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OBJECTIVE 4: Expand the use of scientifically based or evidence-based instructional/behavior practices in schools
Measure 4.1 – Scale-up Scientifically Based or Evidence-Based Practices: The percentage of SPDG projects that successfully replicate the use of scientifically based or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practice in schools. (Long Term)

________________________________________________________________________

Requested feedback is in italics and is from three evaluators. Thank you.

I: DEFINITION
A. To provide some consistency across states, how should “scaling up” be defined within the context of Measure 4.1? 

· Scaling up could be defined as the percentage of schools or districts in the state that are receiving PD via the SPDG. Or the percentage of targeted schools/districts receiving PD.

· Replicate = copy, duplicate, imitate, reproduce, repeat
Scale-up = increase, broaden, expand, extend, upgrade, widen

Set of schools/districts demonstrates successful generalization of a scientifically based or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practice (e.g., PBS, RTI for Literacy/Math, Secondary Transition).  

Evaluation data indicate improvements in student academic/social achievement in schools/districts where the scientifically based or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practices are implemented with fidelity.  

· To move from pilot to institutionalization; or to extend the program or strategies to at least 50% of the target population.
· Evidence of institutionalizing practice to % of schools receiving targeted PD.  
· We could add evidence of institutionalizing practice to % of schools receiving targeted PD.  
· Look at where funding is coming from: when you see a leveraging of funds, so that the initiative isn’t one that’s only grant-funded.
· We aren’t shooting for X%.  Our PBS dept. staff is adamant about the notion that people meet certain criteria before they are accepted into the project.  They are trying to be systematic, rather than go for volume.
· Scale-up is defined based on the unit that is critical to the project in each state (can sometimes be a mixture): it’s the ability to turn something into a statewide policy/practice, or scale up to more districts/schools in the project.

B. How should states define “successfully replicate” within the context of Measure 4.1?

· Seems like this has to be done with some type of fidelity of implementation measure.

· Indicators might include (Guskey’s measures): 

· PD recipients increase knowledge & skill in the scientifically based or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practice/intervention.

· PD recipients effectively apply the new knowledge and skills to their classrooms.
· Schools/districts document organizational systems change that supports the scientifically based or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practice.

· Student outcomes improve where replication has been successful, as reported on SPP indicators aligned with the practice/intervention.

· Two or more schools in a district implement the practice/intervention.  In single school districts, more than 3 teachers implement the practice.

· To maintain fidelity of implementation or, in a more pragmatic definition:  to ensure that the scientific principles (or evidence) at the foundation of these practices are maintained during scaling up at the same dosage (that is, they are not diluted).  
· Successful replication seems to rest on implementing with fidelity; student outcomes or systems change; and sustaining over time.  The differences between scaling up and sustainability are important, and tricky.

II. MEASURING “SCALE UP PRACTICES”:

A. What methods are you using to determine the percentage of projects that are successfully scaling up?    

· If I understand this question correctly, this is where I really struggle. Most of the states I work with have multiple initiatives or projects as part of their SPDG. The definition I used for your first question works okay with single initiatives, but when that has to be aggregated across 3-5 distinct initiatives, I’m struggling to do this in a meaningful manner.

I’m also curious how this might impact IHE recruitment/retention efforts. We have one initiative that is working with a single IHE to increase the number of minority teachers in the state. It’s not designed to be used at other IHEs. Do we leave that initiative out of formula when determining this indicator?

· Not really at the scaling up stage with any of the projects with which we are involved, but are using Guskey’s scale to assess success of the PD.  Long-term outcomes are discussed at leadership meetings to ensure project managers are “keeping the eye on the prize” (e.g., replication, scale-up).

Long-term methods will include regression analysis, making year-to-year comparisons (longitudinal) & comparisons with state averages (cross-section).

· Since the strategies that are being scaled up in the grant I review are related to teacher preparation, review of university programs and interviews with project staff, university leaders, and state leaders are some of the methods used.

A. What is most important variable to measure given the wide variety of projects and the settings within which the projects are being implemented (i.e. state, district, or school level)?

· Again, I would suggest this would be a measure of fidelity of implementation. 

· I would have to say that a critical variable to successful replication & scale up would be evidence of change to the organizational structure such that it supports the implementation of the practice/intervention.  Without the organizational support and infrastructure, there may only be “pockets of excellence” vs replication and scale up.

· It will depend upon the program being evaluated (and the strategies or initiatives being implemented).  The focus has to be on whether and how is the system changing (that is, what is being institutionalized in terms of promoting changing in the ways that students with special needs are being taught). Institutionalization is being used here to indicate changes that will remain after the grant expires.
· Looking at evidence of expanding; and some change occurring at system/teacher/student level.

B. What are some examples of successfully replicated scientifically based or evidence-based practices in your state (s)?

· For the current projects I’m working with, it’s too early to tell as they are just entering their second year of implementation. Over the course of multiple generations of funding, most likely the PBIS initiatives are showing the most promise for scaling up.

· In the states in which we are working, the best examples are in PBS.  States are continuing to work on RtI for content academics.

· At this point, the best evidence is the change in teacher preparation from a dichotomous structured (general and special education) to a unified context where all teachers are prepared to deal with all students, including those with special needs.

C. What are examples that would not be considered successfully replicated?

· Schools/districts that are currently pilot sites.

· Scaling up has not succeeded with the model for regional professional development (in-service) training (but we just came into this grant and need more time to reflect on successes and failures).
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