—ElmorelHigh School 1 X
Elmore County Schools . - | Wetumplka High School 1 X
Escamb1a County Schools - Escambia County High School 3 0.5 X
Escambia County Schools -1 Flomaton High School 3 0.5 X
Escambla County Schools W.S. Neal H1gh School 3 0.5 X
' Fort Payne City Schools -~"| Fort Payne High School 3 0.5 X
Gadsden City Schools | Gadsden City High School 2 2.5 X
Gadsden City Schools Litchfield Middle School 3" 0.5 X o
Haloyville City Schools . Haleyville Higll School 3 0.5 X
Marengo County Schools- | Sweet Water High School 3 0.5 X
Marshall County Schools | Asbury High School 3 05 X
Marshall County Schools Brindlee High School . 3. 0.5 X s
Marshall County Schools | DAR High School 3 05 X
Marshall County Schools | Douglas High School 3 0.5 ] X .
Russell County Schools Russell County H1gh School 3 ‘ 0.5 ) X
Saraland. | City Schools “.1 Saraland H1gh»‘§ohool ‘ 3. X
Selma Clty Schools » R.B. Hudson Middle School ‘ 3 v‘ X
Selma Cltf“'Schools 1 Selma High School’ . ' 3 X
St. Clair County Schools Aéhville High School 3 . X
Moody High School = -~ -3 X
Ragland High School - 3 0.5 X
1 Yancy Alternative School G 0.5 X
St. Clalr County Schoo]s Sprmgvﬂle ngh School 0.5

St. Clair C unty Schools.

St. Clair High SQE;%%,-

Page 111




H323A120023

Appendix C7: Documents Referred to in the Evidence-Based Professional
Development Worksheets

© ® N e v s W Nk

I e T T O e N
o N U R W N R O

Participant’s Memo

Sample Memorandum of Agreement and Contract {CEIE)
Sample Trainer Contract

Sample Trainer Request for Application (RFA)

22 Things You Can Do: HQPD Checklist

Observation of High Quality Professional Development Checklist
Sample Things to Do in Advance of Training

Co-Teaching Observation Checklist

Co-Planning Form

. Sample Pre-Event Evaluation (Foundations)

. Sample Post-Event Evaluation {Foundations)

. Alabama SPDG/SSIP STOIC Assessment

. CEIE Fidelity Observation Form

. Parent Transition Focus Group Letter

. Sample Memorandum of Agreement and Contract (Transition)
. Project CTG Transition Observation Form

. Post-Training Assessment {Transition)

. Transition Implementation Survey
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BATATE TR ORIV LAMENT ORAIET
ALABAMA STATE PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT GRANT (SPDG) EVENT
ALABAMA COHORT | FOUNDATIONS PROJECT
YEAR 3 - TRAINING SESSION #1

Laura Hamilton Burdette
November 14-15, 2017
Location: Pelham Civic Complex
500 Amphitheater Road
Pelham, AL 35124
Time:
8:30 aam. - 3:00 p.m.,
{Training Per Day: 5 ¥% Hours & Lunch: 1Hr.)

Alabama State Systemic Improvement Plan {SSIP} Demonstration Site Partners and AL SPDG Project: Closing the Gap (CTG)
Partners are cordially invited to send approved staff members to participate in this event. Please provide designhated attendees
a copy of this memo prior to training. Submit Team Members & Staff Representative Tables to Tharesa Farmer by Nov. 9, 2017

What is the funding source for this training? Alabama SPDG support contracts with selected LEAs and Alabama SSIP support
contracts with selected LEAs will provide payment for professional development, travel, per diem, participants’ fees, and
substitute reimbuysement according to SDE Approved Budgets and LEA BOARD travel policies and established practices, for
approved personnel attending the training.

What are the expectations for participation in this training? Participants are required to attend the two training sessions, each
lasting 5 % hours {As a LEADERSHIP TEAN, all team members should plan to stay the entire 5 % hours, unless you are
preapproved by Theresa Farmer to leave early). Leadership Team members will assist with follow-up meetings, analyzing
survey data, presenting data to site personnel, coaching site personnel, and supporting school-wide implementation.

What content is included in this training?

. Brief Introduction to Orient new team members,

e Brief Summary of Years 1 and 2,

. Happenings & Hurdles Activity: To prepare for this small group actlvity, bring items (artifacts, videos, photos, policies,
data, infographics, etc.) to display and/or share, If possible, bring enough copies to share with several group members,
because attendees wifl interact with members from other districts and teams.

° The new content will be BOOK D: RESPONDING TO MISBEHAVIOR: AN INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH: Please bring
FOUNDATION BOOKS A, B, C, & D.

. Bring Books A, B, and C, for potential references during team meeting times.

. In order to have full participation and engagement during training activities, EACH MEMBER OF THE TRAVELING TEAM
MUST HAVE A COPY OF EACH BOOK,

What materials will participants bring to the training sessions?

e AFULL TRAVELING TEAM, at least 4-5 team members. FOUNDATIONS is a team-lead improvement process at your
school. One to two people cannot adequately do this process—it is very important for a full team to attend so that
implementation continues with fidelity.

. FOUNDATION books A, B, C, and D for each team member.

e  Ten to fifteen Completed Office Referrals. ADMINISTRATORS-please bring o few referrals that are TRUE APPROPRIATE
OFFICE REFERRALS IN YOUR OPINION, SOME THAT ARE NOT APPROPRIATE OFFICE REFERRALS AND SHOULD HAVE BEEN
HANDLED BY THE TEACHER, AND SOME THAT ARE KIND OF IN THE "GRAY AREA”—MAYBE YES, MAYBE NO.

. Data on the following (if you have it, in addition to the office referral data): Up to the year data on the following: 0SS
data, ISS data, Attendance data, Types of Offenses, Location and Times of the Offenses, Grade Level of Offenses, etc.

. STAFF & STUDENT SURVEY RESULTS FOR SCHOOL YEARS 2015-2016 and 2016-2017. Please bring your computers {or
print out for each person) so you can access your YEAR TO YEAR COMPARISON DATA. Contact Laura or your coach if you
have questions or problems assessing this data.

Teams need to bring the following materials and resources for the training sessions:
. Computers with disc drives, power cords, long extension cords, and power strips.

If you have a question or a concern about the required materials, contact Laura Hamilton at 502-529-1172 or by emait at
thamilton@safeandcivilschools.com,

If you have a question or a concern about your contract or budget restrictions, please contact Theresa Farmer at 334-546-7031

Alabama Cohort [ Foundations Project Training Session # 2 February 6-7, 2018
Alabama Cohort | Foundations Project Training Session # 3 June 19-20, 2018

Laura Hamilton Burdette began
teaching students with learning
and behavior disorders in Buckner,
Kentucky. For the next 17 years,
she worked both in the classroom
and with individual students in
many educatlonal settings across
Kentucky and Indiana. These
settings included a juvenile
detention center, various public
school settings, and a psychiatric
day treatment facility.

While continuing to teach, she took
a position with the Kentucky
Department of Education (KDE) as
a behavioral consultant, In this
capaclty, she helped school district
leadership in developing Special
Education programming and
tralning modules in the areas of
traumatlic braln Injury and
emotional and behavioral
disabllity, Qver the next ten years,
she worked on a number of
programs for KDE, culminating with
the Kentucky Instructional
Disclpline and Support {K.1.D.S)
project, a statewide initiative to
help schools and distrlcts develop
paositive, proactive, and
{nstructional discipline policies,

As a long-time Safe & Civil Schools’
consultant, and now employee,
Laura has conducted tralnings on
Foundations, CHAMPs,
Interventions, Adminlstrator’s Desk
Reference, Teachers Encyclopedia
of Behavior Management, ParaPro,
START on Time, and De-Escalation
Strategies For ALL STAFF
MEMBERS,
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ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION contrRacTne, A BO0166

Teaching and Learning
Special Education Services Sectlon

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into on this 1%t day of October, 2017, by and between the ALABAMA STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (ALSDE) and the CALHOUN COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION {BOARD), Post
Office Box 2084, Anniston, Alabama 36202-2084, is in accordance with the resolution passed by the Alabama
State Board of Education on September 19, 1967, authorizing the State Superintendent of Education to enter
into various contracts and has the following stipulations:

1. The ALSDE agrees to provide a grant of $162,394.81 for continued support of the AL Region 6 State
Systemic improvement Plan (SSIP) Demonstration Site at White Plains Middle School and associated
feeder schools in the local education agency (LEA), and for support of the Alabama State Personnel
Development Grant (AL SPDG) Project CESCC: Creating Effective School Climates and Cultures for Saks
High School Feeder Schools which includes: Saks Elementary, Saks Middle, and Saks High Schools.
Funds may be used to purchase implementation matetials, provide support for approved professional
learning actlvities, provide substitute reimbursement, and provide payment, including benefits, for
BOARD personne! who provide services that support Project CESCC Implementation. Alabama State
Personnel Development Grant (SPDG} funds may be used to support school-wide behavior
management policies and practices, classroom management structures and individual student
intervention support, for the SSIP Demonstration Site at White Plains Middle Schoot and associated
feeder schools, and for Project CESCC for Saks High School Feeder Schools. Funds may be used to
provide payment, including registration for professional development, travel, per diem, and substitute
reimbursement according to BOARD Policy, for agreed upon persomnel serving on the SSIP
Implementation Team from White Plains Mlddle School and the SPDG Implementation Teams from the
Saks High School Feeder Schools.

2.. The BOARD agrees to provide personnel from White Plains Middle School and associated feeder schools
and Saks High School Feeder Schools to function as district and site implementation team mempbers:
The BOARD agrees to provide the services of one cufrent employee to serve as the Project CESCC coach
for the Saks High School Feeder Schools. The ALSDE will pay salary and benefits for one Project CESCC
coachat .75 percent FTE. The Project CESCC coach will: {a) work in collaboration with the SPDG/Project
CESCC staff and consultants to support co-teaching Dyads comprised of select special education and
general education teachers working with students recelving special education. services, (b) provide
coaching support and technical assistance for teachers in selected elementaty and secandary schools
{Grades 3-9) designated by SPDG/Project CESCC, (c) participate in refated training sessions as directed
by SPDG/Project CESCC and the BOARD, (d)support specific training sessions as directed by
SPDG/Project CESCC and the BOARD, {e) collect, analyze, and report specific data as required by AL
SPDG according to agreed-upon timelines, and {f) submit monthly Project CESCC Activitles’ and
Expenditures’ Reports as required by the SPDG. District and site implementation team members will:
(a} work in collaboration with the Alabama State Department: of Education (ALSDE) Special Education
Services (SES) staff and the SSIP site assigned Instructional coaches to support special and general
education teachers working with students receiving special education services; {b) continue to support
White Plains Middle School {SSIP Demonstration Site for Region 6) by safeguarding implementation,
engaging the community, and creating hospitable environments, and (¢} participate in related training
sessions as directed by ALSDE and the BOARD. Out-of-district travel for the Project CESCC Coach will be
relmbursed by the ALSDE in accordance with BOARD'S travel policies and procedures.
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ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CONTRACT NO.
Teaching and Learning

Special Education Services Section

Page 2 of 4 Pages

3. The ALSDE agrees to reimburse the BOARD based on the following budget:

A, SPDG Project CESCC Coach
Lisa ). Bragg will work 100% of the time for Project CESCC activities.
AL SPDG .75 FTE

Salary based on a 9 Month Contract Paid Over 12 Months {,75 FTE, Gross
Pay for October 2017 — September 2018)

Benefits for 9 Month Contract (.75 FTE, Medicare @ $594.55, Social Security
@ 52,542.22, Retirement @ $5,139.40, SUl @ $25.19, & Health Ins., PEEHIP
Family Medical @ $7,200)

Total Salary and Benefits

B. Materlals, operational supplies, Webinar conferencing plans, eCoaching
equipment, Professional Development resources (Including, but not limited
to consultant services, registration, and travel when appropriate), for the
Project CESCC Coach and implementation resources for Project CESCC

activities {Including, but not fimited to Implementation Science, evidence-

based practices, Co-teaching/planning, school-wide and classroom behavior
management, MAPPING, scheduling for students with disabilities, and
behavior and instructional coaching) as approved by the AL SPDG Director.
C. S$sIPand AL SPDG Project CESCC support for Professional Development (PD)
activities and implementation resources for select personnel from CCBOE
central office, support coaches, White Plains Middle School, and Saks High
School Feeder Schools. Travel paid according to CCSBQE Policy.
Foundations Cohort Training: November 14-15, 2017, February 20-21, &
June 12-13, 2018, at the Petham Civic Complex, Pelham, AL, )
Mileage: $.535 per mile x 200 miles Round Trip {$107) x 3 Trips x 32
Participants $10,272 {Carpooling is encouraged).
Lodging: $130 per night x 6 nights ($780) x 32 Participants $24,960
Food: $59 per day x 6 days {$354) x 32 Participants $11,328
Foundations implementation resources @$2,500 per site x 4 sites $10,000
D. Safe & Civil Schools Foundations Cohort Specialized Support Consultant
Services {2 Site Visits X 4 Sites, Oct. to August, TBA)
Climate & Safety Survey ($1.00 per student x 3,000 students)
Foundations Training Materials Per Site/School ($1,500 per site/school x 4)
E. Substitute Reimbursement & Benefits @ $110 per day x 40 days
F. Participants’ fees and benefits for SSIP/SPDG Project CESCC trainings and
planning preparations @ $130 per day % 60 days
G.. Total Direct
H. Administrative Cost @ 0.71%
I, TOTAL CONTRACT NOT TO EXCEED
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ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CONTRACT NOC. X 8 0 Q 1 6 6
Teaching and Learning

Speclal Education Services Section

Page 3 of 4 Pages

4,

10,

11,

Payment will be made upon receipt of a signed ttemized claim with supporting documentation, such as
copies of registration forrms, workshop dates and dally sign In sheets, copies of payrolls, substitute
relmbursement forms, travel claims, and copy of Board’s travel policy, along with paid Invoices including
check numbers and dates paid. Final claim must be marked FINAL and recelved no later than
October 31, 2018.

All services will be provided in accordance with IDEA, Part B as amended, and in conformance with the
approved application for the SPDG. The State Superintendent, through his designated representatives,
will sponsor and approve the purposes, administration and supetvision of the services to be provided,

This agreemant is for the period of October 1, 2017, through September 30, 2018,

Funds are available from the State Personnel Development Grant, CFDA 84.323A, P.L. 108-446, Major
Program, 490618, Program No. 16-2070068, 100% federal funds. This agreement is subject to
termination in the event of proration of the fund from which payment under this agreement is to be
made,

The BOARD agrees to retain and make accessible for audit original and supporting documents that
substantiate direct (and indirect, if applicable) costs charged to this program for five years after the final
claim to the State Department of Education and, if applicable, until any audit exceptions are resolved.
The resolution of any audit exceptions will be the responsibility of the BOARD,

This agreement shall not be subject to modification or amendment except by written agreement with
the appropriate authorized signatures. This agreement may be terminated by either party upon receipt
of a 30-day written notification. Neither party shall have the right to assign or transfer its rights or
obligations under this contract without the consent of the other party.

it is agreed that the terms and commitments contained herein shall not be constituted as a debt of the
State of Alabama in violation of Article 11, Section 213 of the Constitution of Alabama, 1901, as amended
by Amendment 26. 1t is further agreed that if any provision of this contract shall contravene any statute
or constitutional provision or amendment, either now in effect or which may, during the course of this
contract, be enacted, then that conflicting provision in the contract shall be deemed null and void, The
contractor’s sole remedy for the settlement of any and all disputes arising under the terms of this
agreement shall be limited to the filing of a claim with Board of Adjustments for the State of Alabama.

For anyand all disputes arising under the terms of this contract, the parties hereto agree, in compliance
with the recommendation of the Governor and Attorney General, when considering settlement of such
disputes, to utilize approptiate forms of non-binding alternative dispute resolution including, but not
limited to, mediation by and through the Attorney General’s Office of Administrative Hearings or where
appropriate, private mediators,

it s understood that there is no entitlement to any state merit system benefits to anyone working under
this agreement,
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ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Teaching and Learning

Spectal Education Services Section

Page 4 of 4 Pages

CONTRACT NO. X800166

12, The BOARD acknowledges and understands that this contract Is not effective until it has received all
requisite state government approvals and the BOARD shall not begin performing work under this
contract until notified to do so by the contracting state department. The BOARD is entitled to no
compensation for work performed prior to the effect date of this contract,

13. By signing this contract, the contracting parties affirm, for the duration of the agreement, that they will
not violate federal immigration law or knowingly employ, hire for employment, or continue to employ
an unauthorized alien within the State of Alabama. Furthermore, a contracting party found to be In
violation of this provision shall be deemed In breach of the agreement and shall be responsible for all

damages resulting therefrom.

14, In compliance with Act 2016-312, the contractor hereby certifies that it {s not currently engaged in, and
will not engage in, the boycott of a person or an entity based in or doing business with a jurisdiction

with which this state can enjoy open trade,

ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

CALHOUN COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

Barbara J. Cooper /
Deputy State Superintendent of Education
Chief Academic Officer

This contract been reviewed and Is approved as to
content.

Y

Joseph Dean Dyar
Superintendent

QWQ“U\{{M |

Andy Craig
Deputy State Superintendent
Administrative and Financial Service

=0, s ooy

Ed Richardson
Interim State Superintendent of Education

This contract has been reviewed for legal form and
appears to comply with all applicable faws, rules, and
repulations of the State of Alabama governing these
mafters,

N

Jultana Teixeira Dean
eheral Counsel

Tina Parris
Chief School Financial Officer
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ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CONTRACT NO.

Division of Teaching and Learning
Special Education Services Section

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into on this the 7% day of October, 2014, by and between the ALABAMA STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (ALSDE) and PAMELA W, HOWARD, LLC (CONSULTANT), 3636 Brook Highland
Drive, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35406, is in accordance with the resolution passed by the Alabama State Board of
Education on September 19, 1967, authorizing the State Superintendent of Education to enter into various
contracts and has the following stipulations:

1. The CONSULTANT will create a specialized system that connects the key components of capacity and the
functional infrastructure supports critical to sustaining and establishing innovation configurations
(essential components and the degree of implementation) for the Alabama State Personnel Development
Grant (SPDG) Project: Closing The Gap (CTG) goals and objectives relevant to creating effective inclusive
environments in Alabama general education programs and initiatives. Work scope includes: (a) working
with the Alabama SPDG staff, {b} providing implementation support that incorporates implementation
drivers (Competency, Leadership, and Organization), (c) preparing Project CTG partners for stages of
implementation, (d) preparing Project CTG partners for application to response to intervention,
(e) implementing eCoaching principles designed to support instructional coaching, co-planning,
approaches to co-teaching, classroom organization, and behavior management for Project CTG
co-teaching dyads (certified general and special education teachers), and other school personnel,
{f) incorporating special education content and instructional knowledge that will increase the capacity of
educators and families to understand and utilize a multi-tiered system of support for students with
disabilities designed to lead to improved student performance and graduation outcomes, (g) designing
effective tools and data sources for measuring the impact of co-teaching and co-planning on student
achievement, and {h} conducting professional learning opportunities and professional learning community
activities that close the research-to-practice gap, provide technical assistance in local educational agencies
to serve as models for state-level implementation and scaling-up of Project CTG sites, and design activities
to solicit and increase community involvement related to creating effective inclusive environments.

2. The ALSDE agrees to pay for Consultant services in accordance with the following budget:

Consultant Fees will include travel and Per Diem:

$100.00 per hour X 560 hours S 56,000.00
TOTAL contract not to exceed S 56,000.00

3. Payment will be made upon receipt of a signed Consultant Statement and a Consultant Activity Report
detailing dates and hours worked, location, and description of the services provided , such as, name(s) of
person(s) receiving coaching and/or provided professional development, and webinar development, as
appropriate. The ALSDE will provide forms. Final claim must be submitted, marked as FINAL, by October
30, 2015.

4. Mtisunderstood that there is no entitlement to any state merit system benefits to anyone working on this
agreement.
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ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CONTRACT NO.
Division of Teaching and Learning

Special Education Services Section

Page 2 of 3 pages

5.

10.

11.

12,

This agreement may be terminated by either party upon receipt of 30-day written notification. This
agreement shall not be subject to modification or amendment except by written agreement with the
appropriate authorized signatures. Neither party shall have the right to assign or transfer its rights or
obligations under this contract without the written consent of the other party.

Services shall be provided in accordance with the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, (IDEA). The
State Superintendent, through his designated representatives, wi‘II sponsor and approve the purposes,
administration, and supervision of all phases of the services to be provided.

This agreement is for the period of October 7, 2014, through September 30, 2015.

Funds are available from State Personnel Development Grant, P. L. 105-17, as amended, IDEA, Part B,
CFDA 84.323A, Fund No. 361184-005220-180710, 100% federal funds.

it is agreed that the terms and commitments contained herein shall not be constituted as a debt of the
State of Alabama in violation of Article XI, Section 213 of the Constitution of Alabama, 1901, as amended
by Amendment Number 26. It is further agreed that if any provision of this contract shall contravene any
statute or constitutional provision or amendment, either now in effect or which may, during the course of
this contract, be enacted, then that conflicting provision in the contract shall be deemed null and void.
The contractor’s sole remedy for the settlement of any and all disputes arising under the terms of this
agreement shall be limited to the filing of a claim with the Board of Adjustment for the State of Alabama.

For any and all disputes arising under the terms of this contract, the parties hereto agree, in compliance
with the recommendations of the Governor and Attorney General, when considering settlement of such
disputes, to utilize appropriate forms of non-binding alternative dispute resolution including, but not
limited to, mediation by and through the Attorney General’s Office of Administrative Hearings or where
appropriate, private mediators.

This agreement is subject to termination in the event of proration of the fund from which payment under
this agreement is to be made.

The CONSULTANT acknowledges and understands that this contract is not effective until it has received
all requisite state government approvals and the CONSULTANT shall not begin performing work under this
contract until notified to do so by the contracting state department. The CONSULTANT is entitled to no
compensation for work performed prior to the effective date of this contract.

By signing this contract, the contracting parties affirm, for the duration of the agreement, that they will
not violate federal immigration law or knowingly employ, hire for employment, or continue to employ an
unauthorized alien within the State of Alabama. Furthermore, a contracting party found to be in violation
of this provision shall be deemed in breach of the agreement and shall be responsible for all damages
resulting therefrom.
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ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

CONTRACT NO.

CONSULTANT

Sherrill W. Parris
Deputy State Superintendent

This contract has been revlewed and is approved as to content.

Pamela W. Howard
257905080

Thomas R. Bice
State Superintendent of Education

This cantract has been reviewed for legal form and appeatrs to
comply with all applicable laws, rules, and regulations of the
State of Alabama governing these matters.

Larry E. Craven
General Counsel

Robert J. Bentley
Governor of Alabama
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ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Request for Proposals (RFP)
RFP # ALSDE 2015-01

Special Education Services

Note: FAXED OR E-MAILED APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED.
Inquiries and response submissions related to this RFP are to be addressed to:

Mr. Jacky P. Todd
Administrator — Office of Operations
Alabama State Department of Education
50 N. Ripley Street, Room P305
Gordon Persons Building
Montgomery, AL 36104
Telephone: 334-242-9760
E-mail: jtodd@alsde.edu

. DEADLINE:
Applications must be received no later than 4:30 p.m. on September 17, 2014.

It is required that each vendor clearly mark the envelope RFP# ALSDE 2015-01, preferably in the lower left
corner of the envelope. (Response packages that are not mark will be rejected.)

The application package must contain the following:

1. Original application plus four copies with original signatures. (The proposal must be signed by an official
authorized to legally bind the vendor to the information provided.)

2. Must be currently registered with the Alabama Department of Finance, Division of Purchasing as a State
Vendor and provide vendor number.

3. The vendor must complete the affidavit for business entity/employer/vendor. Verification of enrollment in
E-Verify should be presented on the form found in Appendix A.

Proposal Public Opening:
Thursday, September 18, 2014
9:00 a.m.

Gordon Persons Building, Room 3346
50 N. Ripley Street
Montgomery, AL 36104
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Request for Proposals (RFP)
RFP # ALSDE 2015-01
Alabama State Department of Education, Special Education Services

Table of Contents
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1.01  Purpose and Background
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4.04 Discrimination
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Request for Proposals (REFP)
RFP # ALSDE 2015-01
Alabama State Department of Education, Special Education Services

Section 1.00 Administrative Overview

1.01 Purpose and Background

Purpose:

The purpose of the RFP is to solicit competitive, sealed proposals to establish a contract to create a specialized
system that connects the key components of capacity and the functional infrastructure supports critical to
sustaining and establishing innovation configurations (essential components and the degree of implementation)
of application to response to intervention (RTI), eCoaching principles designed to support instructional coaching,
co-planning, approaches to co-teaching, classroom organization, and behavior management practices in general
education programs and initiatives in select Alabama schools. This system must include specific special education
content and instructional knowledge that will increase the capacity of educators and families to understand and
utilize a multi-tiered system of support (MTSS) for students with disabilities designed to lead to improved student
performance and graduation outcomes.

The Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) seeks to contract with a vendor who incorporates
Evidence-Based Practices (EBP) and Implementation Science to improve students with disabilities’ access,
progress, and achievement in the general curriculum in select Alabama schools using co-teaching approaches for
special education service provision in inclusive classrooms, as outlined by the goals and objectives for the
Alabama State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), Project Closing the Gap (Project CTG). Project CTG goals
and objectives require a specialized system of support utilizing electronic means via the Internet and advanced
online technology for implementation focus of co-teaching, co-planning, and eCoaching support and eCoaching
co-planning for certified special education and general education service providers.

The ALSDE is not committed to entering into any contract as a result of this RFP. All responses to this RFP
become the property of the ALSDE and will not be returned to the vendor once opened. Responses become public
documents upon submission. The ALSDE’s decision to award a contract will depend upon the appropriateness
of vendor responses to the requirements outlined herein, the demonstration of training materials and/or
presentations, and economic considerations. The contract will be awarded to the prospective responsible vendor
who meets the specifications herein, exhibits an established history of providing this type of training in a
satisfactory manner, and proposes to provide the specified services at the lowest reasonable price. The ALSDE
staff will oversee all aspects of the review and selection of a winning vendor. ALSDE staff members will review
and evaluate all responses received under this RFP, select finalist(s) for “best and final” requests, and make
recommendations for the final winning vendor. The ALSDE will assume responsibility for all contractual
negotiations upon selection of the winning vendor, and will become the counter-party on the contract with the
successful vendor. Total budget proposal shall not exceed $56,000. Proposals above $56.000 will not be
considered. The training and support for school year 2014-2015 will be subject to funding availability.

Applicants can access a copy of the 2012 Alabama SPDG application Project Closing the Gap and the 2013 and
2014 Alabama SPDG Project Closing the Gap Performance Report by clicking on the following link:
http://www.alspdg.org.
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Background:

Implementation Drivers are the key components of capacity and the functional infrastructure supports that enable
a program’s success (Implementation Drivers: Assessing Best Practices, National Implementation Research
Network (NIRN) 2013.). The Implementation Drivers are processes that can be leveraged to improve competence
and to create a more hospitable organizational and systems environment for an evidence-based program or
practice (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2005). Sound and effective implementation requires
change at practice, organization, and state and federal levels.

Implementation supports for Project CTG goals and objectives must be purposeful to create change in knowledge,
behavior, and attitudes of all professionals and partners. Project CTG goals and objectives for creating effective
inclusive environments implements a multi-tiered system of support to organize delivery methods, including, but
not limited to, virtual professional learning opportunities, consultation, and on-site infrastructure supports in the
areas of Rtl, eCoaching principles designed to support instructional coaching, co-planning, approaches to
co-teaching, classroom organization, and behavior management for Project CTG co-teaching dyads (certified
general and special education teachers) and other school personnel.

1.02 Anticipated Time Table

September 17, 2014 Proposal Submission Deadline

September 18, 2014 RFP Opening

1.03 Application Evaluation

An Evaluation Team will review the proposals and make selection. The criteria listed below will be used to
evaluate the proposals for the purpose of ranking them in relative position based on how fully each proposal meets
the requirements of this RFP.

Evaluation Criteria:

Vendor qualifications, experience, and references 35 points
Budget Proposal 30 points
Detailed description and delivery of training 35 points

materials, presentations, and/or modules
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Best and Final Offers:

The ALSDE may either accept a vendor’s initial proposal by award of a contract or enter into discussions with
vendors whose proposals are deemed to be reasonably acceptable consideration for award. After discussions are
concluded, a vendor may be allowed to submit a “Best and Final Offer” for consideration.

The ALSDE will make all decisions regarding evaluation of the RFP. The ALSDE reserves the right to judge
and determine whether a request is compliant with and has satisfactorily met the requirements of the RFP. The
ALSDE reserves the right to waive technical defects if, in its judgment, the interest of the ALSDE so requires.
Any further information disclosed about the RFP during this process will be provided to all applicants.

For the purpose of verifying the contents of the applications, the ALSDE may request additional information,
vendor interviews, and content presentations or materials. Discussions may be conducted with applicants that
submit RFPs determined to be reasonably suitable of being selected for the purpose of clarifying and assuring full
cooperation in meeting the required terms. The ALSDE reserves the right to reject at its sole discretion the
proposals it deems non-cooperative applications.

Rejection of Proposal:

The ALSDE reserves the right to reject any or all proposals which are deemed to be non-responsive, late in
submission, or unsatisfactory in any way. The ALSDE shall have no obligation to award a contract for work,
goods, and/or services as a result of this RFP,

Confidentiality:

All information contained in the RFP is considered to be the exclusive property of the ALSDE. Recipients of this
RFP are not to disclose any information contained within the RFP unless such information is publicly available.
This RFP is provided for the sole purpose of allowing vendors to respond to these specifications.

Selection Process: :

Final selection of the successful vendor will not be based solely on cost. The vendor product will be evaluated
primarily on the scope of the activities linked to associated costs. RFPs will be reviewed to ascertain that
minimum requirements have been met. The ALSDE reserves the right to conduct discussions with potential
vendors in order to clarify information contained in their proposals, but the ALSDE has no obligation to do so.

Disclaimer Notice:
The ALSDE will not be liable for any costs associated with the preparation of proposals or negotiations of a
contract incurred by any party.

Availability of Funds:

It is expressly undetstood and agreed upon that the obligations of the ALSDE to proceed is conditioned upon the
continued availability of funds that may be expended for these purposes.

Page 125




H323A120023

Request for Proposals (RFP)
RFP # ALSDE 2015-01
Alabama State Department of Education, Special Education Services

1.04 Conditions and Terms

Contract Terms:

The contract resulting from this RFP is renewable for one additional year pending agreement of the vendor and
the ALSDE. The contract will commence pending Legislative Review Committee approval and the Governor’s
signature.

Responses should reference each element in the RFP by number on the cover of each copy and be arranged in the
same sequence. All fees and costs are to be stated in United States currency. Respondents must reply to each
element of the RFP,

Section 2.00 Scope

2.01 Scope of Provider’s Work and Responsibilities

The successful entity will engage in program evaluation efforts designed to accomplish multiple purposes
associated with Project CTG goals and objectives (see Alabama SPDG Project Closing the Gap Performance
Report by clicking on the following link: http://www.alspdg.org.).

The successful entity will create a specialized system that connects the key components of capacity and the
functional infrastructure supports critical to sustaining and establishing innovation configurations (essential
components and the degree of implementation) for Project CTG goals and objectives relevant to creating effective
inclusive environments in Alabama general education programs and initiatives:
e Application to response to intervention (RtI).
»  cCoaching principles designed to support instructional coaching, co-planning, approaches to co-teaching,
classroom organization, and behavior management practices.
Effective co-planning, co-teaching, classroom organization, and behavior management practices.
Specific special education content and instructional knowledge.
Multi-tiered system of support (MTSS) for students with disabilities designed to lead to improved student
performance and graduation outcomes.
o  Effective tools and data sources for measuring the impact of co-teaching on student achievement.
e  Elements of school culture that affect co-teaching, including those related to administrative and community
support.
e  Professional learning opportunities and professional learning community activities that close the research-
to-practice gap, promote sustainability, scaling up, serve as a model for state-level implementation, and
foster implementation through EBP professional development.
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2.02 Scope of the Alabama State Department of Education’s Work and Responsibilities

The ALSDE’s specific responsibilities include, but are not limited to, those listed below. These responsibilities
are subject to change based upon needs or circumstances of the project.

Approve the scope of work proposed as outlined above. :

Provide liaisons from the AL SPDG and Special Education Services to work with awarded applicants to
identify and approve all proposed professional learning, schedules, technical assistance, evaluations, and
eCoaching activities,

®  Provide fiscal and programming support.

Section 3.00 General Requirements

3.01 Requirements of Proposal

The vendor must provide the following mandatory information. Failure to provide this information may be
cause for the proposal to be rejected. Qualifications, experience, and cost will be evaluated for contract award.
The proposal may be submitted under the same cover with Vendor Requirements and Cost Proposal in two distinct
sections. E-Verify information is required to be submitted for all employees to include contractors of the vendors
if necessary and applicable.

Part I

Signed Cover Letter:

The cover letter shall serve as the first page of the applicant’s proposal. The vendor shall complete the cover letter
and attach it to the application in response to the RFP. The cover letter must be signed by an official authorized
to legally bind the applicant. It will state that the applicant is a legal entity that will meet the specifications. The
cover letter must accompany the submitted application. The letter accompanying the application must have
original signatures and must include contact telephone numbers and e-mail addresses for the authorized official
signing the letters.

Part 11

Vendor Qualification and Experience:

Vendor shall provide satisfactory evidence of the vendor’s capability to coordinate the types of activities and to
provide the services described in the RFP in a timely manner. Special attention should be given to the discussion
of qualifications. The discussion shall include a description of the vendor’s background and relevant experience
as related to the required activities in the RFP.

Part 111

Vendor shall provide a detailed plan describing how the services will be performed to meet the requirements of
the RFP. The description shall encompass the requirements of this RFP. The application must be prepared and
organized in a clear and concise manner that is easily understandable.

Page 127




H323A120023

Request for Proposals (RFP)
RFP # ALSDE 2015-01
Alabama State Department of Education, Special Education Services

Vendor Organization:
Describe your organizational structure and explain how your organization qualifies to be responsive to the
requirements of this RFP.

References:

The vendor shall provide a minimum of three (3) references that can support and validate training and outcomes,
including names or persons who may be contacted, position of person, addresses, and telephone numbers where
training similar to that described in this RFP have been conducted.

Executive Summary:
An executive summary is required. This summary will condense and highlight the contents of the vendor’s
application.

Part IV

Cost Proposal:

Vendor shall include the fee structure and pricing for the training sessions/program. The vendor shall submit a
cost proposal in addition to other required information.

3.02 Procedures for Delivery of Request for Proposals

Subcontractor Disclosure: '

If the execution of work to be performed requires the hiring of Subcontractors, you must clearly state this in the
bid response and provide qualification for such individuals. Subcontractors must be identified and the services
they will provide or work they will perform must be clearly defined. The ALSDE will not refuse a proposal based
upon use of a subcontractor; however, the ALSDE retains the right to refuse the subcontractor you have selected.
Contractor and associated personnel shall remain solely responsible for the performance of all work, including
work that may be subcontracted.

Describe your rationale for utilizing subcontractors, including relevant past experience partnering with stated
subcontractor(s). Documents for E-Verification of subcontractors are the sole responsibility of the contractor and
must be available upon request to ensure compliance.
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Section 4.00 General Terms and Conditions

4.01 Governance

This RFP and its terms shall be governed and construed according to the laws of the state of Alabama. Any dispute
arising out of this RFP shall be brought in the state of Alabama, with venue in Montgomery County, Alabama.
Applicants agree to comply with all applicable federal and state laws and regulations.

4.02 Immigration
The proposal must contain a statement that the firm is aware of the requirements of the Beason-Hammon Alabama

Taxpayer and Citizen Protection Act; a statement that the Proposer is enrolled in the E-Verify as required by
Section 31-13-9 (b), Code of Alabama 1975, as amended:

BEASON-HAMMON ALABAMA TAXPAYER AND CITIZEN PROTECTION ACT

COMPLIANCE |

The Beason-Hammon Alabama Taxpayer and Citizen Protection Act (31-13-1 et seq, Code of Alabama 1975
as amended by Act 2012-491) regulates illegal immigration in the state of Alabama. All contracts with the
state or political subdivision thereof must comply with that law.

For the purposes of this RFP and any responding Proposal, the following sections of that law impose
specific requirements: Section 9 (a) of the Act provides “As a condition for the award of any contract, grant, or
incentive by the state, any political subdivision thereof, or a state-funded entity to a business entity or employer
that employs one or more employees, the business entity or employer shall not knowingly employ an unauthorized
alien within the State of Alabama.”

Section 9(b) of the Act requires “As a condition for the award of any contract, grant, or incentive by the state, any
political subdivision thereof, or a state-funded entity to a business entity or employer that employs one or more
employees within the state of Alabama, the business entity or employer is enrolled in the E-Verify program.”

As provided in the Act a “business entity” is any person or group of persons performing or engaging in any
activity, enterprise, profession, or occupation for gain, benefit, advantage, or livelihood, whether for profit or not
Jor profit and an “employer” is defined as any person, firm, corporation, partnership, joint stock association,

agent, manager, representative, foreman, or other person having control of custody of any employment, place of
employment, or of any employee, including any person or entity employing any person for hire within the State
of Alabama, including a public employer. This term shall not include the occupant of a household contracting
with another person to perform casual domestic labor within the household.

A proposal must include a statement that the Proposer has knowledge of this law and is in compliance. Before a
contract is signed, the Contractor awarded the contract must submit a Certificate of Compliance using the form
at Appendix A to this RFP and, unless exempt because it has issued by the United State Department of Homeland
Security upon enrollment in the E-Verify Program. E-Verify enrollment can be accomplished at the website of
the United States Department of Homeland Security at http:/www.uscis.gov.

See Section 10 for additional language required by Section 10(k) of the Act to be included in the contract.
Rev.5-24-13
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4.03 Conflict of Interest

The applicant attests that no employee, officer, or agent of the applicant shall participate in the selection, award,
or administration of a contract if a real or apparent conflict of interest would be involved. A conflict would arise
when the employee, officer, agent, any member of his or her immediate family, his or her partner, or an
organization which employs or is about to employ any of the parties indicated herein has a financial or other
interest in the organization selected for an award. The officers, employees, and agents of the applicant, if selected
as the career planning system vendor, shall neither award nor offer gratuities, favors, nor anything of monetary
value from vendors or subcontractors.

4.04 Discrimination

Alabama Non-Discrimination Statement:

No person shall be denied employment, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination in any program or activity on the basis of disability, gender, race, religion, national
origin, color, age, genetic information, or any other category protected under the law. Ref: Sec. 1983, Civil Rights
Act, 42 U.S.C; Title VI and VII, Civil Rights Act of 1964; Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Sec. 504; Age
Discrimination in Employment Act; the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Americans with
Disabilities Act Amendments Act of 2008; Equal Pay Act of 1963; Title IX of the Education Amendment of
1972; Title 1 of the Genetic Information Nondiscrimination Act of 2008. Title IX Coordinator, P.O. Box 302101 ,
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-2101 or call (334) 242-8165.

10
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APPENDIX “A”

State of )
County of )

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE BEASON-HAMMON ALABAMA TAXPAYER AND CITIZEN
PROTECTION ACT (ACT 2011-535, as amended by Act 2012-491)

DATE:
RE Contract/Grant/Incentive (describe by number or subject):

by and between
(Contractor/Grantee) and
(State Agency, Department or Public Entity)

The undersigned hereby certifies to the State of Alabama as follow:

1. The undersigned holds the position of with the Contractor/Grantee named above,
and is authorized to provide representations set out in this Certificate as the official and binding act of that entity, and has
knowledge of the provisions of THE BEASON-HAMMON ALABAMA TAZPAYER AND CITIZEN PROTECTION ACT
(ACT2011-535 of the Alabama Legislature, as amended by Act 2012-491) which is described herein as “the Act”.

2. Using the following definitions from Section 3 of the Act, select and initial either (a) or (b), below, to describe the
Contractor/Grantee’s business structure.

BUSINESS ENTITY. Any person or group of persons eniploying one or more persons performing or engaging in any
activity, enterprise, profession, or occupation for gain, benefit, advantage, or livelihood, whether for profit of not for profit.
“Business entity” shall include, but no be limited to the following:

a. Self-employed individuals, business entities filing articles of incorporation, partnerships, limited partnerships,
limited liability companies, foreign corporations, foreign limited partnerships, foreign limited liability
companies authorized to transact business in this state, business trusts, and any business entity that registers
with the Secretary of State.

b. Any business entity that possess a business license, permit, certificate, approval, registration, charter, or similar
form of authorization issued by the state, any business entity that is exempt by law from obtaining such a
business license, and any business entity that is operating unlawfully without a business license.

EMPLOYER. Any person, firm, corporation, partnership, joint stock association, agent, manager, representative, foreman, or
other person having control or custody of any employment, place of employment, or of any employee, including any person
or entity employing any person for hire within the State of Alabama, including a public employer. This term shall not include
the occupant of a household contracting with another person to perform casual domestic labor within the household.

____(a)The Contractor/Grantee is a business entity or employer as those terms are defined in Section 3 of the Act.

____(b)The Contractor/Grantee is not a business entity or employer as those terms are defined in Section 3 of the Act.

3. Asofthe date of this Certificate, Contractor/Grantee does not knowingly employ an unauthorized alien within the State of
Alabama and hereafter it will not knowingly employ, hire for employment, or continue to employ an unauthorized alien within the
State of Alabama;

4. Contractor/Grantee is enrolled in E-Verify unless it is not eligible to enroll because of the rules of that program or other factors
beyond its control.

Certified this day of 20

Name of Contractor/Grantee/Recipient
By:

Its

The above Certification was signed in my presence by the person whose name appears above, on
this day of

WITNESS:

Printed Name of Witness

11
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NN Things to do: High-Quality Professional Development “To Do” List for Presenters

Dear Presenter(s),

An “Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training” was created by Noonan et al. {2015) to be completed by
observers to determine the level of quality of professional development (PD) training. It is based on research-identified indicators that should be
present in high quality PD. Below is a checklist for your convenience. Thank you for your willingness to provide high quality PD.

Preparation Introduction Demonstration | Engagement Evaluation/Reflection | Mastery

___ 1. Provide __ 5. Connecttopic { ___10.Buildshared | __ 13.Include ___17.Include __ 20. Provide

description of to participant’s vocabulary to opportunities for opportunities for follow-up activities

training and context. implement and participants to participants to reflect on that require

objectives prior to __ 6. Include sustain practice. rehearse skills. learning. participants to

training. empirical research __ 11, Provide _ 14, Include __18. Include specific apply their learning.
2. Provide to content. examples of the opportunities for indicators to indicate __ 21 Offer

readings, activities,
and/or questions to
participants prior to
the training.

__ 3. Provide
agenda (i.e.,
schedule of topics
and times) before
the beginning of the
training.

___4. Quickly
establish rapport
with participants.

____7.Relate content
to previous PD.
___8. Align content
to organization’s
standards or goals.
___ 9. Emphasize
impact of content.

content in use.
___12.1lllustrate
applicability of the
content to

participant’s context.

participants to’
express personal
perspectives.

__ 15 Facilitate
opportunities for
participants to
interact about
content.

___16. Adhere to

agenda and time
constraints.

transfer to practice.
___19. Engage participants
in assessment of their new
knowledge and skills.

opportunities for
continued learning.
__ 22.Describe
opportunities for
coaching to fidelity

of practice.

Adapted from: Noonan, P., Gaumer-Erickson, A., Brussow, J., & Langham, A. (2015). Observation checklist for high-quality professional
development in education. Lawrence, KS. University of Kansas, Center for Research on Learning.
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Observation Checklist for
High-Quality Professional Development Training

The Observation Checklist for High Quality Professional Development' was designed to be
completed by an observer to determine the level of quality of professional development training.
It can also be used to provide ongoing feedback and coaching to peers who provide professional
development training. Furthermore, it can be used as a guidance document when designing or
revising professional development. The tool represents a compilation of research-identified
indicators that should be present in high quality professional development. Professional
development training with a maximum of one item missed per domain on the checklist can be
considered high quality.

Context Information
Date: Location:
Topic: Presenter:
Observer: ] Role:
The professional development provider: Observed?

1. Provides a description of the training with learning objectives prior to
training

Evidence or example:

2. Provides readings, activities, and/or questions to think about prior to the
training

Evidence or example:

3. Provides an agenda (i.e., schedule of topics to be presented and times) before
or at the beginning of the training

Evidence or example:

4. Quickly establishes or builds on previously established rapport with
participants

Evidence or example:

! Noonan, P., Langham, A., & Gaumer Erickson, A. (2013). Observation checklist for high-quality professional
development in education. Center for Research on Learning, University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas.

KU-CRL August 2013 1
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- The professional development provider; Observed?
. (Check if Yes)

5. Connects the topic to participants’ context (e.g., community, school, district)

Evidence or example;

6. Includes the empirical research foundation of the content (e.g., citations,
verbal references to research literature, key researchers)

Evidence or example:

7. Content builds on or relates to participants’ previous professional
development

Evidence or example:

8. Aligns with school/district/state/federal standards or goals

Evidence or example:

9. Emphasizes impact of content on student learning outcomes

Evidence or example;

10. Builds shared vocabulary required to implement and sustain the practice

Evidence or example:

11. Provides examples of the content/practice in use (e.g., case study, vignette)

Evidence or example:

12, Tllustrates the applicability of the material, knowledge, or practice to the
participants’ context

Evidence or example:

13. Includes opportunities for participants to practice and/or rehearse new skills

Evidence or example:

KU-CRL August 2013 2
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The professional development provider: Observed?
(Check if Yes)

14. Includes opportunities for participants to express personal perspectives (e.g.,
experiences, thoughts on concept)

Evidence or example:

15. Includes opportunities for participants to interact with each other related to
training content

Evidence or example:

16

Adheres to agenda and time constraints

Evidence or example:

17. Includes opportunities for participants to reflect on learning

Evidence or example:

18. Includes discussion of specific indicators—related to the knowledge,
material, or skills provided by the training—that would indicate a successful
transfer to practice

Evidence or example:

19. Engages participants in assessment of their acquisition of knowledge and
skills

Evidence or example:

20. Details follow-up activities that require participants to apply their learning
in a new setting or context

Evidence or example:

21. Offers opportunities for continued learning through technical assistance and
resources

Evidence or example:

22. Describes opportunities for coaching to improve fidelity of implementation

Evidence or example:

KU-CRL August 2013 3
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Foundations: A Proactive and Positive Behayior Suppert System

Module D Implementation Checklist (p. 1 of 4)

l “ REPRO

.,

BUCIBLE -
- EQRM ,

D-02

NS A ——"—

|

Presentation 1: The Relationship Between Proactive
Procedures, Corrective Procedures, and Individual
Student Behavior Improvement Plans

1. Datais collected {e.g., from staff surveys) and staff
have discussed concepts relating to consistency in
correcting student misbehavior.

L <

2. Staffhave discussed and identified their perceptions
of their roles in correcting misbehavior relative to the
principal’s {or assistant principal’s) role,

3. Staffunderstand the potential limitations of office
referrals. At the elementary level, staff understand
the potential inconsistencies of progressive discipline
systems (in which students must be removed from
clags after the third or fourth infraction) and modify
the system sa it is fair and consistent.

L 0O

4, Stafl are aware of the limited benefits of and potential
drawbacks to out-of-school suspension (O8S) as a
corrective consequence,

L]

5. Staff are aware of and can have honest discussions
about national data on the disparate impact of OSS on
minority students and students with disabilities.

6. Stafl avoid pressuring administrators to use OSS.

L O

Foundations Process:

Presentations/

| Communications With Staff

Foundations Process:
Presentations/
Commuunications With Staff

Foundations Process:
Presentations/
Communications With Staff

Foundations Pracess:
Presentations/
Communications With Staff

Foundations Process:
Presentations/
Commuunications With Staff

Interview with administrator

L O U <

Presentation 2: Developing Three Levels of Misbehavior

1. The Foundations Team has communicated to
staff the Foundations concept of three levels of
mishehavior: Level 1 {mild), Level 2 (moderate), and
Level 3 (severe), Staff understand that the levels are
defined more by the staff member’s response to the
misbehavior than by the misbehavior itself.

L

2. The Foundations Team has solicited information from
the administrator about the types of misbehaviors that
currently result in office referrals.

L

3. Administrators have defined the specific behaviors that
must be cansidered Level 3 severe {e.g. weapons).

L]

{continued)

Foundations Process:
Presentations/
Communications With Staff

Foundations Process:
3-Level System for
Responding to Misbehavior

Foundations Archive:
3-Level System for
Responding to Misbehavior

O |0 O O

L
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Foundations: A Proactive and Positive Behavior Support System

Module D Implementation Checklist (p. 2 of 4)

4,

6,

Presentation 2 (continued)

Staff have reached consensus on the types of
behaviors that susé be referred to the office as a
Level 3 and those that may be referred,

Staff understand that Level 2 notifications provide

a way to get support for the staff inember and to keep
administrators and support staff informed about
students with severe or chronic behaviors who may
need additional support.

A referral form or forms and a data system have
been developed to facilitate efficient and clear
cornmunication and data collection,

Foundations Archive and Staff
Handbook: 3-Level System for
Responding to Misbehavior

Foundations Process:
Presentations/
Communications With Staff

Foundations Process:
Presentations/
Communications With Staff

L

L

Presentation 3: Staff Responsibilities for Responding
to Misbehavior

Staff have reached consensus on menus of corrective
actions for Level 1 mild misbehaviors for both
classrooms and common areas.

Staff have reached consensus on staff procedures for
Level 2 moderate mishehaviors for both classrooms
and common areas.

Administrators have developed procedures for
responding to Level 2 moderate notifications that
support the staff member who wrote the notification,

Staff have reached consensus on 3 menu of corrective
actions for Level 2 moderate misbehavior that
includes all Level 1 corrections and all schoolwide
consequences that do not require administrator
involvement,

Staff have reached consensus on Level 2 notification
procedures such as whether to contact parents and
whether to have students sign the form.

Staff have been given information about writing
effective referrals, with an emphasis on correct
grammar and spelling as well as objective descriptions
rather than labels or emotional language.

00O C C

L

Foundations Archive and Staff
Handbook: 3-Level Systern for
Responding to Misbehavior

Foundations Archive and Staff
Handbook: 3-Level System for
Responding to Misbehavior

Foundations Archive:

| 3-Leve] System for

Responding to Misbehavior

Foundations Archive and
Staff Handbook: 3-Level
Systemn for Responding to
Misbehavior

Founclations Archive and Staff

Handbook: 3-Level System for
Responding to Misbehavior

{ Foundations Process:

Presentations/
Cammunications With Staff

O 0O 0 O

L L

& 2014 Paciic Northwest Publishing
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Foundations: A Proactive and Positive Behavior Support System

Module D Implementation Checklist (p. 3 0f 4)

streamlined, if needed, to address the following
questions:

¢ How will office staff supervise referred students
throughout the entire process?

¢ What will office staff do if the administrator
is unavailable when referred students arrive
at the office?

»  Where will referred students wait for the
administrator?

*  What should referred students do while waiting
for the administrator?

s How should office personnel interact with
referred students?

(continued)

Presentation 4: Administrator Responsibilities for v ‘/
Responding to Misbehavior '
1. Decislons have been made about who will process [j Foundations Archive: D
Level 2 notifications. | 3-Level System for
Responding to Mlsbehavior
2. Staff, admiinistrator, and support-staff procedures D Foundations Archive: D
have been coordinated to ensure that students who : 3-Level System for
receive notifications get the support they need to be Responding to Misbehavior
successful,
3. Data collection procedures for Level 2 notifications l‘:] Foundations Archive: E]
have been developed so trends and patterns of 3-Level Systern for
notifications can drive school improvernent. Responding to Misbehavior
4. Administrators have developed detailed procedures D Interview with administrator D
for ma‘naging Level 3 office referrals, including the Foundations Archive:
following: 3-Level System for
* “"Who Is Responsible” list Responding to Misbehavior
»  Game plan for dealing with referred students. :
»  Menu of corrective consequences that includes
alternatives to out-of-school suspension ‘
»  Sequence of steps for returning students to their
regular schedules,
5, Current office procedures have been analyzed and Foundations Archive:

Cormmon Area Policies and
Procedures

Staff Handbook: Staff Roles
and Responsibilities

€ 2014 Pacilic Norihwest Pablishing
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Foundations: A Proactive and Positive Behaviar Support System.

Module D Implementation Checklist (p. 4of 4)

. D-02

| REPROBDUGISLE

FORM

¢ Stk ke A R

Prosentation 4 (continued) ‘/

6. If the school has an in-school-suspension process, D
that process has been analyzed and streamlined, if
needed, to address the following questions:

*  What conditions are necessary to effectively
implement an ISS program?

*  VWhat skills do staff need?

*  Who will develop the program and document
the program policies and procedures in writing?

*  How will the program’s efficacy be evaluated,
and who will evaluate it?

Foundations Archive:
- 3-Level System for
Responding to Misbehavior

Presentation 5: Preventing the Misbehavior That Leads
to Referrals and Suspensions

1. The Foundations Team has analyzed whether l:]
students would benefit from lessons on how to
interact appropriately with adults. Would these
skills reduce the behaviors that lead to referrals
and suspensions (e.g., refusal to follow reasonable
directions from staff)?

2. The Foundations Team has reviewed the sample l:]
lessons in Foundations and has compared them
with student skill deficits and social skills or
soctal-emotional curricula currently in use to
determine whether the legsons might benefit some
or all students.

3. If appropriate, a process has been established for D
finalizing lesson content and a timeline has been set
for lesson delivery.

Foundations Process:
Meeting Minutes,
Presentations/
Communications With Staff

Foundations Process:
Meeting Minutes

Foundations Archive:
Lesson Plans for Teaching
Expectations for Interacting
With Adults

Foundations Archive:
Lesson Plans for Teaching
Expectations for Interacting
With Adults

© 2014 Pacific Northwest Publishing
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DAILY MISBEHAVIOR RECORDING SHEET

Date Reminders

Codes:

© 2009 Pacific Norttwest Publishing | Repradiucible Forrm
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cw e | P 6.6
WEEKLY MISBEHAVIOR RECORDING SHEET

Date Reminders

Cedes:

© 2009 Pacific Northwest Publishlng | Reproducible Form
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[”H’AI’ZJ
T n A

MISBEHAVIOR RECORDING SHEET

(DALY BY SEATING CHART)

>

Date:
Name: Name: Name: Name: Name:
Name: Name: Name: Name: Name:
Name: Name: Narme: Name: Néme:
Name: Name: Name: Name: Name:
Name; Name: Name: Name: Name:

© 200¢ Pacific Northwest Publishing | Reproducible Form
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MISBEHAYIOR RECORDING SHEET

(WVeekLY BY SEATING CHART)
Date:

Eriday
—Monday .
_Tuesday

esd

Thursday

NAMES:

Friday

Manday

Juesday

Mondau

_Tuesday
—Wednesday.. .
MNAMES:

@ 2009 Pacific Northwest Publishing | Reproducible Form g/
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/'
Exhibit 7.4a
Misbehavior Recording Sheet, Daily by Student Name
Date Reminders
Class Period
Name Mon. Tues. Wed, | Thurs, Fri. Total
Codes:

Page 146
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/ 13 3
Exhibit 7.4b
Misbehavior Recording Sheet, by Weekly Seating Chart
Date Reminders

g Class Period
o
2
3
g
=
[ o)
£
2
oy
MY
8
@ Name___ iName Name Narne Name
5
5
Q.
8
9]
©
s
<N
s
3
é Name Name Name Name Name
Fy
o
S
2]
£
w
o)
£ :
&
% Name Name Name Name Name
S
5
T
&
8
R3]
vy
2
Nl
&
& :
= Name Name Name  Name _ Name
2
a
g
@&
|
2
hul

Name Name Name Name Name

Codes:
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Menu for Effectively Responding to Classroom Misbehavior

mwzZ207TVLHMA

JJO_<>ITI1QJ

_<__E _s_m_om:mSQm

J.m_z:@ out
» Off Task
+  No Materials

«  No Homework

Delay in following directions
»  Dress Code Violation

«  Non-compliance

. Proximity

+  Change Seating/Location

*  Verbal Reprimand

»  Signal/Gesture/Look

. Record Misbehavior

. Model/Practice Expectation

. TEACHING AND PRACTICE OF
EXPECTED BEHAVIOR

. Discussion with Student

. Planned Feedback

. Reference Behavior MonitorfFeedback
Sheet

«  Social Skill Correction Procedure

. Pre-correction

i. Humor

-+ Planned Ignoring
te Parental Contact

‘Moderate _s_mcm:mSo_.m

. _u_wam_umﬂ

+ Defiance

+  Verbal Aggression

»  Mild Physical Aggression
»  Class Disruption

+ Repeat Offenses

Previous responses plus:

«  Positive Practice

»  Conference with Teacher (paired
with Behavior Improvement Form)

*  Timeout

»  Time Owed

«  Loss of Privileges, points, etc.
(Response Cost)

*  Restitution

»  TEACHING AND PRACTICE OF
EXPECTED BEHAVIOR

«  Emotional Reaction
(only 2x a year)

Severe g_mumrmsg.m

»  Strong and Repetitive
Defiance

Physical Aggression

+  Severe Verbal Aggression

+  Severe/Repetitive Class
Disruption (i.e. Temper
Tantrum)

Previous responses, plus:

»  Reference Level System

Individualized Behavior

Intervention Plan

»  TEACHING AND PRACTICE
OF EXPECTED BEHAVIORS

«  Parental Involvement

«  De-Escalation

«  Interagency Support

+  Detention

«  Suspension

*  Dffice Referral

*
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e

Staff:

Our school (and district) is implementing an approach to hehavior, safety, climate and discipline
called (Foundations, Safe & Civil Schools, PRIDE Team, other). Below are questions about your

Questionnaire for staff on knowledge of implementation of Foundations

use and satisfaction with the Foundations process.

1.

| knaw which staff member represents me on thisteam. (circleone) Yes  No
If yes, who is your representative?

Recently, what is, or has heen a major priority for school improvement, guided by this

team?

Do you feel that progress is being made {or has been made) to address this priority?
(circleone}) Yes No

Can you identify arie or more other priorities for improving behavior
(circleone) Yes No
if yes, what is that priority?

Can you identify one or more other priorities for improving school safety?
(circleone} Yes No

If yes, what is that priority?

Can you identify one or more other priorities for improving climate?
{circleone} Yes No
If yes, what is that priority?

Can you identify one or more other priorities for improving discipline that has been
successfully implemented in recent years?

(circle one)  Yes  No
If yes, what is that priority?
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8. Do you feel you can voice concerns about safety, climate or discipline to this team {or
your representative)? Can you identify one or more other priorities for improving
behaviar? {circleone) Yes No

If yes, have you voiced a concern to the team (or your representative on the team)?
(circleone) Yes No

I yes, do you feel that your concern is (or was) addressed? {circle one) Yes No

9. Do you have a consistent method of communicating with your team representative so
that you are informed of team decisions regarding the Foundations initiatives?
(circleone)  Yes No

if yes, what is that method?

10. Do you see evidence that communication between administrators and staff has
improved since the start of the Foundations initiative? (circle one) Yes No

11. Has the team provided information, suggestions, or sought staff input in the last month?
(circleone)  Yes No
If yes, what was the topic?

12. If possible, please provide any suggestions to help the team be more effective in
creating continuous improvement related to behavior, safety, climate, and discipline:
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Prinicipal’s Script

Principals: Your public support of the the work of the Foundations Team members is essential
to their success in creating continuous improvement regarding behavior, safety, climate, and
discipline, Note: Wherever it refers to the Foundations Team, substitute the name of the team
or approach that is used in your school (e.g., PBIS Team, Safe & Civil Team, PAWS Team, etc.).
This script is designed to help you inform the staff about Foundations implementation, At [east
once per quarter, introduce a staff-meeting agenda item guided by the Foundations Team using
a variation of this script,

Staff: .
We are about to hear from the Foundations Team. They will have a maximum of ten minutes,
The team wants {to share, your input on, help in deciding) (topic orissue).

Please know that | am completely supportive of the work of this team. They are guiding us to
reduce behavioral or motivaticnal barriers that can interfere with learning. Also be aware that
once any new policy or procedure is adopted, it is my job as the administrator to ensure that all
of us, as a staff, are unified in trying to make the new policy or procedure work to help students
succeed in the school, Thanks for your attention and support in helping this team guide us all in
making our school a better place for all of us.
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FOUNDATIONS TRAINING NOVEMBER 13-14, 2017
YEAR 3, FIRST TRAINING OF THRE

POTENTIAL TEAM TASKS TO DO UPON YOUR RETURN TO YOUR CAMPUS

Potential Tasks to Do from Presentation 1, Tasks 1 & 2 Of Book D {Reference Pages 6-30 Of Book D
and Action Steps on Pages 21 & 30)

1. Share trend data & year-to-year survey data to total faculty. Celebrate! What are other
targeted area to address?

2. Help staff understand WHY (The Rationale) for using Instructional Corrections both in Universal
settings such as Commaon Areas as well as in Individualized Behavior Plans, for Tier 2 and Tier 3
students.

3. Share “Monitoring-Feedback” forms from CHAMPS or DISCIPLINE IN THE SECONDARY as ONE
OF FOUR systems that need to be in place in classrooms so teachers are on “automaticity” to
deal with mild to maderate behavior errors in the classrooms and/otr common areas,

4, Implement the plan that you discussed to help create staff unity and cansistency when
responding to behavior errors.

5. Does staff need to become aware of the weaknesses of and drawbacks of Qut-of-School
Suspenision {helps with building that unity!)?

Potential Tasks to Do from Pfesentation 2, Tasks 1, 2, & 3 Of Book D [Reference Pages 31-96 Of
Book D and Action Steps on Pages 47, 50, and 60}

1. Involve total faculty in Developing the 3 Levels of Misbehavior. How does this fit with your
current office referral process? Does it fit? What content is relevant for your campus and your
office referral process? Does it have an Instructional slant?

2. Invelve total faculty in gaining consensus as to what behavior warrants an office referral, a
Level 3 Mishehavior? Code of conduct is fairly black and white (weapons, drugs, fights etc.), the
discussion of clority comes when you are talking abaut DEFIANT BEHAVIOR. When does defiant
behavior come to the office and when should the teacher handle the defiant behavior in the
classroom?

AWARENESS CHAPTERS:
Presentation 3: Staff Responsibilities for Responding to Misbehavior. This Presentation Provides a Menu
of Responses to Behavior Errors in the Clussreom and Common Areas,

Presentation 4: Administrator Responsibilities for Responding to Misbehavior

TRAIN IN DETAIL IN FEBRUARY 2018
Presentation 5: Preventing the Misbehavior that Leads to Referrals and Suspensions will be trained in
February as well as Book E: Improving Safety, Managing Conflict & Reducing Bullying.
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Co-Teaching Observation Checklist

General Education Teacher

Grade Level

Special Education Teacher

Date

Subject(s) Observed

Time

Observer

Descfiption of Class and Class Activity:

_Rating Scale: NO= Not Observed

CE= Clearly Evident

SE= Somewhat Evident
S : Szl

E

Comment(s)-

Co-teachers have planned together

Co-planning document(s) evident or available.
A variety of instructional activities and materials are used.
Materials and supplies are readily available.

Both know what to do. (Don’t have to ask.)

Research-based instructional strategies
are utilized in the classroom,

List instructional strategies observed (i.e., graphic organizers, advance organizers, memory
strategies, )

Lessons are differentiated in content,
process, product, and/or learning
environment.

Student accommodations/modifications are evident,

Choices for student participation in content, process or product evident in planning and or
instruction

Use of instructional menus, matrix, contracts, ete.

Teachers use “we” and/for “us” or parity
is otherwise evident.

Both teachers’ names on board, classroom, etc,

Both teachers are actively involved
during instruction and activities.

Both are simultaneously present.
Both are involved in the classroom activities.
Both have defined roles (6 models)

Students are engaged and participating
in learning.

Both teachers work with all students.

Both adults move around the classroom assisting and monitoring all students learning.

W.Balough, 2012

14

Greenville, SC 3-2012
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Co-Teaching Observation Checklist

Both teachers are observed to share
equally in classroom and instructional
responsibilities

Both interject ideas for clarification of lesson content.
Both teachers provide feedback to students.
Both facilitate smooth transitions from activity to activity.

Routines and formal procedures are
evidenced and used by teachers and
students.

Teachers use nonverbal communication during lesson activities to manage behavior and
direct instruction.

Level of collaborative and effective
teacher communication/ interaction
evidenced

u]
u]

ogooa

Co-teaching instructional arrangements
are observed.

One Teach/One Observe
One Teach/One
Drift/Support/Assist
Parallel Teaching

Station Teaching

Team Teaching
Alternative Teaching
Other:

ooOooono

Student Instructional grouping pattern
or patterns observed

Whole group instruction
Small group instruction
Flexible grouping
Collaborative Groups
Individual seat work
Other:

NOTES or COMMENTS:

Sketch a diagram of student seating and track SpEd Teacher and GenEd Teacher movements and instructional activities around and among the

students during instruction,

W.Balough, 2012

14

Greenville, SC 3-2012
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Co-Teaching Lesson
Plan Sheet (ELA elem)

Team: Grade:
Date: Subject:
Lesson Date:

Lesson Begin End

OUTCOMIE (S) The purpose of the lesson
What will the students walk awa

learning?

How will the outcome(s) be presented

to the students?
Time for outcomes:

What are the CCRS for this lesson?

How will we know if the students understand
the outcome(s)? What assessments will we
use?

Where in the lesson could we use formative
assessments?

How will we identify students needing Tier Il
instruction?

When will we teach Tier Il instruction?

Before Lesson: The hook to engage and motivate students:

Time for hook:

Lesson:

Curriculum used for this lesson:

Include stories, chapter(s} and page number(s)
Remembering to use a variety of text of appropriate complexity

with scaffolding, when necessary, to help with SWD.

Six Approaches to Co-Teaching

Station Teaching | Teachers teach in small groups different content and
{8T) students rotate

Team Teaching Both teachers are teaching at the same time, taking
() turns.

Parallel Teaching | Divide students in two groups and each teacher is active
(PT) teaching the same material at the same time.’

Alternative One teacher teaches a small group while the other
Teaching (AT) teaches large group on material that is not new.

One Teach/ One One teaches the other ohserves for data collection or
Observe {TO) assessment.

One Teach/One One teaches the other helps. Low planning time- Good
Assist (TA) for beginners

Whole Group
Time:

ST 1T PT
AT TO TA

Gen Ed. Teacher

Sp. Ed. Teacher

Small Group
Time:

ST TT PT
AT TO TA

Blue

Yellow

Green 2

Green 1

independent

Practice
Time:

ST TT PT
AT TO TA

Blue

Yellow

Green 2

Green 1
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Types of Reading Blue Yellow Green2 | Greenl
IR- Independent Reading {independent ({on grade {below grade {significantly
CR- Choral Reading readers) level or level readers) below grade
PR- Partner Reading slightly below level readers)
WR- Whisper Reading grade level

Cloze Reading readers)

What types of reading will occur?
IR, CR, PR, WR, Cloze R, Close R
Remember: steer away from
“popcorn” &“round robin” reading

Websites

Blog Question(s)

Learning Sheet{s}

Graphic Organizer(s}

Practice Book

Manipulatives

Visual Presentations

Project (s)

Other Considerations

Accommodations/Modifications

Graphic Student Student Opportunities To Scaffolding Questioning
Organizers Woebsites Engagement Respond Strategies Technigues
Activities
Compare and Getwaggle.com | Hand Cues Equity sticks Five Word 1. Right There
Contrast Prediction
Main Idea and Freerice.com Jot Notes Partner talk Anticipation 2. Think and Searck
Details Guide
Problem and Bubbl.us Quick Write Say Something Prereading Plan 1 3. Authorand You
Solution
Cause and Voki ABC Brainstorm | Think/Pair/Share Quadrant Cards | 4.0n My Own
Effect
Story Elements | Tikatok Semantic Map Think/Pair/ Write- KWL 5. Lower Cognitive
. Table Talk Fact, Closed, and
Direct Questions
Story Exploratorium.c | List-Group-label | Savethe Last Word | Semantic 6. Lower Cognitive
Comparisons om Keep-Trash- for Me Feature Recall and
Cloud Analysis Knowledge
Story Museum box Coding the Text | Discussion Web Three-Minute 7. Higher Cognitive
Sequence Pause Open ended and
Interpretive
T Chart Litfy 3-2-1 Paired Jot Charting 8. Higher Cognitive
Summarizing Evaluative and
Inquiry
Timeline Mindmeister Insert Think aloud Preview and 9. Higher Cognitivt
0+ - ? Predict Inferential and
) synthesis
Venn Diagram Edmodo Journals entry Jig Saw Preview Chart
Vocabulary Project GIST Cubing
Frame Gutenberg
Novlet RAFT Carousel
Collaborative Exit Slips SIFT
classroom

Behavior Concerns /Strategies

Pullouts for Speech, OT, PT, etc.

Why ask Questions? Actively involve students in the lesson * Increase motivation or interest * Evaluate students’
preparation * Check on completion of work * Develop eritical thinking skills * Review previous lessons * nurture
insights * Assess achievement or mastery of goals and objectives * Stimulate independence

Assessments

Diagnhostic — Assesses a
student’s strengths, weaknesses,
knowledge, and skills prior to
instruction.

* Student Self-Assessment * KWL
* Pre Quiz/Test to be compared with a Post Quiz/Test
* Conference/Interview * performance Task

* Anticipation Guides * Graffiti Wall

* Mind Map
* Formal Assessments

Benchmark- evaluates
student performance at periodic
intervals, frequently at the end of
a grading period.

* Projects scored with rubrics * Written Assignments-
* Extended Essays * Chapter test

Summative- Measuresa

student’s achievement at the end
of instruction.

* Standardized Testing * Research Projects
* Final Exams * Major cumulative projects and performances

Formative-assessesa
student’s performance during
instruction, and usually occurs
regularly throughout the
instruction

* Observation * Journal Response * Questioning *
Discussion
* Exit/Admit Slips * { earning/Response Logs * Graphic
Organizers

* Practice Presentations
* Individual Whiteboards

* Peer/Self Assessments
* Visual Presentations

* Laundry Day
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AL SSIP/SPDG Foundations: 11-14-17 Pre-Event Survey

Evaluating the Event

1. What does the acronym STOIC stand for?

¢

- 2.Which are potentlal ROLES of Foundatlons Team members? [Please
check alt that apply ] . _ ‘

r Notetaker '

Student liaison
-Data person

Leader

B I

On-task persbn

- don‘t know.
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3. What are the "kisses of death” to the school improvement process?
[Please check all t.hat apply.]

I
l_i
-

Not communicating with all faculty on a consistent basis.

Not having an administrator be the Leader of the Foundations Team.
Not havingntheright team members oh the team.

Not‘sfrearhlining with a school's largest cabital.

| don't know.

4. True or false |t is |mportant to develop a Common Area Pohcy and a Common Area
“Lesson Plan for each common area. ‘

 True

@]

o)

False

I'don't know.

5 What are the five areas of the schocl lmprovement process’?_ .

(3
‘(:‘
0

o)

Ident|fy, Resource Act Expect Data
Review; P_rlormze, Re\(;se, Adopt; Implement
Decide; Research; Get'her_;_ Lead; Scale

 don't know,

Demographics

Page 159




H323A120023

6. Please select the response from the list below that most closely des'cri‘bes your role at the
meeting. If choosing "other" please specify in the comment box labeled Other.

- o .ALSDE Staff

(’ SSIP Coach
£ Teacher N
€ District or School Administrator
O Parent ﬁepfeséntative |

¢ Other-Write In

7. Which school do you represent?
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AL SSIP/SPDG Foundations: 11-14-17 Post-Event Survey

Evaluating the Event

1. Please read each statement and indicate your level of agreement.

Strongly Not Strongly Not
Disagree Disagree Sure Agree Agree Applicable

The information was
presented in an easily O o O C C &
understood way.

'The information

presented is relevant to C e Q e
mywork. . ©
The information
' ful f
presented is useful for o o o o o G

serving the needs of
Alabama students.

2. Do youhave any sugges’t'i‘;dh'g‘;fqr improving"’th’é tféining?

©
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3. Do you have any_additiOnal cojrﬁ:r_n(—:é_nts?

Foundations

4. Whatdoes the acronym STOIC stand for? -

LS ot e s e

| 5. Wthh are potentlal ROLES of Founda’uons Team members'? [Please
| check all that apply] . i

G Notetaker

| L Studentliaisoﬁ
| Ifisfiv*Data person

i Leader

I _On-task person
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6 What are the "klsses of death" to the school |mprovement process?
[Please check alI that apply 1

I Not communlcatlng with all faculty on a con5|stent basns

-

Not havmg an admmlstrator be the Leader of the Foundatlons Team

i

Not havmg the right team members on the team

7

Not st_reamlmmg with a school’ s_largest cap;tal.

| db’n't know.

. 7. True or false: It is important to develop a Common Area Policy and a Common Area
“ Lesson Plan for each common area.

A-f‘/‘ True
.. 3 False

: € ldon't knoy\)‘, s

- 8. Whatare the flve areas of the school improvement process?
 Identify; Resource Act; Expect; Data
€ Review; PI’IOI‘]’[IZG' Rewse Adopt; Implement |

,f:C':v Demde Research Gather Lead; Scale

: : vI don'tknow.

Demographics
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9. Please select the response from the list below that most closely describes your role atthe
- meetmg I choosmg "other" please spec1fy in the comment box Iabeled Other

o ALSDE Statf
- © sSIPCoach
e Teachet":"'

District or School Administrator

2 .00

Parent Representative

¢ Other - Write In

~10. Which school do you represent?
L e 3 {- : - s Mm} .
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CHAMPS and Foundations Survey

Demographics

1. Schooi name '

2. [Optlonal] If you would like to be entered |nto the drawmg for the $20
Amazon gift cards please enter your name

Vs R T e S AR e e S ST A L § i . EERPA

LN

3. Does your school have a Foundatlons Team? *
Yes

o NO

Foundations

4. Are you a member ofyouriséh,d_b_l’s;Fo_undations Team? =~
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5. Please rate the following Foundations items as "Yes," "No," or "Unsure."
Yes No Unsure

Can you name your school's Guidelines for Success

C ¢
(sometrmes referred to as posmve tralts or rules)? © ©

Have you taught the Guxdelmes fo“ Succ esstostudents |

(o o

this year? - 8 _
Have you provided praise or posmve feedback toa student
o 8 (@]

in the past two days?
: ,;Are you clear about what "ypes of student behawors you .
, r Cooo
“would refer to the office? -~ . DR o

Do you know the procedure for dealing with a stranger on o o o

campus with a weapon? ~ ' ’
?‘.?F'Does your school e"a team that addresses school-wide
- by C o e
: diSCIplIne and behavior? o

Does your school's Foundations Team use dISCIp|Ine data o o G

to make demsmns?

Has your school s Foundatlons Team taught or reviewed
the school-wide behavior plan with

STOIC Checklist

6. Do you implement CHAMP:S:iir:f\_the classroom? *

C No

STOIC Checklist
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7. Please rate the variable: Structure/Organize the classroom for success.

2 (Fully 1 (Partially 0 (Not
implementing) implementing} implementing)

Is the room arranged so you can get
from any part of the room to any
other part of the room relatively
efficiently?

o] , O o

Can you and your students access g
materials and the pencil sharpener s RS« S T o2
- without dlsturblng others? RED A o

Does the schedule create
consistency, variety, and C O O
opportunity for movement?

Do you have effective beginning

_ and ending routines? e e
Have you defined clear
expectations for instructional o » o]

activities?
- Have you defined clear

- expectations for transition:
- between activities? .
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8. Please rate the variable: Teach students how to behave responsibly in the
classroom.

2 (Fully 1 (Partially 0 (Not
implementing) implementing) implementing)

Have you created lessons for

teachmg classroom expectatlons’? © © o

Q:‘Have you explicitly taught. -

" expectations for classroom - c e
“activities and transitions? oy

Have you expl[cmy taught

expectations for classroom routines o C o

and policies’?

Have you prov&ded teachlng and
reteaching as needed? (Think

about a basketball coach- .
; reteachmg parncular plays or
paﬂems) b
9. Please rate the variable: Observe s‘tudéhﬁt"beha'vior (supervise).
B | 2(Fully 1 (Paialy  O(Not

|m& ementlng) implementing) implementing)

Do'you circulate and scan as a
- means of observing/monitoring
student behawor'?
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10 Please rate the vanable lnteract posmvely w:th students

_ 2 (Fully (Partlally 0 (Not
|mplementmg) lmp_lementmg) implementing)

Do you interact with every studénti

in a welcoming manner (e.9., =+~ -

saying hello, using the student' o O ' o] o
name, talking to the student at '

every opportunlty)

- Do you provide age-appropriate,

'~embarrassmg feedback? o

Do you strive to interact more
frequently with every student when
‘he is engaged in positive behavior ¢ 0 ) e
‘than when he is engaged in S
negative behavior?
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11. Please rate the variable: Correct irresponsible behavmrfluently--that is, in
a manner that does not interrupt the flow of instruction.

2 (Fully 1 (Partially 0 (Not
implementing) implementing) implementing)

Do you correct

consnsten‘tly’? © © ©

Do you correct;:‘v 8
fluentfy?

Do you correct
calmly'?

: 0 you correct
_immediately?

Do you correct
briefly?
Do you correct
- respectfully?

Do you have a
menu of in-
class
consequences
that can be
applied o a
variety of
infractions?

o ¢ &
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."1'-2':P_lease share any comments Qn_your STQ:IJC ratings.

g
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Evergreen Evaluation & Consulting, Inc.
CEIE Observation Form 1

Project CTG Classroom Observation Form
Evergreen Evaluation and Consulting, Inc.

INSTRUCTIONS

Arranging the observation session: The teacher should know the purpose of the observation, understand how the
information will be used, know who will conduct it, and help select the time for the visit.

Observing the lesson: Try to sit somewhere that is “out of the way” but where you can still see and hear what is going
on in the classroom.

Completing the observation instrument: Some of the observation form may be completed after the actual observation
is over. Use the notes from the observation to complete this observation form.

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

SCHOOL SUBJECT

OBSERVER DATE

BEGINNING OF END OF STUDENTS IN
OBSERVATION OBSERVATION CLASS

B. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT & RESOURCES

Rate the adequacy of the physical environment for facilitating co-teaching using the scale befow,

1 2 3 4 5
Inhibited interactions Facilitated interactions
among co-teachers among co-teachers

ROOM ARRANGEMENT
SCORE (1-5 pt. scale}

DESCRIPTION OF

ARRANGEMENT

CLASSROOM

C. CO-TEACHING PARITY
Rate the co-teaching dyad'’s fidelity to the co-teaching models (Friend, 2014) using the scale below.

FIDELITY TO CO-TEACHING
MODELS (1-5 pt. scale) :
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Evergreen Evaluation & Consulting, Inc.
CEIE Observation Form 2

1

3

5

One adult is leading the class;
Co-teaching models do not address the
needs of all students; Teachers are not
assisting students OR only assisting their

“own” students; Frequency of model does -

not follow best practices; Class is primarily
‘teacher-directed and little student
engagement; Teach in whole group setting;
using only One Teach/One Assist or
Teaming; Teachers cannot correctly identify
any models; Observer can readily determine
general and special educators; Instruction
does not require two certified teachers are
.present.

Co-teaching models address the needs of
some students; Teachers help various
students, but primarily focus on their “own”

_ students; Frequency of model does not
follow best practices; Teachers encourage
participation from a variety of students;
Group instruction is used at least once
{station, alternative, parallel); Teachers state
or are observed to be taking turns; Teachers
can identify some of the models correctly;
Observer can distinguish general and special
educators, but an attempt at inclusion of
students; Instruction appropriate for two
. certified teachers to be present.

1. What models of co-teaching were used?
Please list the proportion of time for each model using the time** or code below.

~Model

CO-TEACHING MODEL BOX

Two adults in class, and both are engaged in
class; Co-teaching models address the needs
of all students; Both teachers are assisting
students with and without disabilities;
Frequency of mode! adheres to best practice
outlined in PD; An attempt is made to
engage all students; Teachers use more than
one model, including small group instruction
at least once; Parity more than taking turns;
Teachers can correctly identify model used;
Observer would not be able to distinguish
between general and special educators;
Models used require two certified teachers

are present.

' Mi-"réquency/Timing

. One teaching, one
observing

Station teaching

" Parallel teaching

Alternative
teaching

Teaming

One teaching, one
assisting

**Use actual time, if possible.

2. Classroom Culture {(adapted from Friend, 2014)
Rate each item using the scale below. List “Not Observed” only for those items you do not have access to, such as
assignments, Please provide comments below the item. Indicate the score at the end of the item.

0 1 2 9
No Yes, but not equal  Yes, equal Not Observed
0 (Not equal) 1 (Yes, but not equal) 2 {Equal)
Classroom Only the general teacher’s name The general's name is posted in Both teachers’ names are posted
Culture— is posted in {or outside} (or outside) classroom, and the in {or outside) classroom; Both
L. classroom; The general teacheris | specialist’s name is posted teachers are formally scheduled
Pa”t_y in scheduled to teach during a i temporarily (e.g., whiteboard, to teach during a particular time;
Physical particular time and the specialist . projection, etc.); Both teachers . The desk/chair used during
Space is in the classroom irregularly; . are informally scheduled to teach | instruction are about equal; Both
One teacher has a large during a particular time; Both teachers have a space in the

Score: desk/chair and the other has a teachers have a desk/chair for
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Evergreen Evaluation & Consulting, Inc.

CEIE Observation Form 3

student chair or no desk/chair;
Only the general has a space in
the classroom for books,
materials, etc.

instruction, but are not equal;
Both teachers have a space in the
classroom, but the space is not
equal (e.g., on a student’s desk, a
public shelf, etc.}.

classroom for books, materials,
etc.

The general has the lead role,
although the specialist may have
i a brief lead role; Teacher talk time
. during instruction is not equal;

© The general teacher primarily

. gives permission; Students direct
. questions mostly to the general

i teacher; Students see both

| teachers as teachers, although

I not equal; The specialist works

| primarily with SWD but answers

I questions from all students during .

-1 _independent practice.

Classroom The general teacher has the lead
Culture— role in the classroom; Tealcher Italk
o time during instruction is largely
Parity in unequal; Students ask permission
“ Roles from the general teacher;
Students direct questions only to
Score: . the general teacher; Students
: T | refertothe specialistas a
. “helper” or “assistant;” The
. specialist only works with SWD.
NOTES:

Both teachers take a lead role in
the classroom; Teacher talk time
during instruction is about equal;
Both teachers give permission
without checking with the other;
Students see both teachers as
teachers; Both teachers work with
all students. i

3. Co-teaching Instructional Roles (Friend, 2014)
List the frequency of each item. List “Not Observed” only for those items that did not occur during the
observation period (e.g., addressing behavior issues). Please provide comments for each item.

i

a Teaching/leading the

class

as needed

b. Roaming around class
providing assistance ;

. ¢. Completing non- :
instructional P
responsibilities

d. Providing

individualized support
to SWD (note if
individual or groups)

e. Handling

- students

papers/materials for

issues

NOTES:

f. Addressing behavior

g- Leading assessment
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Evergreen Evaluation & Consulting, Inc.

4, Co-Teaching Instructional Roles—Specialist’s Role (Friend, 2014)

Rate each item using the scale below. List “Not Observed” only for those items that did not occur during the observation
period (e.g., documentation).

0] 1

__Role not clear

Role somewhat clear  Clear role

2

0 (Role not clear)

1 (Role somewhat clear)

CEIE Observation Form 4

9
_Not Observed

2 {Clear role)

- Specialist’s
. Role

Score:

NOTES:

Does not offer students with
disabilities specialized instruction
or remediation. Focuses on group
instead of individual needs. No
evidence of providing expertise
on documentation. Focuses on
pacing rather than mastery.
Specialist solely supports general
teacher, such as reviewing

. concepts taught by the general

education teacher or supervising
an independent group so the
general teacher can directly

_reteachagroup.

. May offer students strategies,

accommodations, modifications,
or other interventions to facilitate
learning, but minimally or as a
whole group. May provide
assistance to some SWD, but not
all. May provide expertise on
documentation for SWD. Focuses
on pacing instead of mastery. The

- specialist adds some value to the

class, but minimally or

" infrequently.

~ Offers students Strategies,
¢ accommedations, modifications,

or other interventions to facilitate
learning. May offer specialized
instruction or remediation.
Focuses on each student’s needs
and provides assistance to meet
those needs. May provide
expertise on documentation for
SWD. Focuses on ensuring
students have a full
understanding of the content. The
specialist adds value to the class.

5. If students were assessed, which of the following occurred? {Indicate number):

- O(No paﬂty)

1 (Some parity)

2 (Parity) .

Assessment

Score:

One teacher leads the assessment
for all students OR the specialist
leads an assessment only for
students with disabilities.

There is more than one
assessment, and one teacher
leads one assessment and both
lead a second assessment OR
some students are assessed, but
not all.

The general education teacher
leads the assessment for some
students and the specialist leads

the assessment for some students |

OR both teachers lead the

assessment together. All students

are assessed.

6. Please rate the communication of the co-teachers using the scale below:

0 (No parity)

1 {Some parity)

2 (Parity)

iICommunication

Score:

All planning appears to have been
done by one adult OR no co-
planning is evident. Teachers use “1”

language frequently {e.g., “l want

you...” or “In my class....”).

Minimal co-planning and
communication is evident; most
planning appears to be done by one
adult. Teachers attempt to use “we”
language and include each other,
but it is clear one teacher is used to

“ruling” the class.

It is clear both adults had input in
the lesson. Teachers communicate
regularly as the class progresses.
Teachers clearly use “we” language
(e.g., “We would like you t0...”),
showing that both share the
responsibility and students know
they are equally in charge.

Notes:
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D. ENGAGEMENT

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Evergreen Evaluation & Consulting, Inc.
CEIE Observation Form 5

Students are considered engaged if they are:

Students are considered not engaged when:

Looking attentively at the teacher and/or other students;
Responding to questions;

Volunteering responses;

Talking to a teacher/peer about assigned material;
Providing responses that build on the teachers or other
students’ comments;

Showing that they understand ideas and concepts;

Not distracted by outside noise or others behavior;
Sticking to the task;

Highly focused rather than moving around the room;
Making progress on the task;

Asking for help only when necessary;

Talking to others only when necessary,

- X mom

Talking about nonacademic material (verbal off-task);
Walking around the room aimlessly (motor off-task);
Calling out {verbal off-task) unless it is considered an
appropriate response style for that classroom;
Aimlessly flipping the pages of a book {motor off task);
Aimlessly looking around the classroom;

Looking at unassigned material;

Physically touching another student when not related to an
academic task;

Other activity not refated to the current activity;
Turning around in seat, oriented away from task;
Staring out the window—zcned out;

Engaging in any other form of off-task behavior.

Instructions: For student engagement, a one minute scan is to be performed by the observer at 15 minute
intervals during the instruction. Use the “Student Engagement Box” to record number of students engaged

over students present in the class.

Student Engagement Box
{number engaged over total students)

Interval Number Engaged

Total Students [Leave blank]

At 15 min.

At 30 min.

At 45 min,

At 60 min.

NOTES:

E. LESSON DELIVERY

1. Offer a brief description of the lesson (e.g., subject, material covered, assessments

conducted).

F. CHAMPS Observation (complete only if the classroom is implementing CHAMPS)

__Teacher Opportunities to Respond (OTR) Tally

GE

SE

Teacher
GE |

SE

. Specific Praises Tally

Page 176




H323A120023

Evergreen Evaluation & Consulfing, Inc.
CEIE Observation Form 6

Teacher Negative Student -Teacher Interactions {Divide the number of negative interactions
by the number of class minutes including

transitions)

GE ' / =

SE

Note: Safe & Civil Schools (CHAMPS) expects 95% respectful intéré}f_fibné_é

_Teacher Reference to CHAMPS (e.g., voice levels, rules)
GE

Student Misbehaviors Tally:

" Note: Sa_fe & Civil Schools ([CHAMPS) expects 95% of behaviors to match posted
expectations
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10620 U S Highway 231 ¢ PO, Box 118 & We’rumpko AL 36092

N\ Apg@ P4 334-567-2052 @ 866-532-7660 ¢ Fax: 334-567-0938
www.dlabamaparenicenter,corn

Thank you for your commitment to participant In this multi-year Transition Focus Group. Your groups’
third annual meeting is scheduled for December 17, 2015 at the Hampton Inn & Suites In Saraland from
8:30am until 2:30pm. If you are unable to attend on this day please contact us to make other
arrangements,

During this session we will discuss data from the previous sesslon and you will be asked 1o share your
experiences related to transition. We will also provide tralning to help yau improve your child’s
successful transition to adult life.

The State Department has received permission to post the following secondary transition training
module on their ALSDE/SES Home page: http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/module/tran/

This module was developed by the IRIS Center and is evidence-based. Although it is intended for
teachers and school staff, we belleve it would also be helpful for parents. Please work through the
module and provide your feedback about whether it would also be a good resource for families.

Please contact me by email (kwellhorn@alabamaparentcenter,com) or by phone confirming your
attendance to this meeting. We look forward to see you again.

The Transition Focus Group Is a collaborative process of the Alabama Parent Education Center and the
Alabama State Department of Education, and Is designed to improve transition outcomes for Alabama’s
children with disabilities.

“Helping Parents Help Thelr Kids”
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'

ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CONTRACT NO. {80053
Teaching and Learning
Special Education Services Section

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into on the Ist day of October 2017, by and between the ALABAMA STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (ALSDE) and the ELMORE COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION (BOARD), Post

Office Box 817, Wetumpka, Alabama 36092-0014, is in accordance with the resolution passed by the Alabama State -

Board of Education on September 19, 1967, authorizing the State Superintendent of Education to enter into
various contracts and has the following stipulations:

1

2,

3.

The BOARD agrees to support implementation of the Alabama State Personnel Development Grant (AL SPDG)
Project Creating Effective School Climates and Cultures (CESCC) Goal 3 Secondary Transition Implementation for
the Elmore County Sc¢hools which include: Elmore County, Holtville, Stanhope Elmore and Wetumpka High School.
AL SPDG funds may be used to support school-wide secondary transition policies and procedures, purchase
secondary transition implementation matetials, provide substitute teimbursement in order for teachers fo attend
specified activities, and provide reimbursement for other designated out-of-district meetings/professional
development TBD, and provide payment, including benefits, for BOARD personnel who provide services that support
Project CESCC Implementation.

The BOARD agrees to provide personnel from Blmore County Central Office and Stanhope Elmore High School to
function as district and site implementation team members. District and site implementation team member will: (a)
work in collaboration with the Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE), AL SPDG staff, Special Education
Services (SES) staff, and AL SPDG consultants to support special education teachets working with transition age
students with disabilities, (b) participate in related training sessions as directed by AL SPDG Project CESCC and the
BOARD, (c) support specific training sessions as directed by AL SPDG/Project CESCC and the BOARD, (d) collect,
analyze, and report specific data as required by AL SPDG according to agreed-upon timelines, and(e) submit monthly
Project CESCC Activities’ and Expenditures’ claims as required by the AL SPDG.

The ALSDE agrees to reimburse the BOARD based on the following budget:

A. Materials and Implementation Resources

Career Day (banners, flyers, rental fee, ete.) $ 3,500.00

IRIS Center Modules ($35.00 x 20 including set up fee of $50) $ 750.00
B. Professional Development and Implementation Resources

Summer Professional Learning Conference (up to eleven people)

Lodging: @ $200 per night x 4 nights ($800) x 11 participants $8,800 (not to cxcced

$200 per night) $ $,800.00

Meals: @ $54 per day x 5 days ($270) x 11 participants (BOE Policy) $ 2,970.00

Mileage (shortest route) @ $.545 per mile x 628 round trip ($342.26) x 11

Participants (carpoo]mg is encouraged) $ 3,764.86

Site Visits to other schools implementing transition (up to four members)

Mileage (shortest route) @ .545 per mile x 260 ($141.70) x 4 (carpooling is $ 566.80

encouraged)

Lodging: @ $130 per night x 2 nights ($260.00) x 4 participants (not to exceed $130 b 1,040.00

per night)

Meals: @ $34 per day x 2 days ($68) x 4 participants (BOE Policy) $ 272.00
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i

ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CONTRACT NO. X800535

Teaching and Learning

Special Education Services Section

Page 2 of 3 Pages
C. Substitute Reimbursement & Benefits @ $110 per day x 30 days $ 3,300.00
D. Leadership implementation fees and benefits for personnel serving on Transition

Grant Project and sustaining SPDG Demonstration Site Status ($530 per team

member x 3) $ 1,590.00
E. Total Direct $  26,553.66
F. Administrative fee (4%) $ 1.062.15
G. TOTAL CONTRACT NOT EXCEED: $ 2761581

3. Payment will be made upon receipt of an itemized claim on BOARD letterhead with supporting documentation, such
as copies of payrolls, substitute reimbursement forms, training dates and daily sign-in sheets, purchase orders,
material receipts, paid invoices including check numbers and dates paid. Final claim must be marked FINAL and
received no later than October 31, 2018, ‘

4, All services will be provided in accordance with IDEA, Part B as amended, and in conformance with the approved
application for the SPDG. The State Superintendent, through his designated representatives, will sponsor and approve
the purposes, administration and supervision of all phases of the services to be provided.

5. This agreement is for the period of October 1, 2017, through September 30, 2018,

6. Funds are available from the State Personnel Development Grant, CFDA 84.323A, P.L. 108-446, Major Program
490618, Program number 16-2070068, 100% federal funds. This agreement is subject to termination in the event of
proration of the fund from which payment under this agreement is to be made.

7. The BOARD agrees to retain and make accessible for audit original and supporting documents that substantiate direct
(and indirect, if applicable) costs charged to this program for five years after the final claim to the State Department
of Education and, if applicable, until any audit exceptions are resolved, The resolution of any audit exceptions will
be the responsibility of the BOARD,

8. This agreement shall not be subject to modification or amendment except by written agreement with the appropriate
authorized signatures, This agreement may be terminated by either party upon receipt of a 30-day written notification.
Neither party shall have the right to assign or transfer its rights or obligations under this contract without the consent
of the other party,

9. The BOARD acknowledges and understands that this contract is not effective until it has received all requisite state
government approvals and the BOARD shall not begin performing work under this contract untif notified to do so by
the contracting state department, The BOARD is entitled to no compensation for work performed prior to the
effective date of this contract.

10, Tt is agreed that the terms and commitments contained herein shall not be constituted as a debt of the State of Alabama

in violation of Article 11, Section 213 of the Constitution of Alabama, 1901, as amended by Amendment 26. It is
further agreed that if any provision of this contract shall contravene any statute or constitutional provision or
amendment, either now in effect or which may, during the course of this contract, be enacted, then that conflicting
provision in the contract shall be deemed null and void. The contractor’s sole remedy for the settlement of any and
all disputes arising under the terms of this agreement shall be limited to the filing of a claim with Board of Adjustments
for the State of Alabama.

For any and all disputes arising under the terms of this contract, the parties hereto agree, in compliance with the
recommendation of the Governor and Attorney General, when considering settlement of such disputes, to utilize
appropriate forms of non-binding alternative dispute resolution including, but not limited to, mediation by and
through the Attorney General’s Office of Administrative Hearings or where appropriate, private mediators.
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ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Teaching and Learning .
Special Education Setvices Secuon
Page 3 of 3 Pages

11. Itis understood that there is no entitlement to any state merit system benefits to anyone working under this agreement.

CONTRACT NO. 800535

12. By signing this contract, the contracting parties affirm, for the duration of the agreement, that they will not violate
federal immigration law or knowingly employ, hire for employment, or continue to employ an unauthorized alien
within the State of Alabama. Furthermore, a contracting party found to be in violation of this provision shall be
deemed in breach of the agreement and shall be responsible for all damages resulting therefrom.,

13. “In compliance with ACT 2016-312, the contractor hereby certifies that it is not currently engaged in, and will not
engage in, the boycott of a person or an entity based in or doing business with a jurisdiction with which this stat can

enjoy open frade.”

ALABAMA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

-

ELMORE COUNTY BOA FDUCATION

e, /m%

ﬂj ‘ WL ! o il
Barbara J. Cooper /

Deputy State Superintendent of Education
Division of Teaching and Learning

This contract has been reviewed and is approved as to content,

gl (g

Richard Dennis
Superintendent of Educ tion

Oaam Mﬂw

Andy Craig a/
Deputy State Superintendent of Education
Administrative and Financial Service

Ed Richardson
Interim State Superintendent of Education

This contract has been reviewed for legal form and appears to

comply with all applicable laws, rules, and regulations of the State
of Alabama governing these matters.

J&Ah(“mﬂf&iﬁm

Juliana Teixeira Dean
General Counsel

Jason Mafin
Chief School Financial Ofﬁcer
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Project CTG Transition Evaluation Form

Evergreen Evaluation and Consulting, Inc.

STUDENT DEVELOPMENT (Transition Fidelity Form)

Teacher(s): School:
Date: Observer:

INSTRUCTIONS FOR OBSERVATIONS

= Arranging the observation session: The teacher should know the purpose of the observation, understand how the information will be used, know who will conduct it, and
help select the time for the visit.
= Observing the lesson: Try to sit somewhere that is “out of the way” but where you can still see and hear what is going on in the classroom.

= Completing the observation instrument: Some of the observation form may be completed after the actual observation is over. Use the notes from the observation to
complete this observation form.

BACKGROUND _Z_"O_.d<_>._._02 FOR OBSERVATION

Beginning/end time of observation:
Beginning:
Ending:

Length of observation {minutes):

Total number of students in class:

Student Involvement and Self-Determination Curricula Educator Implementation Information -2008 + 1
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ELEMENTS OF THE STANFIELD TRANSITION CURRICULUM

Rate each item using the scale below. List “Not Observed” only for those items that did not occur during the observation period due to external circumstances (e.g., a

substitute teacher, a fire drill, etc.). Please provide comments for each item.

Key for Checklist
0=Not properly implemented
1=Emerging Implementation (Partially In-Place)
2=Full Implementation (Consistent and Sustaining)

999=Not observed or not applicable

Elements of the Curriculum

explicit statement of the objectives to prepare students for
new information? .

Was an Advance Organizer used to start each lesson with an .

Scores

Was Feedback provided throughout each lesson in the
“Evaluate Outcomes” section?

Was Vocabulary building based on systematic vocabulary
instruction of the daily “Key Words” section?

Was Homework given, though the daily assignment of a
creative, interesting, and motivating “Connecting Activity?”

Was Practice built into each lesson to develop student skills
through guided and independent practice?

Was Summarizing included as a section of each lesson called
“Evaluate Qutcomes” where students have an opportunity to
summarize what they have learned while the teacher checks
for understanding?

NOTES:

Student Involvement and Self-Determination Curricula Educator Implementation Information —2008 = 2
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ELEMENTS OF INSTRUCTION

Rate each item using the scale below. List “Not Observed” only for those items that did not occur during the observation period due to external circumstances (e.g., a

substitute teacher, a fire drill, etc.). Please provide comments for each item.

Key for Checklist
0=Not properly implemented
1=Emerging Implementation (Partially In-Place)
2=Full Implementation {Consistent and Sustaining)

999=Not observed or not applicable

Irstructional Indicators:

Are materials ready for each activity?

Scores

Is the teacher organized and familiar with Em lesson?

Does the teacher model skills/ strategies appropriately and with
ease? .

Does the teacher provide students adequate think time?

‘Does the teacher move quickly from one activity to the next?

Does the teacher maintain good pacing?

Does the teacher ensure students are firm on content prior to
moving forward? .

Are students highly mrmmmmm _= ﬁ.—_m. _mmmo:u

Does the teacher complete all parts of the lesson?

Was the time allocated for the lesson sufficient?

Was the amount of material covered appropriate for the time
allocated?

Did the delivery of the lesson provide individualization to meet

students’ needs?

Student Involvement and Self-Determination Curricula Educator Implementation Information -2008 + 3
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STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Instructions: For student engagement, a one minute scan is to be performed by the observer at 15 minute intervals during the instruction. Use the “Student

Students are considered engaged if they are:

Students are considered not engaged when:

Looking attentively at the teacher and/or other students;
Responding to questions;

Volunteering responses;

Talking to a teacher/peer about assigned material;
Providing responses that build on the teachers or other
students’ comments;

Showing that they understand ideas and concepts;

Not distracted by outside noise or others behavior;
Sticking to the task;

Highly focused rather than moving around the room;
Making progress on the task;

Asking for help only when necessary;

Talking to others only when necessary.

Talking about nonacademic material (verbal off-task);
Walking around the room aimlessly (motor off-task);
Calling out (verbal off-task) unless it is considered an
appropriate response style for that classroom;
Aimlessly flipping the pages of a book (motor off task);
Aimlessly looking around the classroom;

Looking at unassigned material;

Physically touching another student when not related to an
academic task;

Other activity not related to the current activity;
Turning around in seat, oriented away from task;
Staring out the window—zoned out;

Engaging in any other form of off-task behavior.

Engagement Box” to record number of students engaged over students present in the class.

NOTES:

Student Engagement Box
{number engaged over total students)

Interval Number Engaged

Total Students

At 15 min.

At 30 min.

At 45 min.

At 60 min.

Student Involvement and Self-Determination Curricula Educator Implementation Information —2008 + 4
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Secondary Transition: Student-Centered Transition
Planning

m-m-mnm,—mmmnm-—uumuunwnmnmmw—-mmmmm.—wmummumwnmmw-.-.mmwm-u-

Assessment

Take some time now to answer the following questions. Please note that the IRIS Center does
not collect your Assessment responses. If this is a course assignment, you should turn themin
to your professor using whatever method she or he requires. If you have trouble answering any
of the questions, go back and review the Perspectives & Resources pages in this Module.

1. What is student-centered transition planning and why is it important?

2. What are self-determination skills and why is student-centered transition planning an
ideal context to help a student build and refine them?

3. Identify and briefly describe the three types of skills educators need to teach students to
prepare them to take an active role in the transition planning process.

4. Mr. Longoria was pleased with how Donzaleigh and Jeremy became more active
participants in preparing for and leading parts of their IEP meetings. He would like to
involve more of his students in this type of process. His school has typically foliowed a
fairly traditional approach as indicated by the first column. Use the second column to
identify how they can make the meetings more student-centered.

Traditional Student-
Centered

Team members state their names and their roles

Special educator states purpose of the meeting

Psychologist and/ or special education teacher collects and shares assessment
information

Individuals (e.g., teachers, parents) report on the student’s strengths and needs;
student rarely attends or participates in the meeting

Professionals develop goals

Professionals do most of the talking

Professional closes the meeting

5. Imagine you work in a district that uses a traditional approach such as the one described
in the table above. You want to implement student-centered transition planning with all
of your students. List at least three ways you could get team members on board.

1/t
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ion of the Stanfield ¢

As part of the AL SPDG, we are gathering confidential feedback regarding professional
development, coaching, and implementation of SPDG activities. We would like to gather your input
regarding the implementation of the Stanfield Transitions curriculum.

If you have any questions or need further assistance, please contact Jocelyn Cooledge at
jcooledge@evergreenevaluation.net. Thank you for your assistance!

Evergreen Educational & Consulting, Inc.
AL SPDG Evaluators

1. Approximately how many Transitions lessons have you completed this school year (~30 weeks)?

2. Of those lessons, about how many did you modify?
O All/Almost all (91-100%) |

() Most (71-90%)

O Some (31-70%)

Q Afew (11-30%)

O None/Almost none (0-10%)

3. If given a choice, would you use the Stanfield Transitions curriculum next year?

O Yes

O Unsure
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4. Overall, how would you rate your experience with the SPDG activities (e.g., transition training, coaching, 7
the development of a Transition course, the Stanfield Transitions curriculum, support for transition activities,
etc.)?

O Very satisfied
() satisfied
O Neutral

O Dissatisfied
O Very dissatisfied

O Cannot rate

ple e}h‘t:ation

These questions address your experience in implementing the Stanfield Transitions curriculum this
year.
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5. Please use the scale provided to indicate your response to each of the following statemenits:

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree N/A
| 1had the materials | B AR |
. needed to implement the O O O OO
-/ cutriculum. : - R _

| had adequate training

to implement the O O O O O O

curriculum.

: | had adequate K :. : JE ‘ . -

* goaching/technical S e o

. assistance to Implement O O O () O O
the curriculum, . ' .

| had the time | needed

to plan for O O O O O O

implementation.

I had the time | needed

 to implement the O O O O o O O
curriculum. . ’

The Stanfield
Transitions curriculum fit

nicely within the course O O O O O O

in which | implemented
it.

The égl;:rficu[um was S ' C .
= ‘appropriate for my e e . '
-~ students’ level and O _ O O o O O o O

“ abilities.

| had the support |

needed from my O O O O O O

administration.

My students benefited

._-_':frjom participating in the ‘ O O : O -

““gurriculum.

My students reacted

positively to the O O O O O O

curriculum.

Implementati

These questions focus on which factors, if any, helped you implement the curriculum and factors
that served as barriers to implementation. Please use the scale provided to rate each item as a
barrier (1 or 2) or as a helper (4 or 5).
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6. Please use the following scale to rate each item:

Major Helper Helped Somewhat

a

Not a Factor Somewhat a Barrier Major Barrier

Training about the
curticulum

i Q
C

Coaching for planning
and implementation

Administrative support

Appropriateness of
curriculum for students’
levels

Students’ responses o
. the curricular activities "= -

0 0 00

Alignment of Transitions
curriculum with state
standards

ALSDE transition .~
requirements .

O O O O 00

Collaboration with
colleagues

: My Q["iér kn'qf{?léf‘ijg‘e of
* transition concepts -
Time to try new things

during the Transition
class

O 000 O O 0 0O

Recjdgf nition for trying
new things In my
. classroom

© 0 0O
0O 0 000 0 O 000
O 0 00 0 O

O 0 OO0 0O O O O OO0

Availability of supplies
and materials needed to
implement the
curriculum

O
O
O
O
O

O

- the curriculdm

7. What have you liked about teaching the Transition course (including the Stanfield Transitions
curriculum)?
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8. What would you change about the Transition course (including the Stanfield Transitions curriculum)?

Thank you for helping us to improve our services for others.
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Appendix C8: Privacy & Security Measures Certification

Alabama State Board of Education — Data Use and Governance Policy

Statement of Compliance with Data Security Policy:

The Alabama State Department of Education has followed all state and Federal data policies
related to the protection of Personally Identifiable Information (PII) in concert with the attached
Alabama State Board of Education Data Policy.

Susan Williamson

Alabama State Personnel Development Grant Director
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Alabama State Board of Education

Data Use and Governance Policy

The Alabama State Board of Education’s Data Use and Governance Policy is based upon, but not limited
to, maintaining compliance with the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). Said policy is
also based on the knowledge that the appropriate use of data is essential to accelerating student
learning, program and financial effectiveness and efficiency, and policy development.

This policy serves the purpose to ensure that all data collected, managed, stored, transmitted, used,
reported, and destroyed by the department is done so in a way to preserve and protect individual and
collective privacy rights and ensure confidentiality and security of collected data.

Data Collection Process

The Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) does not collect individual student data directly
from students or families. This function is retained at the local school and system level through our
state-funded and state-owned student data management system. Local school and system student data
is transmitted daily to the state’s data management system from which state and federal reporting is
completed. Each student is assigned a unique student identifier upon enrollment into the student
management system to ensure compliance with the privacy rights of the student and his or her
parents/guardians. No personally identifiable individual student data is shared in either state or
federally required reporting.

Data Categories

All data elements collected and transferred to the U. S. Department of Education are based on the
reporting requirements contained in EDFacts and include only aggregated data with no personally
identifiable data, A listing of those reports can be accessed at
http://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/edfacts/index.htmi, This data is used by the USDOE for policy
development, planning, and management and monitoring of individual states’ federally funded
programs under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

Data Security

Data collected by the ALSDE is maintained within a secure infrastructure environment located within the
department and within a remote location for backup. Access to data is limited to pre-identified staff
that are granted clearance related to their job responsibilities of federal reporting, state financial
management, program assessment, and policy development. Training in data security and student
privacy laws is provided to these specific individuals on a regular basis in order to maintain their data
use clearance along with a signed Data Use Policy assurance of confidentiality and privacy.
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External Data Requests

The ALSDE maintains a managed external data request procedure managed through a Data Governance
Committee. Each external data request is measured against a pre-determined set of qualifiers that
includes, but are not limited to, applicability to the goals of the Alabama State Board of Education, data
availability, report format ability, cost of report development, and adherence to FERPA requirements.

Third Party Data Use Assurances

The ALSDE provides one-way data feeds to approved service providers to carryout goals of the Alabama
State Board of Education. These data feeds are sub-sets of the data system limited by executed
agreements or individual Memorandums of Use (MOU) that meet all state and federal privacy laws and
re-disclosure assurances set by the state.

Local School and School System Data Use Compliance

All of Alabama’s Local Education Agencies (LEAs) shall have a locally adopted student records
governance and use policy. These policies and their implementation shall be monitored by the ALSDE as
part of our Comprehensive Monitoring that requires annual assurances of compliance, on-site
monitoring on a three-year cycle or more often based on deficiencies noted in annual assurances or
prior comprehensive monitoring cycles, and investigations of reported non-compliance activities.

Approved October 10, 2013
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