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Executive Summary
Illinois ASPIRE (Alliance for School-based Problem-solving and Intervention Resources in Education) is a coordinated, regionalized system of personnel development designed to increase the capacity of school districts to provide early intervening services, aligned with the general education curriculum, to at-risk students and students with disabilities.  Included in its objectives is evaluating the effectiveness of project activities.  This report describes Illinois ASPIRE project activities and results for the 2006-2007 academic year (AY06-07).
Briefly, during AY 06-07, efforts focused on the progressive establishment and reinforcement of the systems infrastructures at the regional and district level that support the personnel training efforts of the Illinois ASPIRE project.  This included development of training curricula on three-tier intervention models (Response to Intervention) and scientifically-based progress monitoring.
Evaluation efforts included the development of tools and the establishment of processes for data collection across the four regional Illinois ASPIRE Centers—one in the city of Chicago and one each in the northern, central and southern parts of the state.  Active collaboration of regional evaluators and directors helped the development of new tools and the refinement of existing tools.  Data collection procedures were established and supported via a set of web-accessible tools and information. 

Project Goal and Objectives
Illinois ASPIRE is operated under a five-year (2005-2010) State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) from the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services.  The overarching goal of Illinois ASPIRE is to:
Establish and implement a coordinated, regionalized system of personnel development that will increase the capacity of school systems to provide early intervening services, aligned with the general education curriculum, to at-risk students and students with disabilities, as measured by improved student progress and performance.
The project goal addresses qualitative issues regarding education personnel by supporting professional development activities that not only respond to personnel development needs in the state, but are also based on the provisions of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA 2004) and the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).  The goal is being achieved primarily through four regional Illinois ASPIRE Centers established by the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) and is designed to help build a long-lasting infrastructure for professional development by requiring partnerships at many levels and by focusing on common professional development content across the state.  Each Illinois ASPIRE Center is responsible for activities to support the following project objectives:
1. Deliver standardized research-based professional development in Problem-Solving, including Response to Intervention (RtI), scientifically-based reading instruction and standards-aligned instruction and assessment through: 

a. A coaching model to targeted demonstration districts in each region,

b. Large scale trainings throughout each region and
c. Ongoing technical assistance to schools.
2. Increase the participation of parents in decision making.
3. Incorporate the professional development content into IHE general and special education preservice and graduate curricula.
4. Evaluate the effectiveness of project activities.
Overall, the project goal and objectives are being accomplished through ISBE coordination and oversight; subgrant and contractual activities; collaboration at the state, regional and local levels and assistance provided by the Illinois ASPIRE Statewide Advisory Committee.  A complete listing of project activities as delineated in Illinois’ original SPDG application is provided in Appendix A.
Further details of Illinois ASPIRE are available on the Illinois ASPIRE website at www.illinoisaspire.com and in ISBE’s federal grant application, which may be accessed at http://www.isbe.net/spec-ed/pdfs/spd_grant_abstract.pdf.
Evaluation Framework

The Illinois ASPIRE program evaluation focuses on determining the effectiveness of the program based on a matrix of processes versus levels of impact on outcomes, given personnel training.  A description of this matrix follows, along with a description of the evaluation tools that were developed for the Illinois ASPIRE project, which consist of the following:  Data Protocol, Self Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI), Parent Survey, Fidelity of Implementation Checklist and Institutes of Higher Education (IHE) Checklist. 

Evaluation Matrix

The evaluation plan emphasizes a two-dimensional axis of processes versus levels of performance.  There are three main processes of interest:  1) systems in place, 2) practices and 3) outcomes (data).  There are four levels of performance resulting from the professional development delivered through the project:  1) training, 2) implementation, 3) sustainability and 4) impact on outcomes.  Therefore, evaluation efforts focus on addressing the following questions: 

E1.
If people are trained, do they implement?
E2.
If people implement, do they implement with fidelity?

E3.
If people implement with fidelity, do they sustain the practice(s)?

E4.
If they sustain the practice(s), what is the impact on students’ outcomes (school, group, individual)?

These four evaluation questions serve as the framework for determining the effectiveness of the process being evaluated.  See Appendix B for further detail of the Illinois ASPIRE Evaluation Matrix.  In addition, the following appendices provide further details of the project evaluation plan and components:

Appendix C:
Summary of Project Objectives, Outcomes and Performance Measures

Appendix D:
Federal State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) Program Performance Measures

Appendix E:
Project Evaluation Roles and Goals
Appendix F:
Original Evaluation Plan to Assess Project Outcomes

Appendix G:
Overview of Evaluation Methods Based on Level (Student, School, District, Regional and Overall Project Levels)

Evaluation Tools
During AY06-07, work occurred on the following tools:  Data Protocol, SAPSI, Parent Survey, Fidelity of Implementation Checklist and IHE Checklist.  A description of each tool follows.
Data Protocol:  The Data Protocol (see Appendix H) constitutes a collection of procedures, target tools and demographic information established to optimally determine the status of the progress of the project.  During AY06-07, the Illinois ASPIRE Regional Directors and Program Evaluators developed a paper version of this tool and modified it in response to feedback from other project personnel and school teams.  This tool compiles demographic information on the schools and staff participating in the project, curriculum based measures screening data, office disciplinary data and technical assistance and training data.  In AY06-07, each region collected baseline data for each school participating in Illinois ASPIRE.

Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI):  A second tool, the SAPSI (see Appendix I), was developed and piloted during this period, and baseline data for levels of implementation were collected.  The SAPSI was then modified to address questions and suggestions. Cut scores for levels of implementation were determined by creating a range of plus and minus 16 points from the mathematical cut scores.  Reliability analysis of the SAPSI showed high reliability (alpha coefficient) for both the SAPSI as a tool and for the SAPSI subscales (Comprehensive Commitment and Support, Establish and Maintain Team Process, Three-Tiered System, Self Assessment, Implementing Evidenced Based Practice and Monitoring and Action Planning).
Parent Survey, Fidelity of Implementation Checklist and IHE Checklist:  The Parent Survey and the Fidelity of Implementation Checklist were drafted and refined, and paper versions were developed (see Appendices J and K).  These tools were conceptually shaped in dynamic collaboration among the statewide evaluator and the regional project directors and program evaluators.  The collaborations for the development of an IHE checklist were established, and tool development is still in process.

Key Accomplishments during the Grant Performance Period
AY06-07 Project Activities

· Establishment of Illinois ASPIRE-related infrastructures statewide through the four regional centers, including Chicago Public Schools
· Completion and delivery statewide of five core training modules:  Overview of the Problem Solving Model Including RtI, Universal Screening, Problem Identification, Scientifically-based Progress Monitoring and Leadership and Teaming in a RtI and Problem Solving System
· Delivery of onsite coaching and technical assistance to school sites
· Increase in the number of training activities

· Development of the Illinois ASPIRE website (http://www.illinoisaspire.org/)

· Development of the Illinois ASPIRE online registration pages (http://www.illinoisaspire.org/)

AY06-07 Evaluation Activities
· Final revision of the Data Protocol
· Final revision of the SAPSI

· Development of the Fidelity of Implementation Checklist

· Development of the Parent Survey

· Establishment of IHE contacts and partnerships

· Determination of due dates for outcome data

· Online deployment of Evaluation tools and due dates via a Program Coordinators page (http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspireprogramcoordinator.shtml). 

AY06-07 Project-Related Meetings Held
Illinois ASPIRE Statewide Advisory Committee Meetings
During AY06-07, three Statewide Advisory Committee meetings were held (January 12, April 20, and August 24, 2007). During these meetings, each of the regions provided supporting evidence on the progress related to the Illinois ASPIRE project within their regions. 
Program Evaluation

During the AY06-07, three Program Evaluation meetings were held (January 31, April 27, and July 27, 2007).  Meetings focused on tool development, conceptual formulation of the intent and goals of the project, addressing project related issues and discussion of data and outcome interpretation. 

Regional Project Directors and Coordinators

During the AY06-07, the ISBE Statewide Project Director convened three meetings with the regional project directors (August 4, 2006, February 1, 2007, and April 11, 2007) to review progress on development and finalization of training materials and delivery of professional development and technical assistance to schools sites, as well as to monitor project timelines.  Two meetings of the regional project directors and project coordinators were held (June 14-15 and August 24, 2007).  The meeting on June 14-15, 2007, focused on progress, challenges and expectations, which included the initial development of a strategic plan.  The August 24 meeting focused on completing the strategic plan (see Appendix L).
Project Outcomes
School Data Collection/Demonstration Sites
School data collection/demonstration sites provide the primary mechanism for measuring outcomes of Illinois ASPIRE.  Prior to the start of AY06-07, each Illinois ASPIRE Center identified school demonstration/ data collection sites within their regions through a Request for Proposals (RFP) process.  In accordance with the RFP, each site made district- and school-level administrative, financial and personnel commitments and agreed to meet parent involvement and data collection and reporting requirements.  In turn, the schools sites received priority access to project training, onsite technical assistance and coaching from Illinois ASPIRE regional staff to support planning and implementation and access to time-limited financial support for training and implementation activities.  Sites for the 2006-2007 school year were:

Illinois ASPIRE – Central
Manteno CUSD 5:  Manteno Primary
Okaw Valley CUSD 302:  Okaw Valley Elementary
Pekin Public SD 108:  Willow Elementary 
Peoria SD 150:  Hines Primary
Springfield SD 186:  Harvard Park Elementary
Urbana SD 116:  Martin Luther King Elementary

Illinois ASPIRE – South
East Richland CUSD 1:  Richland Elementary
Massac County Unit District 1:  Metropolis Elementary
Waterloo CUSD 5:  W. J. Zahnow Elementary
Whiteside SD 115:  Whiteside Elementary

Illinois ASPIRE – North
Indian Prairie CUSD 204:  Georgetown Elementary
Leland CUSD 1:  Leland Elementary
North Shore SD 112:  Oak Terrace Elementary, Ravinia Elementary & Sherwood Elementary
Ridgeland SD 122:  Kolb Elementary
Rochelle CCD 231:  May Elementary
Waukegan CUSD 60:  Carmen-Buckner Elementary & Whittier Kindergarten Center
Winfield SD 34:  Winfield Primary & Winfield Central

Illinois ASPIRE – Chicago
Brighton Park Elementary
William E. Dever Elementary
Henry D. Lloyd Elementary
Maria Saucedo Scholastic Academy
Beulah Shoesmith Elementary
John Whistler Elementary

The table below depicts the number of demonstration sites by region based on the number of Data Protocols and SAPSIs submitted.

Number of Demonstration Sites

	Region
	Data Protocol
	SAPSI

	North
	12
	11

	Central
	7
	6

	South
	4
	4

	Chicago
	6
	6

	TOTAL
	29
	27


The pie chart below depicts the percentages of schools associated with each of the four regional centers from that of the total number of schools participating in the Illinois ASPIRE project.  It is shown that 42 percent of participating schools during AY06-07 were located in the North region, 21 percent were in the Chicago Public Schools, 21 percent were in the Central region and 14 percent were in the South region. 
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To further describe participating schools, the next two graphs show the percentage of the Illinois ASPIRE schools which were reported in the 2007 Illinois Profile as making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  NCLB and Illinois law require the State to measure whether schools are making AYP.  AYP is based on the percent of students that meet or exceed standards on state tests, both as a whole and by different subgroups.  Schools must also meet minimum attendance and/or graduation rates.  If a school does not make AYP in the same subject area for two consecutive years, it is identified for School Improvement.  It is shown that the majority of the Illinois ASPIRE schools (88 percent) are making AYP, and 12 percent are identified as not making AYP.
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Additionally, one might want to look at the percentages and counts of Illinois ASPIRE schools by the number of students in the building.  Typically a small building is one that has less than 500 students, a medium sized building has between 500 to 1000 students and a large building has more than 1000 students. 
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Baseline data were collected during the AY06-07 with the Data Protocol and SAPSI for all demonstration schools.  The figure below shows the number of schools, by building size, at the “Not Started or In Progress” and “Accomplished or Maintaining” implementation levels on the SAPSI.  For further detail on the SAPSI rating scale, please see “Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation” under Evaluation Question E1.
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Evaluation Questions
E1.  If people are trained, do they implement?

Professional Development
Illinois ASPIRE developed a five-module training series (Overview of the Problem Solving Model Including RtI, Universal Screening, Problem Identification, Scientifically-Based Progress Monitoring and Leadership and Teaming in a RtI and Problem Solving System) which was deployed across all four regions.  Such trainings were well received.  Training efforts yielded a large number of personnel receiving instruction on the three-tier intervention model using problem solving and RtI.  ASPIRE-related training activities were held across the state for all regions.  All activities were well attended.  One issue that needs to be addressed is availability of unduplicated registration data of individuals.  ISBE has taken measures to address this issue via fine tuning of the online registration system on the Illinois ASPIRE website. 

Trainings per Region
The following table shows the number of activities reported by each of the regional Illinois ASPIRE centers.  Because a participant might attend more than one activity, the reported number of attendees is inflated by the duplication of individual counts as registrants attend multiple training sessions.  This is shown on the section labeled “Duplicated Totals.”  In the cases where the total number of registrants was determined without duplicates, unduplicated counts of attendees are shown in the “Unduplicated Total” section of the table. 
Training Events by Region

[image: image7]
The four Illinois ASPIRE regional centers actively engaged in training activities.  Such activities were well received and participation was high.  Dissemination of trainings and accompanying documentation was greatly enhanced by the deployment of the Illinois ASPIRE website (http://www.illinoisaspire.org).  Registration for trainings and supporting documents are available at that site through each of the four regional centers.
It is important to note that there were differences across the regional centers in terms of their level of experience with the three-tier intervention model using problem solving and RtI.  This fact is reflected in the number of trainings and content of the trainings that were offered.  For example, districts located in the Northern region have had a longer exposure to implementing the three-tier intervention model.  Therefore, a substantial number of the trainings offered were more advanced in content and were delivered in modular fashion to address such levels of exposure across districts.  Other regional centers delivered the training modules in a sequential fashion, in accordance with the needs of districts in those regions. 
Self Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation
The SAPSI tool assesses the degree of implementation as self reported by the schools.  A four point scale was devised to reflect increasing levels of implementation.  This scale was recoded from 0 (Not Started) up to 3 (Maintaining) for scoring purposes.  A total SAPSI score is then determined from the addition of recoded values across all questions.  Definitions of each component of the scale are provided below.
(M)aintaining = 
All components of definition implemented consistently for 2 or  more school years.
(A)chieved     = 
All components of definition implemented consistently for at least one school year.
(I)n Progress = 
At least one of the components of definition implemented consistently for at least 3 months.
(N)ot Started = 
No components of definition have been implemented. 

SAPSI scores can take a value from 0 to 96 given the number of questions and number of subscales.  The mathematical cut scores would then be 0, 16, 32, 48, 64, 80 and 96.  From these mathematical cut scores, plus and minus 16 points were taken to create a range of scores which would correspond to the categories of “Not Started,” “In Progress,” “Achieved,” and “Maintaining”.  The graph below depicts such ranges. 
Levels of Implementation, Cut Offs and SAPSI Scores
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Overall, SAPSI scores yielded information on the implementation levels of each school.  These scores ranged from 0 to 96.  This range was subdivided into corresponding increments to separate increasing levels of implementation. 
Psychometric Reliability of the SAPSI:  Cronbach's α (alpha) is used as a measure of the reliability of a psychometric instrument.  Reliability analysis for the SAPSI yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.9528 and an average inter-item correlation of 0.3868.  This indicates that the SAPSI appears to be a robust tool to measure the dimensions involved in the implementation of problem solving techniques.  Upon gathering more data, reliability measures need to be reassessed. 
              Reliability Analysis of SAPSI Total Scores:  All Questions
Test scale = mean(standardized items)                       average

                             item-test     item-rest      inter-item

Item         |  Obs  Sign   correlation   correlation     correlation     alpha

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

q1           |   26    +       0.5581        0.5230          0.3902      0.9520

q2           |   26    +       0.5320        0.4954          0.3914      0.9522

q3           |   26    +       0.5378        0.5016          0.3911      0.9522

q4           |   26    +       0.3041        0.2586          0.4014      0.9541

q5           |   26    +       0.6405        0.6102          0.3866      0.9513

q6           |   26    +       0.6960        0.6694          0.3842      0.9508

q7           |   26    +       0.7416        0.7183          0.3822      0.9504

q8           |   26    +       0.7401        0.7166          0.3822      0.9505

q9           |   26    +       0.4253        0.3839          0.3960      0.9531

q10          |   26    +       0.4913        0.4527          0.3932      0.9526

q11          |   26    +       0.6241        0.5928          0.3873      0.9515

q12          |   26    +       0.6523        0.6227          0.3861      0.9512

q13a         |   26    +       0.7044        0.6784          0.3838      0.9508

q13b         |   26    +       0.8505        0.8360          0.3774      0.9495

q13c         |   26    +       0.8417        0.8265          0.3778      0.9496

q13d         |   26    +       0.8258        0.8092          0.3785      0.9497

q13e         |   26    +       0.7410        0.7176          0.3822      0.9504

q13f         |   26    +       0.6765        0.6485          0.3850      0.9510

q13g         |   26    +       0.8197        0.8025          0.3788      0.9497

q14          |   26    +       0.3256        0.2807          0.4004      0.9539

q15          |   26    +       0.7906        0.7711          0.3800      0.9500

q16          |   26    +       0.6188        0.5871          0.3876      0.9515

q17          |   26    +       0.6558        0.6264          0.3859      0.9512

q18          |   26    +       0.6868        0.6595          0.3846      0.9509

q19          |   26    +       0.7109        0.6853          0.3835      0.9507

q20          |   26    +       0.6937        0.6669          0.3843      0.9509

q21          |   26    +       0.6106        0.5784          0.3879      0.9516

q22          |   26    +       0.7045        0.6785          0.3838      0.9508

q23          |   26    +       0.3898        0.3471          0.3976      0.9534

q24          |   26    +       0.3624        0.3187          0.3988      0.9536

q25          |   26    +       0.6853        0.6580          0.3846      0.9509

q26          |   26    +       0.7501        0.7274          0.3818      0.9504

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

Test scale   |                                               0.3868      0.9528

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

        Reliability Analysis:  SAPSI Subscales

Test scale = mean(unstandardized items)

                                                            average

                             item-test     item-rest      inter-item

Item         |  Obs  Sign   correlation   correlation     covariance      alpha

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

q1           |   26    +       0.7209        0.4451        .1821795      0.5931

q2           |   26    +       0.7975        0.5809        .1385897      0.4920

q3           |   26    +       0.7629        0.5370        .1592308      0.5286

q4           |   26    +       0.5207        0.2261        .2833333      0.7193

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

Test scale   |                                             .1908333      0.6616

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Test scale = mean(unstandardized items)

                                                            average

                             item-test     item-rest      inter-item

Item         |  Obs  Sign   correlation   correlation     covariance      alpha

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

q5           |   26    +       0.7772        0.6931        .1972527      0.8191

q6           |   26    +       0.8447        0.7757        .1833516      0.8069

q7           |   26    +       0.8526        0.7841         .180348      0.8052

q8           |   26    +       0.7624        0.6537        .1902381      0.8231

q9           |   26    +       0.5150        0.3674        .2300183      0.8569

q10          |   26    +       0.4404        0.3461         .247381      0.8548

q11          |   26    +       0.6558        0.5256        .2089194      0.8395

q12          |   26    +       0.6756        0.5528        .2067766      0.8360

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

Test scale   |                                             .2055357      0.8495
Test scale = mean(unstandardized items)

                                                            average

                             item-test     item-rest      inter-item

Item         |  Obs  Sign   correlation   correlation     covariance      alpha

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

q13a         |   26    +       0.7722        0.7023        .4587692      0.9248

q13b         |   26    +       0.8991        0.8547        .4027692      0.9097

q13c         |   26    +       0.8616        0.7982        .4049231      0.9159

q13d         |   26    +       0.8991        0.8547        .4027692      0.9097

q13e         |   26    +       0.8213        0.7642        .4481026      0.9198

q13f         |   26    +       0.7891        0.7051        .4321026      0.9249

q13g         |   26    +       0.8260        0.7566        .4254359      0.9196

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

Test scale   |                                             .4249817      0.9289

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Test scale = mean(unstandardized items)

                                                            average

                             item-test     item-rest      inter-item

Item         |  Obs  Sign   correlation   correlation     covariance      alpha

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

q14          |   26    +       0.7678        0.5583        .4292308      0.7342

q15          |   26    +       0.8128        0.5192        .3615385      0.7939

q16          |   26    +       0.9022        0.7531        .2076923      0.4927

-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------------

Test scale   |                                             .3328205      0.7638

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

E2.  If people implement, do they implement with fidelity?
Fidelity of implementation refers to the level of agreement between the process outlined in the Illinois ASPIRE model and that which is actually achieved.  To assess the level of achievement, one can ask schools to self assess how much they consider they have achieved.  This in turn can be linked to other measures of implementation and evaluated in terms of the impact it has on outcomes. 
Of the 27 schools which participated in the Illinois ASPIRE project during AY06-07, 27 submitted completed SAPSIs.  SAPSI scores reflected that two schools corresponded to the Not Started category, 22 schools were found to be In Progress and two schools were in the Achieved range.  One school that had been implementing problem-solving techniques for about two years also submitted data.  This school was correctly placed in the Maintaining category by virtue of its responses to the SAPSI.  Though this school should not have been included in the project, it is important to note that its level of experience and exposure was correctly identified by the SAPSI. 
Percentages of IL ASPIRE Schools (N=27) within Not Started, In Progress, Accomplished and Maintaining Implementation Levels
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Another way of representing this information is to depict the number of schools that fall within each implementation category.  The following chart contains four histograms with the number of schools by level of implementation up to a total of 27. 
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These data were then further subdivided into a binary category scheme of high levels versus low levels of implementation:  One category represents the Not Started and In Progress categories and the other represents the Achieved and Maintaining categories.  The following is a graphical representation of the percentages of schools within this high-low dichotomy from that of the total of 27 schools. 
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The following charts provide histograms showing 1) overall counts of Illinois ASPIRE schools by levels of implementation and 2) counts of Illinois ASPIRE schools by regional center and levels of implementation.
Overall Counts
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Counts by Regional Center
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Additionally, one can determine, as shown below, basic statistics for the schools by region by levels of implementation.  As it is shown, most schools’ SAPSI baseline scores reflect that the buildings are in the process of progressively implementing problem-solving techniques and infrastructure.  It should be noted that differences in mean SAPSI scores can also be attributable to differences in level of exposure and implementation of problem solving across regional centers.  These differences can be further analyzed in the upcoming years as the number of participating schools increases for all regional centers. 
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E3.  If people implement with fidelity, do they sustain the practices?

Given the available baseline data, this question cannot be addressed at this point.  Pertinent information will be available upon gathering data during AY07-08 with the Fidelity of Implementation Checklist.  This tool has been developed and is scheduled for piloting during AY07-08.
E4.  If people sustain, what is the impact on student outcomes (school, group, individual)?

Data collected during AY06-07 represent baseline information for the longitudinal evaluation of the Illinois ASPIRE project.  Therefore, the descriptions below represent some of the comparisons that can be made across levels of implementation or regional centers, with other outcome data available. 
Third Grade ISAT Reading

Using the same dichotomous division of the Illinois ASPIRE data from the SAPSI, we can depict other outcomes data related to the schools participating in the Illinois ASPIRE project.  As shown in the table below, schools at the “Not Started or In Progress” level have lower average ISAT reading scores than those schools in the “Accomplished or Maintaining” end of the spectrum.  Accordingly, those schools labeled as “Accomplished or Maintaining” by virtue of their SAPSI scores have higher mean ISAT reading scores.  It is noted that given that the average values are sensitive to extreme values, and given the small number of schools in the upper “Accomplished or Maintaining” range, these ISAT scores might be less robust if a larger number of schools were to be considered. 
SAPSI SCORES
16 point plus/minus cut  |

offs                     |          Freq.  mean(ISAT Reading)

-------------------------+-------------------------------

 Not Started/In Progress |             24           67.75

Accomplished/Maintaining |              3           76.63

                         | 

                   Total |             27           68.91

Similarly, 2007 mean ISAT reading scores can be segregated by regional center. At this point, due to the small number of schools participating in the Illinois ASPIRE project, differences need to be interpreted within the context of a small number total N (27) and regional differences in experience and exposure to implementation of problem solving. 
16 point plus/minus cut offs|                   REGION                   

                            | Central  Chicago    North    South    Total

-------------------------+-----------------------------------------------

Not Started or In Progress  |       6        5        9        4       24

                            |    70.3     59.7     70.8     69.8    67.75

                            | 

Accomplished or Maintaining |       .        1        2        .        3

                            |       .     49.1     90.4        .    76.63

                            | 

                      Total |       6        6       11        4       27

                            |    70.3    57.93    75.16     69.8    68.91
These counts can also be depicted on corresponding histograms as shown below. 
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Results of the Project Evaluation, including Lessons Learned
The Illinois ASPIRE initiative has been successful in establishing the framework and infrastructure for the implementation of the three-tier intervention model using problem solving and RtI.  Challenges include the size of the deployment of such initiatives.  Statewide initiatives present difficulties in terms of access due to physical distance, regional resources, establishment of the partnerships with district administrators and training of personnel on the activities surrounding the delivery of the personnel training.  Needs, preferences, level of experience and exposure to the three-tier intervention model across districts within the regional centers also represent a challenge when deploying assessment tools across a large geographical region.  
Evaluation efforts serve as a key framework to guide the process.  Deployment of the processes turned out to be more time consuming that previously assumed.  For example, the interpretation of the constructs underlying some of the questionnaires was not completely mastered by all staff across the state and therefore required additional training.  Technical difficulties related to the data-gathering processes were also experienced.  Overall, there is a need for multiple methods and techniques to disseminate information to all personnel within the regional centers, districts and schools. 

Implications for Practice, Policy, Future Research, Professional Development, Technical Assistance and/or Dissemination

To begin to foster systemic change, it is critical that the first year (and prior to the start of the first year) of the project be devoted to understanding the needs of the various people within the schools who will be affected by the change and actively taking steps to address their issues.  Many of the concerns relate to normal resistance that is created by a shift in how educators respond to students’ academic and behavioral difficulties.  Achieving an understanding of needs requires an initial focus on building team consensus and breaking down the level of resistance that will hinder systemic change.  Building team consensus requires an understanding as to whether key stakeholders (administrators, staff and parents) are ready for change and developing the infrastructure necessary to support change.  This requires financial and human resources during the initial phases of the project, which should minimize resistance to the change effort.

One should understand that the amount and type of technical assistance and professional development differs between and within the Illinois ASPIRE regions.  A “one-size-fits-all model” of support will create a level of frustration for participants.  Thus, schools may demand more financial and human resources depending on their specific needs.
One suggestion for future research is the employment of a longitudinal study to understand the impact of a three-tiered intervention model using problem solving and RtI on student outcomes beyond third grade.  Student outcomes are defined by increased academic “success” and/or decreased behavior problems.  Additionally, it is important to understand whether support (e.g., technical assistance, professional development) results in systemic change in teacher beliefs and behaviors six to ten years after receiving the initial support.  Finally, it is recommended that future research include the development of a concrete means of understanding the level of implementation of a three-tier intervention model using problem solving and RtI at the school and classroom level.
Appendix A.  Project Goal, Objectives and Activities

	Goal:
Establish and implement a coordinated, regionalized system of personnel development that will increase the capacity of school systems to provide early intervening services, aligned with the general education curriculum, to at-risk students and students with disabilities, as measured by improved student progress and performance.

	Objectives
	Activities
	Projected Timelines

	Objective 1:
To deliver research-based professional development and technical assistance, based on an established training framework developed by Flex and SAC, through development of regional plans that follow a common format and criteria established at the state level and are prepared in a partnership of LEAs, IHEs, regional providers and parents.

Anticipated Outcomes:

· Increased knowledge and skills of personnel and parents, as measured by evaluation forms completed at the conclusion of training and follow-up observations.
· Improved school performance, as measured by student performance, retention rates, suspension/ expulsion, etc.

· Improved student performance, as measured by state assessment scores (especially reading), etc.

· An increase in the number of educators and parents with current information and up-to-date knowledge and skills regarding improving results for individuals with disabilities.
	1.1. Establish and implement Regional Professional Development Centers (RPDCs) via a competitive RFP.
	RFP issued; 10/05

Subgrants awarded; 1/06

	
	1.2. Provide professional development through RPDCs for participants to gain knowledge and skills in RTI, scientific, research-based early intervening services with emphasis on reading and standards-aligned instruction and assessment.
	Letter of invitation sent; 5/05

Committee established; 7/05

First meeting held; 10/05

Quarterly meetings through end of project

	
	1.3. Using predetermined criteria, recruit and select demonstration/
data collection sites (three RDPCs:  at least two schools in each of 6-10 districts per region; Chicago RPDC:  at least 25 school buildings).
	Training curriculum and materi​als developed; 4/06 with periodic updates/revisions

Training sessions scheduled, delivered and evaluated; be​gin 5/06 through project end

	
	1.4. Recruit LEA personnel in demonstration sites to serve as coaches for school personnel in day-to-day implementation of the RTI framework, reading instruction and standards-aligned classroom concepts.
	Signed agreements with sites; 4/06 and annually thereafter

	
	1.5. Use a “trainer-of-trainers” model to deliver professional development to LEA coaches.
	Recruitment materials disseminated; 4/06 and then annually as needed thereafter

	
	1.6. Provide technical assistance to RPDC sites through onsite visits, telephone consultation and facilitation of cross-site meetings.
	Trainer-of-trainers curriculum developed 4/06

Training delivered 5/06, then as needed through project end

	Objective 2:

Increase the participation of parents in decision-making across district sites.

Anticipated Outcomes

· Increased communication between parents and RPDCs, as measured by RPDC logs.

· Increased opportunity for parent input into regional professional development, as measured by the content of professional development for parents.

· Improved parent awareness of training components and increased involvement in students’ educational progress and achievement, as measured by parent surveys.
· Increased parental participation in meetings for individual students, as measured by a sampling of problem-solving meeting notes and IEPs at the building level.

	2.1 Include the Parent Mentor Projects, Statewide Parent T.A. Center and/or PTIs, as active par​ticipants in the RPDC partnerships.
	Onsite visits, telephone consultations, cross-site meetings; 5/06 through project end

	
	2.2 Provide a subgrant to one or more of the Illinois PTIs for devel​opment and dissemination of par​ent handbooks on RTI; early inter​vening services; scientific, research-based reading instruction; and other topics identified through the project.
	Subgrant(s) issued by 1/06

Series of handbooks produced and disseminated; 10/06 and annually thereafter

	
	2.3 Require demonstration sites to include parents in meetings with RPDCs to provide input on the effectiveness of school-level implementation.
	Parent names submitted by site administrators; 5/06 and then annually as new sites are added

Meetings held and minutes reflect parent participation; 5/06 and then ongoing through end of project

	
	2.4 Actively recruit parents of students in the demonstration sites to participate in training sessions.
	Parent recruitment materials produced and disseminated; spring 2006 and ongoing throughout the project

	
	2.5 Facilitate active participation by parents in problem-solving and/or IEP meetings.
	Documented parent participation and completed parent sur​veys; semiannually each year

	Objective 3:
Incorporate professional development content into IHE general and special education preservice curricula.
Anticipated Outcomes:

· Increased knowledge and skills of IHE personnel, as measured by evaluation forms completed at the conclusion of training. 

· Increased preservice training on knowledge and skills required to design and implement early intervening services, including scientific, research-based reading instruction, for students with disabilities and other at-risk students, as measured by preservice curricula content.
	3.1 IHEs participate in the RPDC partnerships.
	RPDC applications clearly specify IHEs as primary or co-applicants and partners; 1/06

	
	3.2 Provide overview training sessions for IHE constituents.
	Training overview content developed and delivered; summer 2006 and then annually

	
	3.3 Offer IHE faculty the opportunity to participate in professional development activities.
	Registration materials developed and sent; two months before each event

	
	3.4 Provide technical assistance via workgroups, e-mail and telephone for IHE faculty to incorporate training into existing preservice programs.
	Workgroups established and conducted; fall 2006

Worksgroups conducted; spring 2007, then annually thereafter

	Objective 4:
Evaluate the effectiveness of project activities.

Anticipated Outcomes

· Formative data and information are available and used to evaluate progress of project activities, including professional development and knowledge and skills application, and to continually improve project implementation.

· Accurate student-, school- and district-level data are available and used to measure progress.
· Summative data provide accurate information on project effectiveness.
	4.1 Select an external project evaluator via competitive RFP.
	RFP issued 10/05

Contract awarded 1/06

	
	4.2 Design and implement a structure of data collection at the regional centers, incorpo​rating and building on existing ISBE data collection systems.
	Data collection structure in place and operable; 4/06

	
	4.3 Establish and implement a data transfer method from re-gional centers to state evaluator.
	Data transfer structure in place and operable; 4/06

	
	4.4 Provide quarterly data analysis and progress reports to the SPD Project Advisory Committee to inform and make continual improvements in project activities.
	Data Analysis and Progress Reports and meetings with SPD Project Advisory Committee; quarterly throughout project

	
	4.5 Produce and present to ISBE an annual report of program effectiveness based on regional data.
	Annual Report; end of each grant year

	
	4.6 Complete and submit the annual project report to OSEP.
	OSEP Annual Report; end of each grant year


Appendix B.  Illinois ASPIRE Evaluation Matrix

	Evaluation 
Question
	Specific Evaluation Question
	Type of data
	Data Source
	Status

	If people are trained, do they implement?
	How many teams are reporting implementation data (SAPSI?)?
	Practice


	SAPSI
	Complete

	
	What are the numbers of schools by each level of implementation?
	Practice


	SAPSI
	Complete



	
	What percentage of schools are reporting data on parent participation?
	System/ Practice


	Parent Tool


	In-progress



	
	What is the current level of parent participation as measure on tool
	System/ Practice


	Parent Tool


	In-progress



	
	What percentage of university report training of ASPIRE related processes?
	System


	University Tool
	In-progress



	
	What percentage/number of schools completed the protocol?
	System


	Protocol
	Complete

	If people implement, do they do so with fidelity?
	What is the number of schools that have completed the fidelity observation tool?
	System/ Practice


	Fidelity tool


	In-Progress



	
	What is the percentage of teams at Achieved or Maintaining levels of the SAPSI
	System


	SAPSI


	In-Progress



	
	What is the average level of implementation based on the fidelity observation tool?
	System
	Fidelity tool
	In-Progress

	
	What is the average level of implementation on the fidelity tool at each level of implementation on the SAPSI?
	System/Practice/Data


	Fidelity tool


	In-Progress



	
	Do schools with higher levels of implementation on the Fidelity tool report higher levels of parent participation?

	System


	Fidelity tool/Parent Tool


	In-Progress



	
	What is the average level of training implementation across universities?

	Practice


	Higher Education Tool


	In-Progress



	
	What percentage of school reported reading benchmarking data during each quarter

	Practice
	Protocol


	Complete



	
	What percentage of school reported summative discipline data

	Data
	Protocol


	Complete



	If they implement with fidelity, do they sustain the practice(s)?
	What percentage of schools are at the maintaining level on the SAPSI?
	Practice


	SAPSI


	Complete



	
	How many students received secondary or tertiary levels supports on average at each school?
	Practice


	Protocol?


	Need more data



	
	How many school maintained full levels of implementation on the SASPI for at least two years?
	Practice


	SAPSI


	Baseline data

	
	What percentage of schools reported decreases in the percentage of students below benchmark over one year?
	Practice/Data
	Protocol
	

	If the practice(s) are sustained, what is the impact 
on students (school, group, individual)?
	Do schools that report higher levels of implementation, have fewer students refereed for special education?
	Practice/Data
	SASPI/Fidelity Tool/ EE data


	We do not have EE data right now



	
	Do schools that report higher levels of implementation, have more students that went from level two to level one (possible triangle presentation)
	Practice/Data
	SASPI/Fidelity Tool/Protocol?


	Complete



	
	Do schools that report higher levels of implementation show more progress on: on test scores, DIBELS, CBM, ISAT (Reading, Math, AYP) and IMAGE.
	Practice/Data


	SASPI/Fidelity Tool/Protocol/ISAT/DIBELS/

AIM’s Web, IMAGE


	Can we get access to these data by school yet?



	
	Do schools that report higher levels of implementation show a greater proportion of 

students with office discipline referrals by the triangle? Total Per 100 students? progress on discipline data
	Practice/Data


	SASPI/Fidelity Tool/Protocol/SWIS


	SWIS data for some schools?



	
	Do schools that report higher levels of implementation show a higher level of average daily attendance?
	Practice/Data


	SASPI/Fidelity Tool/Protocol


	Complete



	
	Do schools that report higher levels of implementation show greater growth for individual students
	Practice/Data
	SASPI/Fidelity Tool/AIM’s Web. DIBELS?
	Can we have access


	FiscalYr
	Target Date
	

Task
	Person
	Update

	2007
	January
	1. Provide training on use of ETO system and support
	
	

	
	
	2. Assist with FY 06 summative report
	
	

	
	
	3. Evaluation meeting (31JAN 07 Bloomington)
	
	

	
	Spring/Summer
	4. Develop checklist into an online assessment and report format
	
	

	
	
	5. Provide training on system
	
	

	
	
	6. Develop direct observation tool for fidelity of implementation
	
	

	
	
	7. Obtain permission and collection of impact data for ASPIRE Project (e.g., DIBEL’s, ISAT, EE)
	
	

	
	
	8. Develop reporting systems that integrates fidelity tools with outcome data for reporting
	
	

	2008


	TBA
	1. Develop and modify existing protocol for regional data collection
	
	

	
	
	2. Maintain communication with regional service evaluation and training coordinators through phone, e-mail and quarterly meetings.
	
	

	
	
	3. Provide ongoing training to regional staff on the use of communications and evaluation components of the online system.
	
	

	
	
	4. Assist with quarterly and ad annual reports.
	
	

	
	
	5. Assist regional coordinators with developing annual reports for strategic planning.
	
	

	2009
	TBA
	1. Integration of reporting system with other ISBE projects including ISTAC
	
	

	
	
	2. Assist with the training and use of the online data system for schools that adopt the ASPIRE model.
	
	

	
	
	3. Maintain communication with regional service evaluation and training coordinators through phone, e-mail and quarterly meetings.
	
	

	
	
	4. Provide ongoing training to regional staff on the use of communications and evaluation components of the online system.
	
	

	
	
	5. Assist with quarterly and ad annual reports.
	
	

	
	
	6. Assist regional coordinators with developing annual reports for strategic planning.
	
	

	2010


	
	1. Develop capacity for training and support of the online data system for expansion schools.


	
	

	
	
	2. Work with other ISBE projects on the sustainability and expansion of the online evaluation system
	
	

	
	
	3. Maintain communication with regional service evaluation and training coordinators through phone, e-mail and quarterly meetings
	
	

	
	
	4. Provide ongoing training to regional staff on the use of communications and evaluation components of the online system
	
	

	
	
	5. Assist with quarterly and ad annual reports.
	
	

	
	
	6. Assist regional coordinators with developing annual reports for strategic planning.
	
	


Appendix C. Summary of Objectives, Outcomes and Performance Indicators
	
	Objectives
	Anticipated Outcomes
	Performance Indicators

	1. 
	Deliver research-based professional development and technical assistance, based on an established training framework developed through the Flexible Service Delivery and Standards Aligned Classroom initiatives, through development of regional plans that follow a common format and criteria established at the state level and are prepared in a partnership of local education agencies (LEAs), institutes of higher education (IHEs), regional providers and parents.

	· Increased knowledge and skills of personnel and parents.
· Improved school performance, as measured by student performance, retention rates, suspension/expulsion, etc.
· Improved student performance, as measured by state assessment scores (especially in reading), etc.
· Increased number of educators and parents with current information and up-to-date knowledge and skills regarding improving results for individuals with disabilities.
	The percentage of personnel receiving professional development [training] through the SPDG based on scientific-or evidence-based instructional practices.
1.a The percentage of professional development/training activities being provided through the SPDG based on scientific- or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practices.
1.b The percentage of professional development/training activities based on scientific-or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practices, being provided through the SPDG, that are sustained through ongoing and comprehensive practices (e.g., mentoring, coaching, structured guidance, modeling, continuous inquiry, etc.) [for data collection sites only].
1.c The number of professional development (training) activities being delivered through the SPDG.
1.d The number of professional development (technical assistance) activities being delivered through the SPDG.
1.e The number of personnel receiving training and technical assistance through the SPDG.
1.f The percentage of personnel who report increased knowledge and skills as a result of professional development and technical assistance received through the SPDG.
1.g The percentage of trained data collection schools that demonstrate implementation of knowledge and skills, as reported through the Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI) evaluation tool (i.e., overall rating of “in progress,” “achieved,” or “maintaining”).
1.h The percentage of data collection schools trained and demonstrating implementation that show increased levels of fidelity of implementation on the SAPSI (i.e., increase in percentage of items that move from “in progress” to “achieved”).
1.i The percentage of demonstration schools trained, implementing and showing increased levels of implementation fidelity that sustain practice over time, as documented on the SAPSI (i.e., percentage of items that move from “achieved” to “maintaining”).
1.j The percentage of data collection schools that demonstrate an increase in the percentage of students who meet or exceed state standards in reading, as measured by the ISAT, over time.
1.k The percentage of data collection schools that demonstrate an increase in student average daily attendance over time
1.l The percentage of data collection schools that demonstrate a decrease in the percentage of office discipline referrals per day over time.

1.m The percentage of data collection schools that demonstrate increased rates of placement of students with IEPs in less restrictive educational environments (i.e., removed from general education 0 percent-20 percent of the school day) over time.

	2. 
	Increase the participation of parents in decision-making across district sites.


	· Increased opportunity for parent input into regional professional development, as measured by the content of professional development for parents.
· Improved parent awareness of training components and increased involvement in students’ educational progress and achievement, as measured by parent surveys.
· Increased parental participation in meetings for individual students, as measured by a sampling of problem-solving meeting notes and IEPs at the building level.
	The percentage of [parents] receiving professional development [training] through the SPDG based on scientific-or evidence-based instructional practices.
2.a The percentage of professional development/training activities [for parents] being provided through the SPDG based on scientific- or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practices.
2.b The number of training activities being provided to parents through the SPDG.
2.c The number of parents receiving training and technical assistance through the SPDG.
2.d The percentage of parents reporting increased knowledge and skills as a result of participation in training received through the SPDG.
2.e The percentage of parents in data collection schools reporting increased involvement over time in their children’s educational progress and achievement.
2.f The percentage of data collection schools reporting an increase in parents’ involvement in their children’s educational progress and achievement over time.
2.g The percentage of data collection schools reporting an increase over time in representative teams that include parents at meetings for individual students.

	3
	Incorporate the professional development content into IHE general and special education preservice curricula.

	· Increased knowledge and skills of IHE personnel, as measured by evaluation forms.
· Increased preservice training on knowledge and skills required to design and implement early intervening services, as measured by preservice curricula content.


	3.a The number of IHE personnel receiving training and technical assistance through the SPDG.
3.b The percentage of IHE personnel reporting increased knowledge and skills as a result of professional development and technical assistance received through the SPDG.
3.c The percentage of IHEs with education preparation and graduate programs that have preservice curricula that address knowledge and skills required to implement school-based problem solving, including designing and implementing early intervening services.


	4
	Evaluate the effectiveness of project activities.

	· Formative data and information are available and used to evaluate progress of project activities and to continually improve project implementation.
· Accurate student-, school- and district-level data are available and used to measure progress.
· Summative data provide accurate information on project effectiveness.


	4.a The number of regional centers that collect and report evaluation data to the statewide evaluation coordinator within the established timelines.
4.b The number of regional centers that use evaluation data to make project improvements.
4.c The number of data reports completed each year by the statewide evaluation coordinator and submitted to ISBE within the established timelines.
4.d The number of annual reports completed by the statewide evaluation coordinator and submitted to ISBE within the established timeframe


Appendix D.  Federal State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) Program 
Performance Measures
	Measure #1:  
	The percent of personnel receiving professional development through the SPDG based on scientific-or evidence-based instructional practices.  

	

	Measure #2:  
	The percentage of SPDG projects that have implemented personnel development/training activities that are aligned with improvement strategies identified in their State Performance Plan (SPP).

	

	Measure #3:  
	The percentage of professional development/training activities provided through the SPDG based on scientific- or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practices.

	

	Measure #4
	The percentage of professional development/training activities based on scientific-or evidence-based instructional/ behavioral practices, provided through the SPDG, that are sustained through on-going and comprehensive practices (e.g., mentoring, coaching, structured guidance, modeling, continuous inquiry, etc.).

	

	Measure #5:  
	In States with SPDG projects that have special education teacher retention as a goal, the Statewide percentage of highly qualified special education teachers in State identified professional disciplines (e.g., teachers of children with emotional disturbance, deafness, etc.) who remain teaching after the first three years of employment.  (Note:  Not applicable to Illinois SPDG.)
	


Appendix E.  Project Evaluation Roles and Goals
External evaluators implement annually the evaluation plan for each regional Illinois ASPIRE Center and the participating districts/schools.  Student, school (building) and district data are collected by regional evaluators in each RPDC.  The statewide evaluation coordinator summarizes and analyzes data from these local/regional evaluations across all participating regions/districts.

The statewide evaluation coordinator coordinates and assumes responsibility for all project evaluation components and specifically is required to:

· Develop all evaluation instruments (see Table 1 on the next page).
· Develop effective and efficient data-reporting mechanisms to be used by each Illinois ASPIRE Center, aligned with and, where appropriate, using existing ISBE data collection systems.

· Publish a standardized school district evaluation plan that matches the activities for use by each regional evaluator.

· Provide data-collection and reporting technical assistance to Illinois ASPIRE Centers and local districts/schools.

· Summarize and analyze all data obtained from the four Illinois ASPIRE Centers.

· Complete annual reports to be reviewed by ISBE and the SPD Project Advisory Committee. 
· Serve as a member of the SPD Project Advisory Committee.
The regional evaluators are required to:

· Participate in a training overview before regional implementation of training.

· Collaborate with the statewide evaluation coordinator to establish the regional data collection system.

· Collaborate with demonstration site participants to implement the regional data collection system.

· Provide technical assistance to demonstration sites on the data collection system.

· Coordinate data collection efforts in the demonstration and selected nonparticipating schools in their region.

· Keep the statewide evaluator informed of any challenges to the data-collection efforts so that technical assistance can be provided.

· Submit data at least quarterly in an agreed-upon format to the statewide evaluator.

Evaluation goals include:
· Provide Illinois ASPIRE Centers and participating school districts with well-conceived annual analyses of their progress in order to guide data-based strategic planning at the Illinois ASPIRE Center, district and school building levels.

· Provide the SPD Project Advisory Committee and ISBE with ongoing and timely information about project implementation.

· Assess the degree to which Illinois ASPIRE Centers have implemented project goals and activities.

· Assess the degree to which participating districts/schools have accurately implemented the training components so that improved student outcomes will be realized.

· Directly assess project effects on academic and behavioral outcomes for participating students, particularly at-risk students and students with disabilities.

· Assess the degree to which Illinois develops the capacity at the regional level to support training and provide technical assistance in the future expansion of this approach.
Appendix F.  Original Evaluation Plan to Assess Project Outcomes

	Project Goal:
Establish and implement a coordinated, regionalized system of personnel development that will increase the capacity of school systems to provide early intervening services, aligned with the general education curriculum, to at-risk students and students with disabilities, as measured by improved student progress and performance.

	Objective 1:

Deliver research-based professional development and technical assistance based on an established training framework developed by Flex and SAC, through development of regional plans that follow a common format and criteria established at the state level and prepared in partnership with LEAs, IHEs, regional providers and parents.

	Evaluation Questions:
· To what degree are the ASPIRE Centers delivering the technical assistance as proposed in the project?


	Data Sources:

1. Training and Technical Assistance Logs

a. Each ASPIRE Center will keep a log of the number of training sessions given and the number and type of participants.  Participants will complete a conference evaluation form for each training session attended, including an assessment of the degree of alignment with state teaching standards.

b. Each technical assistant in each ASPIR Center will keep a log of the number and types of technical assistance and/or consultations provided to local schools.  School staff receiving this technical assistance will complete satisfaction surveys, including an assessment of the degree of alignment with state teaching standards.


	· To what degree are strategies/methods taught as part of the project actually implemented at the student/classroom/ building levels?


	2) Based on observations by the regional evaluator (or local district designee) and self-reports of building-level personnel, a critical components checklist will be completed for each set of strategies taught as part of the project.  Critical components checklists monitor treatment integrity during coaching/training and verify accuracy of implementation.  Such checklists reflect observable critical components that will be developed for all aspects of the critical skills/methods taught as part of the project.

	· Do increased knowledge and skills lead to improved school performance, as measured by state assessment results in reading and math and by curriculum-based measurement results in reading?
	3) Student Performance and Progress

a. All standardized accountability assessments in reading and math (ISAT, PSAE and IAA) given by Illinois school districts will be used as student outcome measures at grades 3, 5, 8 and 11 for 2006.  Beginning in 2007, student ISAT outcome measures will be available in grades 3 through 8 and on the PSAE at grade 11.  The percentages of students meeting reading and math Illinois Learning Standards, as measured by ISAT, PSAE and IAA, will be used to determine project impact at the district, regional and statewide levels.

b. Curriculum-based measurement (CBM) progress-monitoring data in reading (e.g., Dynamic Indicators of Early Learning, DIBELS, CBM oral reading probes) will be used to assess individual student reading outcomes.  Reading was chosen for student outcomes tracked by individual student, as this is the focus of the proposed project.  As part of the project, all demonstration sites will be expected to universally screen students using DIBELS or CBM reading probes at least three times per year.  In addition, students with specified levels of low performance will be required to be monitored monthly or weekly, depending on the degree of deficit.  All of these data will be extracted from district electronic files (using an Internet-based data management system, such as AIMSweb( or entered into evaluation databases by the regional evaluators or their district-level designees).  A variety of outcome analyses are possible, including degree of discrepancy with grade-level peers, average words gained per week (or other DIBELS metric), percentage of students meeting expected year-end benchmarks compared with fall performance or performance in previous years; disaggregation of data by at-risk group and initial fall performance (using DIBELS/CBM).  Comparisons will be made using national standards (Goods benchmarks for DIBELS or those provided by AIMSweb(), normative data for districts and normative data across all participating districts.

	
	

	· Do increased knowledge and skills lead to improved school performance, as measured by increasing attendance and decreased grade retention and suspension/expulsion rates?


	4) School records for each demonstration site will be reviewed to determine individual (for students receiving interventions), building, district, regional and statewide effects of the project based on attendance, suspension/expulsion, graduation/drop-out and retention rates. These data are available in student files, in end-of-year reports submitted to ISBE by school districts and through VIMEO, which is an existing data platform that will be modified to provide for school- and student-level data entry for this project.  Regional evaluators will analyze these data annually for participating schools, and pre-/post-measures will be assessed for changes associated with project implementation.  These data will also be disaggregated by at-risk groups, to the extent possible, and included as part of the evaluation.


	· Do increased knowledge and skills lead to an increasing percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in an LRE?


	5) Child count data for each demonstration site and data from LEA profiles at the district level will be aggregated within regions, and subsequently statewide, to determine the level of LRE for students with disabilities who are receiving special education services.

	· Do increased knowledge and skills reduce the disproportionality of: racial/ethnic minorities, students who receive free and reduced lunch in special education referral and placement rates?

· Do increased knowledge and skills lead to an increased percentage of students exiting special education?
	6) Data from school and district report cards will be reviewed to determine the race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status and gender composition of the overall school district population of the demonstration sites, and building and district records will be reviewed to determine the race/ethnicity, disability category, gender and socioeconomic status of students referred for, placed in and exiting special education.

	

	Timelines:

1) Data collection will be ongoing and summarized annually.

2) Regional and statewide evaluators and regional technical assistants will use the checklists in fall of Year 1 to determine the baseline status of all project components.  In spring of each project year, implementation status will be determined for all project components by direct measurement by regional evaluators or their district-level designee using the approved classroom sampling strategy to directly assess the degree to which the project model components have been implemented to determine treatment integrity.  Data collection will occur quarterly.

3) A baseline will be determined for reading and math levels for the state assessment (ISAT and PSAE) in Year 1 at appropriate grade levels and then will be collected and summarized annually. Ongoing CBM data in reading will be collected and summarized annually.

4) Attendance, suspension/expulsion, graduation/drop-out and retention rates will be determined annually.

5) A baseline for LRE placement will be determined during Year 1 and then collected and summarized annually.

6) Baseline rates for various race/ethnic, socioeconomic status, gender and disability categories will be collected for referral, placement and exiting for special education.  Data will then be collected and summarized.


	Objective 2:

Increase the participation of parents in decision-making across district sites.

	Evaluation Question:
Does the implementation of the skills and methods related to this project lead to increased parent participation in the decision making process?
	Data Sources:

1) Parent participation in training sequences and completed evaluation forms.
2) A review of problem-solving meetings and IEPs/Annual Reviews at the building level to determine what percentage of parents are in attendance.

	

	Timelines:

1) Attendance at training will be assessed throughout the timeline of the training portion of the project.
2) During Year 1, a baseline of parent participation at problem-solving and IEP meetings for demonstration sites will be determined.  Parent participation rates then will be collected and summarized annually.


	Objective 3:

Incorporate professional development content into IHE general and special education preservice curricula.

	Evaluation Question:
To what degree are higher education preservice training programs incorporating the skills/methods that are part of this project into their curricula?
	Data Sources:

1) Each department chair/program coordinator of a preservice training program for teachers and related service personnel will complete a survey indicating the extent to which the skills/methods taught as part of the proposed project are integrated into their curricula.
2) A review of course syllabi addressing the knowledge and skills of the training project will be completed to determine integration of the training into preservice programs.


	

	Timelines:

Both of these evaluation activities will be completed biennially and at the end of the project.


	Objective 4:

Evaluate the effectiveness of project activities.

	Evaluation Question:

To what degree does a coordinated professional development program that is delivered regionally have an impact on the outcomes of students with disabilities?
	Data Sources:

All data sources from the first three objectives will inform the evaluation of this objective.

	

	Timelines:

Reviews of evaluation data will occur quarterly (through the SPD Project Advisory Committee) and annually (through the annual project evaluation report), as well as at the end of the project.


Appendix G.  Overview of Evaluation Methods Based on Level (Student, School, District, 
Regional and Project Levels)
This table provides a detailed outline of objective performance measures and evaluation tools that directly align with the intended project outcomes and will produce quantitative and qualitative data.  Existing ISBE data systems will be used wherever possible for collection of school-, district- and state-level data.  These systems include, but are not limited to, the new Special Education Data System being developed to collect data specific to students with disabilities and special education programs (e.g., incidence rates, LRE statistics, graduation/drop-out rates, suspension/expulsion) and which will be used to produce such reports as LEA Profiles, the federal IDEA Part B Annual Performance Report, etc.; the new Student Information System that is designed to help school districts to provide more accurate student information across the student population; and school, district and state Report Cards.

Overview of Evaluation Methods Based on Level (Student, School, District, Regional and Project Levels)
	Level
	Evaluation Requirement
	Data Needed
	Data Source
	Data-Collection Instrument (if applicable)
	Timeline

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student
	Changes in student performance
	State assessment results 

• Reading

• Math
	Student-level assessment report
	
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	
	Student progress
	• Reading levels
	• DIBELS, CBM, etc.
	• Computerized system, e.g., AIMSweb(
	Ongoing

	
	
	• Attendance
	• School records
	• VIMEO (PBIS Platform)
	Quarterly or semi-annually

	
	
	• Disciplinary referrals
	• School records
	• VIMEO (PBIS Platform)
	Quarterly or semi-annually

	
	Student demographics
	• Age/grade level

• Race/ethnicity

• Socioeconomic status

• Disability

• Gender
	• School records
	
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	
	Parent participation and satisfaction
	• Parent Participation Rates

• Degree of Parent satisfaction
	• School Records (Team Meeting Summaries)
	• Parent satisfaction survey
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	School
	Changes in student performance
	State assessment results 

(percentage meeting state standards)

• Reading

• Math
	School Report Card
	
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	
	Student progress
	• Attendance rates

• Grade retention rates

• Sp. Ed. eval. referral rates

• Sp. Ed. placement rates

• Disciplinary referrals

• Graduation/drop-out rates
	School records
	
	Year 1 (baseline); 

Annually thereafter

	
	
	• Disciplinary actions, including suspensions 
and expulsions
	End-of-Year Report (ISBE)
	
	Year 1 (baseline) then
Annually 

	
	School demographics
	• Overall population

· Race/ethnicity

· Socioeconomic status

• No. w/ disabilities

· Race/ethnicity

· Disability category

· Gender
	• School Report Card

• School Report Card

· School records for FACTS data
	
	Annually

	
	LRE trends
	LRE placements by

• Grade

• Disability
	School records for FACTS data
	
	

	
	Treatment/implemen​tation integrity
	Teacher skills and knowledge application
	Checklist based on observations
	Critical components checklist
	Year 1 (baseline)

Quarterly thereafter

	
	Parent participation and satisfaction
	• Degree of parent satisfaction

• Parent participation rates
	School Records (Team Meeting Summaries)
	Parent satisfaction survey
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	District
	Student performance
	State assessment results (percentage meeting state standards)

• Reading

• Math
	District Report Card
	
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	
	Student progress
	• Special ed. exit rates

• Drop-out rates

• Graduation rates

• Suspension and expulsion rates
	• FACTS

• LEA Profiles

• LEA Profiles

• LEA Profiles, End-of-Year Report
	
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	
	Student demographics
	• Overall population

· Race/ethnicity

· Socioeconomic status

• Number w/disabilities

· Race/ethnicity

· Disability category

· Gender
	• District Report Card

• District Report Card

· LEA Profile
	
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	
	LRE trends
	• LRE placements by

Grade

• Disability
	LEA Profiles
	
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	
	Compare demonstration school(s) to non-demonstration schools in the same district
	• State Assessment

• LRE

• Referral rates

• Placement rates

• Sp. Ed. exit rates

• Parent participation and satisfaction
	• School Report Card

• School records for FACTS data

• Team Meeting Records

• Parent Satisfaction Survey
	Parent Satisfaction Survey
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	Regional
	Evaluate professional development
	Quantitative:  
• Number and type of participants
Qualitative:

• Level of participant satisfaction

• Alignment w/state teaching standards
	• Registration forms

• CPDU evaluation forms

• Observation of degree of implementation of knowledge/skills in classroom
	• Critical components checklist
	Quarterly

	
	Evaluate technical assistance
	Quantitative: 
• number and type of TA contacts
Qualitative:  
• Level of participant satisfaction; 
• Alignment w/TA best practice; 
• Change in teaming and instruction skills
	• TA provider logs

• Participant evaluation feedback 
• Degree of generalization of skills
	• TA provider logs

• Participant survey;

• Critical components checklist for TA
	• Quarterly

• Quarterly

• Quarterly

	
	Evaluate student outcomes across participating districts
	• State assessment

• LRE

• Referral rates

• Sp. Ed. placement rates

• Sp. Ed. exit rates
	• School and District Report Cards

• LEA profiles

• Local records

• Local records

• Local records


	
	Year 1 (baseline)

Annually thereafter

	IHE
	Extent to which RTI, scientific, research-based reading instruction, etc., are incorporated into preservice curricula
	• Curriculum survey

• Review of syllabi from appropriate courses
	• Survey of department or program chairs of participating universities

•Curriculum checklist
	• Survey/Curriculum checklist of targeted skills
	Year 1 (baseline)

Biennially thereafter

	Project
	Data analysis by region and overall
	All regional data 
	Regional evaluator reports
	
	Quarterly, annually and at the end of the project

	
	Evaluate effectiveness of each RPDC
	Quantitative: 
• Number and type trainings and TA contacts

• Number of participants 
Qualitative:
• Effect of trainings and TA; 
• Alignment with state teaching standards
	• Registration forms

• CPDU evaluation forms; 

• Participant satisfaction survey results

• Degree of generalization of skills
	• Participant evaluation survey

• Critical components checklist
	Semi-annually, annually and at the end of the project

	
	Evaluate effectiveness of project
	All of the above will inform the evaluation of the project
	
	
	Annually and at the end of the project


Appendix H.  Data Protocol

Data Protocol Form
Illinois Alliance for School-based Problem Solving 

and Intervention Resources in Education (ASPIRE) 

Purpose
Attached is the Data Protocol Form for the Illinois Alliance for School-based Problem-solving and Intervention Resources in Education (ASPIRE) Project.  This form details data collection items for the Illinois ASPIRE evaluation protocol. Some items in this form refer to other data entry tools available from http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml . Therefore, not all items are expected to be completed directly on this form, as you will see indicated. Although most materials to be completed are listed for informational purposes given that they are part of the data collection protocol process. Such items and other ‘not applicable’ items will have a grey background. 
Administration Instructions
This form is intended to collect demographic and general information at the building level. This form has two parts main parts: 
· Part I is to be completed by the internal coordinator (coach) at the building level, 
· Part II is to be completed by regional project director. 

 You can complete the form attached and send it as an attachment to your Illinois ASPIRE regional director/coordinator.  Should you have any questions about the form, contact your director/coordinator.  Contact information is available in Page iii. 

Please complete this form on a quarterly basis. When multiple dates are available (for example when data is to be completed three times a year at benchmarks), enter the dates for which you are completing the form (if it is for the second benchmark for example). If some of the requested information is not available at the time of completing this form, complete all the available information submit this form by its due date and submit missing information on the next pass of completing this form. 

Deadlines and forms are available at the IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinators Page which is linked from the CSEIT ASPIRE webpage at http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml.

Definition of Terms
	
	
	

	1
	Average daily enrollment
	This information can be accessed from annual school report card.

	2
	Curriculum based measures
	Tools used to assess benchmarks for the whole school.  Benchmarks are collected at least for grades K-3.

	3
	Grade levels for benchmarks
	Benchmarks for at least K-3.

	4
	Initial training date
	Date when team from school is provided with initial training.

	5
	Number of instructional school days
	Number of days during the school year that students were expected to be in school

	6
	Percent at/below benchmark
	Percent of students at or below the threshold score at which students would be considered at-risk.

	7
	Skills areas used for benchmarks
	For example:

· Initial Sound Fluency:  Kindergarten

· Letter Naming Fluency:  Kindergarten, first grade

· Phoneme Segmentation Fluency:  Kindergarten, first grades

· Nonsense Word Fluency:  Kindergarten, first and second grades

· Oral Reading Fluency:  First, second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth grades 

· Math

	8
	Training
	Illinois ASPIRE-provided Professional development workshops conferences, etc.

	9
	Control school
	Comparison cohort based on implementation

	10
	Report Frequency
	Time of year when this data is relevant or have access to it.


IL- ASPIRE Contact Information
Questions about services and resources available from Illinois ASPIRE may be directed to the regional Illinois ASPIRE Centers listed below.  General questions about the project may be directed to Kathryn Cox at the Illinois State Board of Education at kcox@isbe.net or 217-782-5589.

· Illinois ASPIRE – Chicago:  Chicago Public Schools, District 299
Contact:  Amy Dahlstrom Klainer at ajdahlstromklain@cps.k12.il.us or 773-553-2209

· Illinois ASPIRE – North: Northern Suburban Special Education District
Contact:  Mark Shinn at markshinn@mac.com or 847-275-7200 or Peggy Miller at pmiller@nssed.org or 847-831-5100

· Illinois ASPIRE – Central:  Peoria Regional Office of Education #48
Contact: Sandy Beherns at instruct24u@yahoo.com or 309-657-9337 or Sally Weber at sweber@roe48.k12.il.us or 309-673-1040 

· Illinois ASPIRE – South:  Southern Illinois University
Contact: Melissa Bergstrom at mbergst@siue.edu or 618-650-3182 or Michael McCollum at mmccollum@siue.edu or 618-650-5182

Evaluation 
Questions about the evaluation procedures or forms may be directed to the Loyola University Chicago Center for School Evaluation, Intervention and Training (CSEIT) at CSEIT@LUC.EDU.  You may also contact Violeta Carrión, Statewide I-ASPIRE Evaluation Coordinator at vcarrio@luc.edu or 312-915-7082.  Our mailing information is:  Center for School Evaluation, Intervention and Training (CSEIT), School of Education, Loyola University Chicago, 820 N. Michigan Avenue, Chicago, IL  60611
PART I – TO BE FILLED OUT BY THE BUILDING INTERNAL COACH
	Building Data
	Enter information below
	Date 

Collected

	Is the building an ASPIRE demonstration school?
	Circle one:  

                                YES                                NO
	

	IL ASPIRE Region
	Circle  one:     

                       Chicago      North      Central      South
	September

	District  Name
	
	September

	Number
	
	

	School  Name
	
	September

	Address
	
	

	Phone
	
	

	Contact Information:

	Principal   
Name
	
	September

	Address
	
	

	Phone
	
	

	Fax 
	
	

	Email
	
	

	Internal Coach

Name
	
	September

	Address
	
	

	Phone
	
	

	Fax 
	
	

	Email
	
	

	External Coach

Name
	
	September

	Address
	
	

	Phone
	
	

	Fax 
	
	

	Email
	
	


PART I – TO BE FILLED OUT BY THE BUILDING INTERNAL COACH
	Building Data: 
	Enter information below
	Date Collected

	Initial Training Date
(Building Level: Date when team from school is provided with initial training)
	Date:
	September

	Number of instructional school days:


	Number:
	September

	Average Daily Enrollment


	Average:
	September

	Number of students


	Number:
	September


	Implementation Data
	
	

	Self Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation  Checklist [SAPSI]:
Exact deadlines and forms are available at the IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinators Page which is linked from the CSEIT ASPIRE webpage:  http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml
	Date(s) completed
	At benchmarks

Three times per year

	
	Date 1:
	

	
	Date 2:

	

	
	Date 3:
	

	Fidelity of Implementation Tool


	Exact deadlines and FORMS are available at the IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinators Page which is linked from the CSEIT ASPIRE webpage:  http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml

	January


PART I-- TO BE FILLED OUT BY THE BUILDING INTERNAL COACH
	Curriculum Based Measures
	Enter information below
	Date

 Collected

	Tier 1 Screening data 
(school level)

Screening dates/window: 
	Benchmark 1:Start Date:

	End Date:

	At benchmarks.

Three times per year

	
	Benchmark 2:Start Date:
	End Date:
	

	
	Benchmark 3:Start Date:
	End Date:
	

	

	Skills screened:
	Enter Number of Students Tested by Grade Level
	

	
	K
	1
	2
	3
	

	i) Initial Sound Fluency: (Kindergarten)
	
	
	
	
	

	ii) Letter Naming Fluency: (Kindergarten, first grade)
	
	
	
	
	

	iii) Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
(Kindergarten, first grades)
	
	
	
	
	

	iv) Nonsense Word Fluency:  
(Kindergarten, first, second grades)
	
	
	
	
	

	v) Oral Reading Fluency
( first, second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth grades)
	
	
	
	
	

	vi) Math
	
	
	
	
	

	Other (Specify):


	
	
	
	
	

	

	students at benchmark 

[Percent (%) or Count (#) ]

	Count
	Percent
	

	students below benchmark:
Percent (%) or Count (#) of 


	Count
	Percent
	

	Mean scores for area:


	
	

	Cut score for building

 (e.g., below benchmark--need to be determined at school level): 
	
	

	Total Number of students screened:


	Enter Number of Students Tested by Grade Level
	

	
	K
	1
	2
	3
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


PART I – TO BE FILLED OUT BY THE BUILDING INTERNAL COACH
	Curriculum Based Measures
	Enter information below
	Date Collected

	DIBELS( (assumed) or  AIMSWEB (

	□ DIBELS( (assumed)

□ AIMSWEB (
□ Other (specify) ________________________________
	

	School Level Data
	
	

	End-of-Year Average Daily School Attendance: 
	
	October 2006 entered for baseline July

	End-of-Year School Graduation Rate:


	
	

	End-of-Year School Drop-Out Rate: 


	
	

	End-of-Year School Retention Rate: 
	
	

	Office Disciplinary Data  


	Enter information below
	Date Collected

	Non-SWIS Schools

Number of Minor Office Discipline Referrals

(“Minor”-- Behaviors  initially handled by classroom personnel which is repeated and consequently handled by office personnel)
	Number [If data is available]:
	June

	Number of Major Office Discipline Referrals
(“Major”-- Behaviors immediately handled by office personnel due to severity  level.)
	Number [If data is available]:
	June

	Number of In-school Suspensions
	Number [If data is available]:
	June

	Number of Out-of-School Suspensions
	Number [If data is available]:
	June

	Number of Out-of-School Suspension Days (to .5 days)
	Number [If data is available]:
	June

	Number of Students with 1 or more Out-of-School Suspensions
	Number [If data is available]:
	June

	Parent focused problem solving Involvement survey


	Deadlines and forms are available at the IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinators Page which is linked from the CSEIT ASPIRE webpage:  http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml

	Sept.-Oct. 
Jan.-Feb.


PART II-- TO BE FILLED OUT BY THE REGIONAL PROJECT DIRECTOR
	Technical Assistance Data
	Enter information below
	Date Collected

	Technical Assistance Logs:
Total number of technical assistance contacts from sign in sheet:

Types of Technical Assistance 

and/or consultations provided to schools: 
	Send forms to Loyola University Chicago
Total Number: 

Total Number: 


	Ongoing
Send to Loyola any TA logs currently in use.

Forms available from the CSEIT website


	Large & Small Scale  Training Data
	Enter information below
	Date Collected

	
	Date 1:


	Location1:


	September

	
	Date 2:

	Location 2:


	

	
	Date 3:

	Location 3:


	

	
	Date 4:

	Location 4:


	

	
	Date 5:

	Location 5:


	

	
	
	
	

	Immediate and follow-up evaluation data  from trainings
	Enter information below
	Date Collected

	evaluation must be connected to training objectives, which, in turn, must be linked to IL Professional Teaching Standards (available at 

http://www.isbe.net/profprep/pcstandardrules.htm)
	NA


	ONGOING
On or immediately after each training date, then post-training follow-up (e.g., 6 months)

Forward to Loyola any forms. 


Appendix I.  Self-Assessment of Problem-Solving Implementation (SAPSI)

Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation  (SAPSI V2.1) 

Administrative Instructions
Purpose

Part of the IL-ASPIRE project entails assessing the implementation of the problem solving process at the building level.  The Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI) checklist monitors ongoing efforts to establish permanent problem solving tools and products. The following categories of products are those of interest for the evaluation process and were in mind when coming up with the SAPSI questions. 

	Categories of Products

	Building Self study Instrument (SAPSI)

	Instructional Performance Forms

	Screening data (CBM, SWIS)

	Evidence progress monitoring (Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3,Graphs)

	Case management documentation (student level--choose every 10th case)

	Training (Training Logs or Sign in sheets)

	School Improvement Plans


Administration

The SAPSI is to be administered in schools participating in the ASPIRE problem solving program. The program coordinator or internal coach at the building level completes the survey. 
Timeline for administration

Benchmark dates were thought of being optimal window for administration of the SAPSI. Therefore, the SAPSI is administered at each of the three (3) benchmarks during each academic year. The SAPSI is then administered 3 times during the academic year.  Data to be handed to your regional coordinator and within the deadlines set by the evaluation staff. Detailed information regarding dates to send data back to Loyola University Chicago are available at the IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinators Page which is linked from the CSEIT ASPIRE webpage at http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml.

Administration Instructions

Under BENCHMARK DATE enter the date the SAPSI was completed. There are three columns each one for each one of the three benchmark dates the SAPSI is expected to be entered. 

For each of the questions, there are one or more components understood to be established in the case of a successful implementation. These components are listed to help you judge if the premise in the question has a status of NOT STARTED, IN PROGRESS, ACHIEVED, or MAINTAINED as defined in the top of each page.   If the implementation in your building is still IN PROGRESS or NOT STARTED, it is expected that not all (or none) of the components would be in place.  It is also possible that for a given question some components are established and others are not. To the best of your judgment, and with the understanding that we are interested in information on how well is the project being implemented, use the COMPONENTS OF DEFINITION to assist you to assess the level of implementation of the process stated in the question. 

After completing the SAPSI, data is handed to your district/regional IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinator or external coach. The Program coordinator will make sure all data is sent to the Center for School Intervention, Evaluation and Training at Loyola University Chicago by the appropriate deadline for that data collection period. 

Illinois ASPIRE

Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI v2.1)

	School Name

	Date of Report

	District Name & Number

	County


INSTRUCTIONS  

Complete and submit at least three times per school year.

The problem solving team should complete this checklist at benchmark dates (three times per school year) to monitor activities for implementation of problem-solving tasks in the school.  Completed forms can be faxed or emailed to your Regional Evaluation Coordinator. 
Problem Solving Team Members
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Person(s) Completing Report       
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	Checklist #1:  Startup Activity

	

	Complete and submit at least three times per school year.
	Status: 

	
	(M)aintaining = All components of definition implemented consistently for 2 or 
 more school years.

(A)chieved     = All components of definition implemented consistently for at 
 least one school year.

(I)n Progress = At least one of the components of definition implemented consistently for at least 3 months.
(N)ot Started = No components of definition have been implemented.

	
	Benchmark Dates

	
	Date 1 (MM/DD/YY)
	Date 2 (MM/DD/YY)
	Date 3 (MM/DD/YY)

	Comprehensive Commitment and Support
	
	
	

	
	Components of Definition:
	STATUS

	1. District level leadership provides active commitment and support.
	· Team meets regularly (e.g., monthly, quarterly)
	
	
	

	2. 
	· Data discussed at each meeting
	
	
	

	3. 
	· Team members visit schools at least twice a month
	
	
	

	4. The building leadership provides support and active involvement (i.e. principal actively involved in leadership team meetings).
	· Standing agenda item for all staff meetings or has established communication process to share information with staff
	
	
	

	5. 
	· Professional development listed on school calendar
	
	
	

	6. 
	· One of the top 3 goals on School Improvement Plan (SIP)
	
	
	

	7. Faculty/staff support and are actively involved with problem solving. 
	· One of top 3 goals of the SIP

	
	
	

	8. 
	· 80% of faculty document support

	
	
	

	9. 
	· Three year timeline

	
	
	

	10. A school leadership team is established.
	· School leadership represents the roles of an administrator, facilitator, data mentor, content specialist, parent and representative teachers
	
	
	


	Checklist #1:  Startup Activity

	

	Complete and submit at least three times per school year.
	Status: 

	
	(M)aintaining = All components of definition implemented consistently for 2 or 
more school years.

(A)chieved     = All components of definition implemented consistently at least
one school year.

(I)n Progress = At least one of the components of definition implemented consistently for at least 3 months.
(N)ot Started = No components of definition have been completed.

	Establish and Maintain Team Process

	Components of Definition:
	
	STATUS

	5. Building has established a three-tiered system of service delivery.
	· Instructional Planning Form (IPF) (or similar form) for all targeted grade levels (e.g., K-3 grade levels)
· Data collection for Tiers according to Three-Tiered Model (Tier 1 three times a year; Tier 2 twice monthly; Tier 3 weekly)
· Graphs with evidence of program change when inadequate progress (sufficient data below aim-line)
	
	
	

	6. School-wide data are collected through an efficient and effective systematic process.
	· Testing calendar for benchmark windows

· Data collected within established collection windows
· Data are entered in the data system by the end of the testing window
	
	
	

	7. School-wide data are presented to staff after each benchmarking session.
	· Benchmark data presented after data collection

· Student placement revisited at benchmarks 

· Grade level teams discuss data at least monthly
	
	
	

	8. Curriculum based Measures (CBM) and/or Office Disciplinary Referral (ODR) data are used in conjunction with other data sources to identify students needing targeted group interventions and individualized interventions.
	· All students at the Tier 3 level (e.g., determined by  scores verified below the 10th percentile, Below Basic, or with 6 or more ODRs) receive Tier 3 intervention

· All students at the Tier 2 level (e.g., determined by scores verified between the 11th and 25th percentile, At-Risk, or  2 ODRs) receive Tier 2 intervention
	
	
	


	Checklist #1:  Startup Activity

	

	Complete and submit at least three times per school year.
	Status: 

	
	(M)aintaining = All components of definition implemented consistently for 2 or more 
  school years. 

(A)chieved     = All components of definition implemented consistently for at least 
  one school year.

(I)n Progress = At least one of the components of definition implemented consistently for at least 3 months.
(N)ot Started = No components of definition have been implemented.

	Establish and Maintain Team Process

	Components of Definition:
	
	STATUS

	9. The building staff / district has a process to select evidence-based practices.
	· Procedures for selection of practices and programs based on Scientifically-Based Reading Research (SBRR) are clearly stated
· All programs in use are based on SBRR
	
	
	
	

	10. Comprehensive and on-going training is provided to all key people including parents.
	· Building Administration attends all trainings
· 95% of teachers attend all trainings
· All paraprofessionals who provide direct services attend all trainings
· Regular parent participation
	
	
	
	

	11. An effective problem solving Team is established
	· Team members include representatives from the following groups:

· General education, special education, administration and related services personnel, including at least one person who is skilled in:

· Reading

· Behavior

· Assessment

· Parents
	
	
	
	

	12. Team has regular meeting schedule
	· Regular meeting times are scheduled in calendar

· Evidence of parent attendance
· Team meets on 100% of student referrals within 10 school days
	
	
	
	


	Checklist #1:  Startup Activity

	

	Complete and submit at least three times per school year.
	Status: 

	
	(M)aintaining = All components of definition implemented consistently for 2 or 
more school years.

(A)chieved     = All components of definition implemented consistently for at least
one school year.

(I)n Progress = At least one of the components of definition implemented consistently for at least 3 months.
(N)ot Started = No components of definition have been implemented.

	Three-Tiered System

	Components of Definition:
	
	STATUS

	13. Teams implement effective problem  solving procedures including:

	a. Problem is defined in measurable and observable terms
	· “Problem” defined as a discrepancy between what is expected and what is occurring
· Examples: student is performing below 25th percentile, more than two ODRs, etc.
	
	
	
	

	b. Goals for each tier/target behavior are clearly defined
	· Specific conditions, observable and measurable targets, action specified (e.g., orally read), time bound
	
	
	
	

	c. Hypotheses are determined
	· Examples:  attention, avoidance
	
	
	
	

	d. Hypotheses are tested, if needed
	· Examples:  intervention probe, functional analysis
	
	
	
	

	e. Evidence-based interventions are implemented
	· According to treatment plan (e.g., at least 30 minutes daily)
	
	
	
	

	f. Response to intervention is evaluated through systematic data collection
	· Individual student graphs for all students receiving Tier 2 and 3 interventions
	
	
	
	

	g. Changes are made to intervention based on student response
	· Example:  Rate of Improvement (ROI) less than 50% of target for more than 3 weeks should trigger a change in intervention shown on individual student graphs.
	
	
	
	


	Checklist #1:  Startup Activity

	

	Complete and submit at least three times per school year.
	Status: 

	
	(M)aintaining = All components of definition implemented consistently for 2 or 
more school years. 

(A)chieved     = All components of definition implemented consistently for at least one school year.

(I)n Progress = At least one of the components of definition implemented consistently for at least 3 months.
(N)ot Started = No components of definition have been implemented.

	Self Assessment

	
	Components of Definition:
	
	STATUS

	14.  School-wide team/faculty completes Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI).
	· Self assessment completed at benchmarking
	
	
	
	

	15. School-wide team summarizes existing school school-wide assessment data for decision-making.
	· Rules for making decisions are explicitly stated in procedures
	
	
	
	

	16. Strengths, areas of immediate focus and action plan are identified.
	· Action items based on self-evaluation (e.g., SAPSI)

· Evidence of group and individual level goals for Tier 2 and 3
	
	
	
	

	Implementing Evidenced-Based Practice

	17.  A school school-wide assessment system for identifying and monitoring progress of all students is implemented.
	· Benchmark assessment for all students, twice-monthly monitoring for students at Tier 2, weekly progress monitoring for Tier 3
	
	
	
	

	18. All building level resources are utilized in the development of instruction/ interventions.
	· Interventions evident for all tiers at all targeted grade levels (e.g., K-3 grade levels)
	
	
	
	

	19. Parents are routinely involved in implementation of interventions.
	· Evidence of three or more parent contacts for all students receiving Tier 2 and 3 interventions
	
	
	
	

	20. Personnel with problem-solving intervention expertise are identified and involved.
	· For all tiers at all targeted grade levels (e.g., all K-3 grade levels)
	
	
	
	


	Checklist #2:  Ongoing Activity Monitoring

	

	Complete and submit at least three times per school year.
	Status: 

	
	(M)aintaining = All components of definition implemented consistently for 2 or 
more school years.

(A)chieved     = All components of definition implemented consistently for at least 
one school year.

(I)n Progress = At least one of the components of definition implemented consistently for at least 3 months.
(N)ot Started = No components of definition have been implemented.

	Monitoring and Action Planning

	
	Components of Definition:
	
	STATUS

	21. The problem solving team (e.g., the team working with individual students)  meets at least monthly to follow decision-rules and make necessary instructional changes.
	· Regular meeting times are scheduled in calendar

· Team meets on 100% of student referrals within 10 school days
	
	
	
	

	22. The problem solving team  provides a status report to faculty.

	· Standing agenda item for all possible staff meetings
· Successes delineated

· Continuing needs delineated
	
	
	
	

	23. Action plan, consistent with or based on, the SAPSI is implemented.

	· Policies and procedures for RtI are explicit in the SIP

· Professional development plan listed on the calendar
	
	
	
	

	24. The SAPSI action plan is continually monitored for integrity of implementation.
	· Evidence of "walkthrough" data
· At least two times per year
	
	
	
	

	25. Effectiveness of SAPSI action plan implementation is assessed.
	· Program changes shown on student level graphs reflect inadequate progress (e.g., 3 data points, or when ROI is less than 50% of target or other data decision rule is applied)
	
	
	
	

	26. Problem Solving data are analyzed.
	· Evidence that movement through the tiers is dynamic based on data rather than based only on Fall status/benchmarking
· Evidence of changes in interventions on student graphs
	
	
	
	


Appendix J.  Parent Survey

ASPIRE Parent Survey 

Administrative Instructions
Purpose

Part of the IL-ASPIRE grant focuses on determining the level of knowledge, skills, participation and experiences parents have with the ASPIRE problem solving team at the school level. The Parent Survey then assesses what parents found useful about the problem solving team meetings, team interactions and training received on problem solving and how training can be improved to increase parental participation and knowledge of the problem solving process.  
Timeline for administration

The Parent Survey is to be administered  to the parents of children participating in the ASPIRE project during Fall and Spring semesters of each academic year. Therefore, Data collection is conducted during the month of September-October and January-February. 

Detailed information regarding exact dates data is due at Loyola University Chicago are available at the IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinators Page which is linked from the CSEIT ASPIRE webpage at http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml.
Steps for Administration
An building level ASPIRE Problem solving team member is required to fill in the top of the form before the filling in the survey with the parent. Make sure to select the purpose of the meeting with the parent (TYPE OF MEETING) and indicate what is area of concern for the child’s. Though the ASPIRE project focuses on reading concerns, the form allows for other concurrent concerns to be noted. 

· The Parent Survey is to be administered to parents of students participating in the ASPIRE problem solving program.

· For each of the items the parent needs to indicate if they agree with the stem, disagree with the stem or do not have sufficient information to respond. 

· Assistance can be provided to parents having difficulty reading the items for whatever reason. 

Completed surveys are to be handed in to the district/regional IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinator. The Program coordinator will make sure all data is sent to the Center for School Intervention, Evaluation and Training (CSEIT) at Loyola University Chicago by the appropriate deadline for that data collection period. 

Detailed information regarding exact dates data is due Loyola University Chicago is available at the IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinators Page which is linked from the CSEIT ASPIRE webpage at http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml.

IL-ASPIRE Parent Survey

Part of the IL-ASPIRE project focuses on developing parents’ knowledge and skills with problem solving, as well as participation and involvement experience with the problem-solving team at your child’s school.  For this reason, we are interested in your level of agreement with the following statements.  
	*To be filled by School Personnel only*

	Type of meeting:

(  Initial discussion of the problem

(  Intervention planning

(  Plan evaluation 
	The reason for the problem solving team meeting:       

(  Reading                            (  Math

(  Written Language             (  Behavior Concerns

(  Not Applicable

	For each of the following statements, please indicate with a checkmark your LEVEL OF AGREEMENT regarding your experience with the problem-solving team at your child’s school.
	Agree
	Disagree
	Not 

Sure

	1. I am kept informed about my child’s progress in school.

	
	
	

	2. Someone from my child’s school help me understand the problem solving process at my child’s school. 
	
	
	

	3. Someone from my child school showed me a graph of how my child was doing in school compared to his/her classmates. 
	
	
	

	4. Someone from my child school explained to me how to read/use the graphs shown to me.
	
	
	

	5. I understand how my child is improving in school.

	
	
	

	6. I know what types of questions to ask my child ‘s teacher about his/her instruction.
	
	
	

	7. I felt included in the problem solving process at my child’s school

	
	
	

	8. I participated with the problem solving team at my child’s school

	
	
	

	9. Understanding the problem solving process has motivated me to participate in the team meetings.
	
	
	

	10. The problem solving team process helped my child’s performance.

	
	
	

	11. I felt like a partner in the problem solving process for my child.

	
	
	

	12. I felt I could ask questions at the problem solving team meetings.

	
	
	

	13. The problem-solving team listened to me.


	
	
	

	14. The problem-solving team answered my questions.
	
	
	

	15. Overall, I am pleased with my experience with the problem-solving team at my child’s school.
	
	
	


Please include any additional comments you may have about your experience with the problem-solving team at your child’s school (For example, if you felt your input was valuable, etc).
Appendix K.  Fidelity of Implementation Checklist

ASPIRE Problem Solving Fidelity Checklist

Administrative Instructions
Purpose

As part of the IL-ASPIRE project, the Fidelity checklist was designed to monitor the adherence of implementation of reading problem solving activities and products at the school level. The focus of the ASPIRE project is primarily at the K-3 level. 

Steps for Administration
Information necessary to complete the Problem Solving Fidelity Checklist is gathered through multiple sources including review of permanent products, observations and staff and student cases management reviews (10%) and other ASPIRE related tools.  A member of the ASPIRE problem solving team a the building level needs to be identified as the designated person to gather the sources of information needed to respond to this checklist.  The following seven products/sources are needed to complete the Fidelity Checklist. 

	
	Products to be collected

	1. _______
	Building Self study Instrument (SAPSI)

	2. _______
	Instructional Performance Forms

	3. _______
	Screening data (CBM, SWIS)

	4. _______
	Evidence progress monitoring (Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3,Graphs)

	5. _______
	Case management documentation (student level--choose every 10th case)

	6. _______
	Training (Training Logs or Sign in sheets)

	7. _______
	School Improvement Plans


For reference the ASPIRE Fidelity Checklist includes a column (SOURCE) indicating the number above of these seven products is to be evidenced to complete that item. Numbers in parentheses are indicated as *possible* sources. 

The ASPIRE problem solving team member serving as the contact person will be asked to collect each of the available products listed below and to identify a time for the data collector to preview the products and set up observations opportunities. Once the process for collecting the necessary data is established, reviewing the data and scoring the ASPIRE Fidelity Checklist averages takes [*] hours.
Timeline for Administration

The Problem Solving Fidelity Checklist is to be administered once during Spring Semester of each academic year. Time required to complete this tool includes: gathering of products/sources of information, reviewing of documents, completing the checklist. 

Data collection is to be conducted during the month of January. Data will be due at Loyola University Chicago during the early part of February. Information on exact dates are available at the IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinators Page which is linked from the CSEIT ASPIRE webpage at http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml.
Administration Instructions

Personnel completing the Fidelity Checklist require training to describe observations at an 80% accuracy across two different occasions (reliability).  Administration of this tool does not require content knowledge but the capacity of recognizing the presence of the products or processes described in the stems. 

Training is required to administer this tool. District coaches (External Coordinators) are to be the primary data collection person for this tool.  To assure objectivity, it is required that the person doing the data cannot be a team member from the building the data is being collected.  A building level program coordinator, coach or problems solving team member trained to administer this tool can collect data with this tool in schools other than their own school. The district program coordinator or coach can collect the data at any school within the district as long there are no duality of roles directly pertaining to the school where the data are collected.  In this case,  completed Fidelity Checklists are to be collected by the district/regional IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinator. The Program coordinator will make sure all data are sent to the Center for School Intervention, Evaluation and Training at Loyola University Chicago by the appropriate deadline for that data collection period.  

Deadlines are available at the IL-ASPIRE Program Coordinators Page which is linked from the CSEIT ASPIRE webpage at http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml.

IL-ASPIRE Fidelity Checklist (v3.0)
	
	Please indicate your level of agreement with having observed the following:


	IN PLACE STATUS

	Source
	
	YES

(100% -75%)
	Partially

(74%-25%)
	NO

(24%-0%)

	1

2
	1. The teacher is familiar with scientifically based interventions
	
	
	

	4

(3)

(5)
	2. The teacher is familiar with progress monitoring practices
	
	
	

	3


	3. Universal Screening practices are used in my classroom to ensure students with needs are addressed early and effectively
	
	
	

	1

2

5
	4. High quality instruction and research-based interventions are identified in the classroom  to match all students’ needs
	
	
	

	(2)

4

5
	5. Student progress and rate of improvement (ROI) are measured over time to make important educational decisions
	
	
	

	1

2

5
	6. Intervention planning techniques are used with students
	
	
	

	3

4


	7. Data is used to indicate who needs strategic and intensive instruction within the classroom
	
	
	

	5

1

2
	8. Universal, targeted and intensive interventions are used in the classroom to match students reading instruction needs
	
	
	

	1

2

5
	9. Interventions are focused on the areas of concern
	
	
	

	1

3

(4)
	10. Universal screening process is implemented for all students in targeted grades using CBM or DIBELS at least three time per year.
	
	
	

	1

3

4
	11. Data generated from universal screening is organized, shared with staff and used as a basis for decision making at all three tiers
	
	
	

	3

4
	12. Students are improving at an adequate rate
	
	
	

	1

3

4
	13. Percentage of students at each level (universal, targeted and intensive) are calculated using data at each benchmark
	
	
	

	3

5
	14. Universal screening data is used in a formal problem identification process
	
	
	

	3

4

(5)
	15. Referral-driven problem identification is conducted using a formalized team process based on educational need and educational benefit
	
	
	

	3

4
	16. Curriculum based measurement assessment tools are used in the classroom
	
	
	

	5
	17. School leadership team makes a decision about whether to use norms- or standards-based discrepancy for problem identification.
	
	
	

	2

5
	18. Problem Identification Interviews for reading are conducted in the classrooms.
	
	
	

	3

4

5
	19. Teachers use progress monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of their instruction
	
	
	

	1

3

4

5
	20. Reading Curriculum-Based Measurement (R-CBM) is used in “Screening, Progress Monitoring and Outcomes” for Grades 1-3
	
	
	

	
	21. Norm-Based Approaches are used to Identify the students who need more help
	
	
	

	
	22. Standards-Based Approaches are used to Identify Intensity of the programs and progress monitoring frequency
	
	
	

	1

6

7
	23. The principal sets expectations for implementation of RTI /Problem Solving  within the school
	
	
	

	7
	24. There is consensus within the building leadership, development of infrastructure and action toward implementation
	
	
	

	5
	25. There is a strong leadership in the school
	
	
	

	5

7
	26. Parent Involvement exists in the school as part of the problem solving implementation.
	
	
	

	2

5
	27. A member of Problem-Solving team meets with the referring teacher/staff member and follows-up as part of the intervention support
	
	
	

	
	28. A follow-up Intervention meeting is scheduled at the initial Problem-Solving meeting based on individual student case 
	
	
	

	1

(7)
	29. Progress monitoring data is collected
	
	
	

	1

2

7
	30. Standards are matched at the school for each component across grades and alignment checks are performed across curriculum, instruction and  assessment.
	
	
	

	
	31. Standards are matched at the school across two or more components within the same grade and alignment checks are performed across curriculum, instruction and assessment


	
	
	

	
	32. Problem solving is included in action steps (objectives) of school improvement plan.
	
	
	


33. Please include any additional comments you may have about your observations.
Appendix L.  Illinois ASPIRE Strategic Plan, August 24, 2007
	Project Administration

	Components
	Year 1

(10/1/05 – 9/30/06)
Project Year 0.5
	Year 2

(10/1/06 – 9/30/07)

Project Year 1
	Year 3

(10/1/07 – 9/30/08)

Project Year 2
	Year 4

(10/1/08 – 9/30/09)

Project Year 3
	Year 5

10/1/09 – 9/30/10

Project Year 4

	1. Infrastructure
	· Issue RFP for regional ASPIRE Centers – 10/05
	· Renew ASPIRE regional grants – 9/06
	· Renew ASPIRE regional grants – 9/07
	· Renew ASPIRE regional grants – 9/08
	· Renew ASPIRE regional grants – 9/09

	
	· Review proposals (12/05) & award grants (2/06)
	· Regions hire additional Regional Coordinators if needed – by 9/06
	· Regions hire additional Regional Coordinators if needed – by 9/07

	· Regions hire additional Regional Coordinators if needed – by 9/08

	· Regions hire additional Regional Coordinators if needed – by 9/09


	
	· Hire personnel
· Project Directors – 2/06
· Regional Coordinators/ Coaches – 2/06 – 9/07

· Project Evaluator – 4/06
	· Identify (10/06) & convene Statewide Advisory Committee – 1/07
	· Convene Statewide Advisory Committee – 10/7/07, 1/8/08, 4/18/08
	· Convene Statewide Advisory Committee – 3 times per year
	· Convene Statewide Advisory Committee – 3 times per year

	
	· Establish regional Leadership and/or Advisory Teams
	· Convene regional Leadership and/or Advisory Teams
	· Convene regional Leadership and/or Advisory Teams
	· Convene regional Leadership and/or Advisory Teams
	· Convene regional Leadership and/or Advisory Teams

	
	
	· Define roles & responsibilities of Project staff – 6/07
	· Review roles & responsibilities of Project staff – 6/08
	· Review roles & responsibilities of Project staff – 6/09
	· Review roles & responsibilities of Project staff – 6/10

	
	
	· Review staffing configurations and workloads to determine any needed changes for Year 3, including additional staff – 6/07 – 9/07
	· Review staffing configurations and workloads to determine any needed changes for Year 4, including additional staff – 6/08 – 9/08
	· Review staffing configurations and workloads to determine any needed changes for Year 5, including additional staff – 6/09 – 9/09
	

	2. District Finance & Administration
	· Establish Demo Sites for 2006-2007

· Establish application process – Spring 06

· Issue RFPs – Spring 06

· Regional info. meetings – Spring 06

· Review District/school applications and select districts – Summer 06

· Notify districts & establish agreements – 6-9/06
	· Secure Demo Site Commitments

· District goal setting

· District leadership participation in meetings w/ ASPIRE RCs

· Hire/allocate district and/or bldg. coaches (by 10/06)

· Purchase AIMSweb or DIBELS, with support from ASPIRE in part or in full (by 9/06)

· Allocate funds for sub costs, with support from ASPIRE in some regions
	· Secure Demo Site Commitments

· District goal setting

· District leadership participation in meetings w/ ASPIRE RCs

· Hire/allocate district and/or bldg. coaches (by 9/07)

· Purchase AIMSweb or DIBELS, with support from ASPIRE in part or in full (by 9/07)

· Allocate funds for sub costs, with support from ASPIRE in some regions
	· Secure Demo Site Commitments

· District goal setting

· District leadership participation in meetings w/ ASPIRE RCs

· Hire/allocate district and/or bldg. coaches (by 9/08)

· Purchase AIMSweb or DIBELS, with support from ASPIRE in part or in full (by 9/08)

· Allocate funds for sub costs, with support from ASPIRE in some regions
	· Secure Demo Site Commitments

· District goal setting

· District leadership participation in meetings w/ ASPIRE RCs

· Hire/allocate district and/or bldg. coaches (by 9/09) (by 9/07

· Purchase AIMSweb or DIBELS, with support from ASPIRE in part or in full (by 9/09)

· Allocate funds for sub costs, with support from ASPIRE in some regions

	
	
	· Build in time to participate in training, T.A. & coaching

· Schedule time for problem solving mtgs.
	· Build in time to participate in training, T.A. & coaching

· Schedule time for problem solving mtgs.
	· Build in time to participate in training, T.A. & coaching

· Schedule time for problem solving mtgs.
	· Build in time to participate in training, T.A. & coaching

· Schedule time for problem solving mtgs.

	
	
	· Establish Demo Sites for 2007-2008

· Issue RFPs – 4/07 – 5/07

· Regional info. meetings – 4-6/07

· Review applications & select districts  – by 6/07
· Notify districts & establish agreements – 6-9/07
	· Establish Demo Sites for 2008-2009

· Issue RFPs – 4/08 – 5/08

· Regional info. meetings – 4-6/08

· Review applications & select districts  – by 6/08
· Notify districts & establish agreements – 6-9/08
	· Establish Demo Sites for 2009-2010

· Issue RFPs – 4/09 – 5/09

· Regional info. meetings – 4-6/09

· Review applications & select districts  – by 6/09
· Notify districts & establish agreements – 6-9/09
	

	3. ASPIRE Regional Submissions & Reports to ISBE
	· Submit performance report – 8/06, 5/15/07, 8/07 (with grant renewal)
	· Submit performance reports – 5/15/07 & 8/07 (with grant renewal)
	· Submit tri-ennial reports (in conjunction with Loyola submissions)
	· Submit tri-ennial reports (in conjunction with Loyola submissions)
	· Submit tri-ennial reports (in conjunction with Loyola submissions)

	
	· Submit regional grant applications for 06-07 school year – 8/06
	· Submit regional grant applications for 07-08 school year – 8/07
	· Submit regional grant applications for 08-09 school year – 8/08
	· Submit regional grant applications  for 09-10 school year – 8/09
	

	
	· Submit electronic grant expenditure reports on time
	· Submit electronic grant expenditure reports on time
	· Submit electronic grant expenditure reports on time
	· Submit electronic grant expenditure reports on time
	· Submit electronic grant expenditure reports on time

	4. ISBE Reports to OSEP


	· Submit annual performance report submitted – 6/1/06
	· Submit annual performance report submitted – 6/1/07
	· Submit annual performance report due 5/1/08
	· Submit annual performance report due 5/1/09
	· Submit snnual performance report due 5/1/10


	Training, Technical Assistance & Coaching

	Components
	Year 1

(10/1/05 – 9/30/06)
Project Year 0.5
	Year 2

(10/1/06 – 9/30/07)

Project Year 1
	Year 3

(10/1/07 – 9/30/08)

Project Year 2
	Year 4

(10/1/08 – 9/30/09)

Project Year 3
	Year 5

10/1/09 – 9/30/10

Project Year 4

	1. Training
	· Review existing training materials & develop training modules – 4/05 – 12/06
	· Schedule, arrange & deliver  large- and small-scale training events – 10/06 – 9/30/07
	· Schedule, arrange & deliver large- and small-scale training events – 10/07 – 9/30/08
	· Schedule, arrange & deliver large- and small-scale training events – 10/08 – 9/30/09
	· Schedule, arrange & deliver large- and small-scale training events – 10/09 – 9/30/10



	
	· Schedule, arrange & deliver large scale &  school-based training – 5/06-9/06
	· Review existing coaches training – 7/07-9/07
	· Develop content for, then schedule & deliver coaches training
	· Schedule & deliver coaches training
	· Schedule & deliver coaches training

	
	
	· Provide administrator training (regionally & through other venues, e.g., IPA Academies)
	· Provide administrator training (regionally & through other venues, e.g., IPA Academies)
	· Provide administrator training (regionally & through other venues, e.g., IPA Academies)
	· Provide administrator training (regionally & through other venues, e.g., IPA Academies)

	
	
	· Review existing parent training materials – 7-9/07
	· Parent Training

· Review existing parent training & informational materials (11/07)
	· Parent Training

· Update parent training & informational materials (11/08)
	· Parent Training

· Update parent training & informational materials (11/09)

	
	
	
	· Develop basic parent training module (2/08) & disseminate for use by districts
	· Deliver training for parents, including co-sponsored events with PTIs
	· Deliver training for parents, including co-sponsored events with PTIs

	
	
	
	· Collaborate with PTIs to develop and disseminate parent informational materials (2/08)
	· Collaborate with PTIs to develop and disseminate parent informational materials (2/09)
	· Collaborate with PTIs to develop and disseminate parent informational materials (2/10)

	
	
	
	· Co-sponsor parent training with PTIs (Spring 08)
	
	

	
	
	· Review existing advanced skills training materials – 7/07-9/07
	· Develop and finalize modules on:

· Reading (9/07)

· CBE (11/07)

· Eligibility Determ. (12/07)
	· Develop and finalize modules on topics identified in 6/08 – Fall 08
	· Develop and finalize modules on topics identified in 6/09 – Fall 10

	
	
	· Review existing modules and update as needed
	· Review existing modules and update as needed
	· Review existing modules and update as needed
	· Review existing modules and update as needed

	
	
	
	· Identify additional modules to be developed for 2008-2009 – 6/08
	· Identify additional modules to be developed for 2009-2010 – 6/09
	

	2. Technical Assistance & Coaching
	· Large group and onsite meetings with school demo sites (Regional Coordinators/ Coaches & Directors) – 5-9/06
	· On-site TA meetings with school teams (Regional staff)
	· On-site TA meetings with school teams; includes modeling of coaching strategies and facilitating active involvement of parents (Regional staff) – 1 to 2 times per month
	· On-site TA meetings with school teams; includes modeling of coaching strategies and facilitating active involvement of parents (Regional staff) – 1 to 2 times per month
	· On-site TA meetings with school teams; includes modeling of coaching strategies and facilitating active involvement of parents (Regional staff) – 1 to 2 times per month

	
	
	· Regional TA meetings with local coaches (Regional staff)  
	· Regional TA meetings with local coaches open to demo sites and others (Regional staff) – every 4 to 6 weeks
	· Regional TA meetings with local coaches open to demo sites and others (Regional staff) – every 4 to 6 weeks
	· Regional TA meetings with local coaches open to demo sites and others (Regional staff) – every 4 to 6 weeks

	
	
	· District TA meetings with district leadership?? (Regional Staff) 
	· District TA meetings with district leadership (Regional Staff) – 3 to 4 times per year
	· District TA meetings with district leadership (Regional Staff) – 3 to 4 times per year
	· District TA meetings with district leadership (Regional Staff) – 3 to 4 times per year

	
	
	
	· Building-based strategic planning meetings (Regional Staff with leadership team) – once per semester, may be done as part of an on-site T.A. meeting (see above)
	· Building-based strategic planning meetings (Regional Staff with leadership team) – once per semester, may be done as part of an on-site T.A. meeting (see above)
	· Building-based strategic planning meetings (Regional Staff with leadership team) – once per semester, may be done as part of an on-site T.A. meeting (see above)

	
	
	· TA meetings with school-based leadership facilitated by local coaches
	· TA meetings with school-based teams facilitated & provided by local coaches – 2 to 4 times a month
	· TA meetings with school-based teams facilitated & provided by local coaches – 2 to 4 times a month
	· TA meetings with school-based teams facilitated & provided by local coaches – 2 to 4 times a month


	IHE Collaboration

	Components
	Year 1

(10/1/05 – 9/30/06)
Project Year 0.5
	Year 2

(10/1/06 – 9/30/07)

Project Year 1
	Year 3

(10/1/07 – 9/30/08)

Project Year 2
	Year 4

(10/1/08 – 9/30/09)

Project Year 3
	Year 5

10/1/09 – 9/30/10

Project Year 4

	1. Parnterships
	· Establish partnerships with IHEs in the ASPIRE region that have educator preservice and graduate programs
	· Maintain and expand partnerships with IHEs in the ASPIRE region that have educator preservice and graduate programs
	· Maintain and expand partnerships with IHEs in the ASPIRE region that have educator preservice and graduate programs
	· Maintain and expand partnerships with IHEs in the ASPIRE region that have educator preservice and graduate programs
	· Maintain and expand partnerships with IHEs in the ASPIRE region that have educator preservice and graduate programs

	2. Curricula
	
	· Collaborate with IHE department chairs to conduct a review of course syllabi to determine the extent to which RtI-related content is addressed
	· Collaborate with IHE department chairs to conduct a review of course syllabi to determine the extent to which RtI-related content is addressed
	· Collaborate with IHE department chairs to conduct a review of course syllabi to determine the extent to which RtI-related content is addressed
	· Collaborate with IHE department chairs to conduct a review of course syllabi to determine the extent to which RtI-related content is addressed

	
	
	· Collaborate with IHEs to add content to required coursework
	· Collaborate with IHEs to add content to required coursework
	· Collaborate with IHEs to add content to required coursework
	· Collaborate with IHEs to add content to required coursework


	Communication

	Components
	Year 1

(10/1/05 – 9/30/06)
Project Year 0.5
	Year 2

(10/1/06 – 9/30/07)

Project Year 1
	Year 3

(10/1/07 – 9/30/08)

Project Year 2
	Year 4

(10/1/08 – 9/30/09)

Project Year 3
	Year 5

10/1/09 – 9/30/10

Project Year 4

	3. Statewide Meetings & Conference Calls
	· Bi-monthly to quarterly project director meetings or conference calls
	· Quarterly project director meetings or conference calls – 10/06, 2/07, 4/07
	· Quarterly Project meetings – 8/07, 11/07, (3/08???), 6/08
	· Quarterly Project meetings – 8/08, 11/08, 3/09, 6/09
	· Quarterly Project meetings – 8/09, 11/09, 3/09 6/10

	
	
	
	· Project Director Conference calls
	· Project Director Conference calls
	· Project Director Conference calls

	4. Regional Staff Meetings
	
	
	· Regional meetings every 4 to 8 weeks
	· Regional meetings every 4 to 8 weeks
	· Regional meetings every 4 to 8 weeks

	
	
	
	· Conference calls & emails in between regional meetings
	· Conference calls & emails in between regional meetings
	· Conference calls & emails in between regional meetings

	5. Website
	· Establish IL ASPIRE page on ISBE website
	· Refine & enhance external project website – 10/06-9/07

· Update content periodically (by region)
	· Refine & enhance external project website – 10/07-9/08

· Registration system

· Evaluation link

· Document posting site

· Discussion Board

· Format changes
	· Use established procedures for updating and enhancing project website – ongoing
	· Use established procedures for updating and enhancing project website – ongoing

	
	· Establish external project website
	· Establish procedures for review and update of website – 9/07
	· Establish & implement procedures for review and update of website – 11/07
	
	

	6. List Serves or Discussion Boards


	
	
	· Add Discussion Board to project website – 9-07
	· Maintain Discussion Board
	· Maintain Discussion Board

	7. Newsletters
	
	
	· To be determined by each region
	· To be determined by each region
	· To be determined by each region

	8. Statewide PS/RtI Conference
	
	
	· To be determined
	· To be determined
	· To be determined

	9. Other Conferences
	· ISBE Directors’ conference – 8/06

· Team participation in Innovations Conference – 9/06
	· ISBE Directors’ Conference 8/06

· IASA Conference

· IPA Roundtables

· NCLB Conference – 2/07

· Team participation in Innovations Conference – 09/07
	· Team participation in Innovations Conference – 09/08
· Triple I Conference 11/07
· IPA Admin. Academy Workshops – 11/6,7,8 & 9/07
· ISPA Conference 2/08
· NCLB Conference 2/08
	· Team participation in Innovations Conference – 09/09
· ISBE Superintendents Conference 9/08
· Triple I Conference 11/08
· NCLB Conference 2/09
	· Team participation in Innovations Conference – 09/10
· ISBE Superintendents Conference 9/09
· Triple I Conference 11/09
· NCLB Conference 2/10

	8. Collaboration with other State Projects
	
	· Reading First

· SAC

· PBIS
	· Includes:

· Reading First

· SAC

· PBIS
	· Includes:

· Reading First

· SAC

· PBIS
	· Includes:

· Reading First

· SAC

· PBIS

	
	
	
	· Joint training
	· Joint training
	· Joint training

	
	
	
	· Membership of representatives of other initiatives on regional ASPIRE Leadership Teams
	· Membership of representatives of other initiatives on regional ASPIRE Leadership Teams
	· Membership of representatives of other initiatives on regional ASPIRE Leadership Teams

	
	
	
	· Some shared T.A.
	· Some shared T.A.
	· Some shared T.A.

	
	
	
	· Sharing of resource materials for training modules
	· Sharing of resource materials for training modules
	· Sharing of resource materials for training modules


	Evaluation

	Components
	Year 1

(10/1/05 – 9/30/06)
Project Year 0.5
	Year 2

(10/1/06 – 9/30/07)

Project Year 1
	Year 3

(10/1/07 – 9/30/08)

Project Year 2
	Year 4

(10/1/08 – 9/30/09)

Project Year 3
	Year 5

10/1/09 – 9/30/10

Project Year 4

	1. Planning
	· Meet with Loyola evaluation team to review evaluation plan from ISBE federal grant application & determine next steps - 9/06
	· Convene regular meetings of regional evaluators & Loyola team to review and continually refine evaluation plan – 10/06; 1/07;4/07; 7/07
	· Convene regular meetings of regional evaluators & Loyola team to review and continually refine evaluation plan – 10/07; 1/08;4/08; 7/08
	· Convene regular meetings of regional evaluators & Loyola team to review and continually refine evaluation plan – 10/08; 1/09;4/09; 7/09
	· Convene regular meetings of regional evaluators & Loyola team to review and continually refine evaluation plan – 10/09; 1/10;4/10; 7/10

	
	
	· Regional Evaluators and Project Directors coordinate regional evaluation activities - ongoing
	· Regional Evaluators and Project Directors coordinate regional evaluation activities – ongoing
	· Regional Evaluators and Project Directors coordinate regional evaluation activities – ongoing
	· Regional Evaluators and Project Directors coordinate regional evaluation activities – ongoing

	
	
	· Review & update evaluation plan – 7/07
	· Review and update evaluation plan – 7/08
	· Review and update evaluation plan – 7/09
	

	2. Instrumentation
	· Collect existing evaluation tools from other projects or used by districts implementing problem solving 
	· Prioritize evaluation instruments to be developed
	· Training of project directors & regional coordinators on administration of eval. tools – 10/07
	· Training of project directors & regional coordinators on administration of eval. tools – 9/08
	· Training of project directors & regional coordinators on administration of eval. tools – 9/09

	
	
	· Convene work groups to develop key evaluation instruments (SAPSI, Data Protocol, T.A. Log)
	· Complete VIMEO changes and establish web-based data collection & evaluation instruments
	· Utilize VIMEO for completion of all evaluation tools and data submission
	· Utilize VIMEO for completion of all evaluation tools and data submission

	
	
	· Pilot SAPSI & revise – Fall/Winter 06-07
	· Pilot parent survey & observation tool – 10/07
	· Refine existing and/or develop new evaluation instruments
	

	
	
	· Finalize SAPSI & Data Protocol (4/07)
	· Refine existing and/or develop new evaluation instruments
	
	

	
	
	· Develop drafts of and finalize parent survey & observation tool –9/07
	
	
	

	3. Data Collection & Analysis
	
	· Establish comparison schools
	· Establish comparison schools
	· Establish comparison schools
	· Establish comparison schools

	
	
	· Collect baseline data from demonstration & comparison schools
	· Collect baseline data from new demo sites & comparison schools (11/07)
	· Collect baseline data from new demo sites & comparison schools (11/08)
	· Collect baseline data from new demo sites & comparison schools (11/09)

	
	
	· Conduct and interpret analyses
	· Collect data from continuing demo sites & comparison schools (as scheduled)
	· Collect data from continuing demo sites & comparison schools (as scheduled
	· Collect data from continuing demo sites & comparison schools (as scheduled

	
	
	
	· Conduct and interpret analyses
	· Conduct and interpret analyses
	· Conduct and interpret analyses

	4. Reporting
	· Establish reporting timelines
	· ASPIRE regional projects submit baseline data to Loyola 5/07
	· Submit data to Loyola in accordance with reporting schedule (ASPIRE regional projects)
	· Submit data to Loyola in accordance with reporting schedule (ASPIRE regional projects)
	· Submit data to Loyola in accordance with reporting schedule (ASPIRE regional projects)

	
	
	· Analyze and report preliminary results to ISBE for OSEP Performance Report (Loyola); 5/07
	· Report final results of SAPSI, Data Protocol, etc., both regionally and statewide (Loyola; regional evaluators) 
	· Report final results of SAPSI, Data Protocol, etc., both regionally and statewide (Loyola; regional evaluators) 
	· Report final results of SAPSI, Data Protocol, etc., both regionally and statewide (Loyola; regional evaluators) 

	
	
	· Report final results of SAPSI, Data Protocol, etc., both regionally and statewide (Loyola; regional evaluators) – 9/07
	· Analyze results and use to prepare OSEP Performance Report due 5/1/08 (Loyola) – 4/08
	· Analyze results and use to prepare OSEP Performance Report due 5/1/09 (Loyola) – 4/09
	· Analyze results and use to prepare OSEP Performance Report due 5/1/010 (Loyola) – 4/10

	
	
	· Provide formal evaluation report to stakeholders (e.g., Project Leadership Team, Regional Leadership/Advisory Groups, ISAC)
	· Provide formal evaluation report to stakeholders (e.g., Project Leadership Team, Regional Leadership/Advisory Groups, ISAC)
	· Provide formal evaluation report to stakeholders (e.g., Project Leadership Team, Regional Leadership/Advisory Groups, ISAC)
	· Provide formal evaluation report to stakeholders (e.g., Project Leadership Team, Regional Leadership/Advisory Groups, ISAC)
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