Sustained Practices  
Summary of SIG/SPDG Evaluators’ Feedback
November 2008
OBJECTIVE 2: Improve the quality of professional development available to meet the needs of personnel serving infants, toddlers, children, and youth with disabilities.
Measure 2.2 – Sustained Practices: The percentage of professional development/training activities based on scientifically based or evidence-based instructional/behavioral practices, provided through the SPDG program, that are sustained through on-going and comprehensive practices (e.g., coaching, mentoring, etc).

________________________________________________________________________

1.  Definition:

A.  To provide some consistency across states, how should “sustained” be defined within the context of Measure 2.2? 

Considerations:
· The intent of this performance measure is whether there are practices embedded in the overall training design that include follow-up.  One-shot training is not appropriate as the trainer and trainees need to be supported after the training (e.g., regional coaches, regional discussion sessions, training of principals to oversee and support what’s going on their school—see other examples in #2 below).  These follow-up activities should be built in and methodical and planful.

· The extent to which that you look at sustainability depends on the breadth of the project—should be a continuum.  The definition of sustainability should be simple, yet broad to accommodate differences in states.

· The dictionary defines ‘sustain’…to support, nourish, and give relieve.  We should not try to accomplish too much with a word that reflects actions within Measure 2.2.

· Sustainability depends on the design and scope of each state project. For us, the project is designed so that every participating mentor and replication site will be involved in sustaining practices.  The challenge then becomes about identifying the degree to which practices for replication are evidence based, as well as making sure that the practice of those engaged in facilitating replication/ sustainability on local and regional levels involved engaging sites in ways that can be tagged to an evidence base (that their facilitative practice is itself evidence-based).
· Sustainability is getting at the original systems change focus of the SIG/SPDGs.  It is valuable from an evaluation perspective; but perhaps from an OSEP’s purpose, the design was to ensure implementation of professional development that isn’t just one-time—but that has planful follow-up.
· The components of sustainability are context-dependent.  The challenge is how to demonstrate that the practice is being sustained, especially with big states with multiple projects.  There is a need to go beyond self-reporting (e.g., quarterly face-to-face meetings, conferences to explain and showcase sustainability and fidelity), continual feedback from evaluator to the project level, telephone interviews, submission of products and records that periodically demonstrate sustainability, and site visits gathering information with a pre-developed rubric).

· In a large state, there may be over a thousand SPDG-supported events.  Perhaps reporting should be at the level of general activities.  There may be overlap between activities.  It is a challenge to aggregate and report these overlapping activities.  It is important not to worry if a state is getting credit for all of the activities, but rather if the state is involved in sustaining scientifically based practices with activities/strategies that have been embedded and carried out planfully.

· A practice is sustainable on a state level, if the practice has been embedded within state procedures, policies, or through targeted resource allocation; and the state has adopted a process for assuring that the practice is implemented with fidelity.

· However, it is important not to confuse sustainability and fidelity of implementation.

· Examples of questions or prompts to help determine if a practice is sustainable:

· Do you have a long-term vision and goals for the project and its partners?
· Do you have written commitments describing the financial and intellectual contributions of and timelines for your collaborations?
· Do you have a depth chart that lists individuals who can step in and contingency plans for key personnel and partnership changes?
· Have you specified methods and a timeline to use to collect data about your project to use with project staff and collaborators? (after SPDG funding is complete)
· Do you have a written plan for incorporating the project within the institution (including dates and administrator written commitments)?
· Do you have strategies to obtain additional funding and support for the project beyond the time of the original grant?
· Do you have a project promotion and marketing plan for raising awareness of the project and updating and disseminating its products?
· The definition of “sustained” should be broad so as it can be applied to most projects with in SPDG/SIG.
· It is important to look a time frame to implement and sustain scientifically based practices (i.e., scaling up takes 7 to 10 years).

· California has shifted in how this measure is interpreted (i.e., looking more at the program design and whether there are practices built in for sustainability).  

B.  How should states define “ongoing and comprehensive practices”?

Considerations:
· To be ongoing, the practice has training and follow-up elements that assure the entities adopting the practice continue to receive support over time.

· Ongoing is probably never fully defined until you're done. But a couple things to look for: (1) a plan for ongoing and comprehensive practices and (2) ongoing tracking of how professional development activities are being sustained. We use a professional development activity log to keep track of the professional development being provided. One of the fields has a question that asks if that professional development was linked to a previous professional development activity. We can look through the data and look for the links. It's not perfect, but it does give us a rough count of the number of professional development activities that appear to be related to previous professional development activities.  So, our indicator has a numerator that is the number of professional development activities that are related to previous professional development and a denominator that is the total number of professional development activities.
· To be comprehensive, the training and follow-up elements of a practice provide for all valid components that make the practice effective.

· One of the ways to think about this is through an exploration of the original design (what provisions have been made for follow-up and ongoing site-based technical assistance) as well as tracking implementation fidelity. See * responses below in 2A for some of the criteria we are using to define ongoing and comprehensive at building and district level.
· Minnesota has many small projects within their SPDG.  The evaluators look at whether they have some kind of written follow-up plan for day-to-day work.  They look at how it’s built in and then judge whether it will produce ongoing change.
· Comprehensive suggests multiple practices, with sufficient/adequate (there's probably never sufficient resources.) resources.
2.  Practice to operationalize Measure 2.2:

A.  Examples of sustaining practices:
· Re-training.
· Coaching.
· Mentoring.
· Institutionalizing into state/district plans.
· Model demonstration sites that provide technical assistance to those visiting or as a follow-up to regional training, and/or customized support for others implementing. 

· Innovation zones.
· Secured funding stream.
· Communities of practice.
· Support from internal state/local technical assistance and dissemination system.
· Products, tools, and materials.
· A system to determine if evidenced-based practices are implemented with fidelity.
· Technical assistance that is planful and not random and part of a sustainability plan (e.g., from peer relationships, state consultant assistance, webcasts/webinars, sharing best practices by a neutral person, and regular list-serve updated periodically).
· Ongoing technical assistance and training through a regional support system (e.g., field facilitators who facilitate relationships between mentors/mentees).
· Another systematic strategy to periodically show that there are different stages of development, but all are being sustained in their implementation.
Other Considerations:
· For some projects, it may be less the specifics of the sustained practice, but more that there is a sustainability plan that has been agreed upon by an administrative oversight group with timetables and an action plan for implementation upon the completion of the grant.
· I think the problem is defining practices like ‘secured additional funding’ in a ratio form. For example, if the project completed overall 12 activities out of which 7 activities involved mentoring, coaching and also secured additional funding to continue project activities then should the ratio be 7 (mentoring, coaching) +1 (secured additional funding)/12 OR 7+ activities like phone calls, meetings that helped secure funding/12?

· *We’re looking for evidence of systemic support for practices. Some of the criteria we’re using in this regard include that the site:

· Has developed support for the practice among families and community by actively advertising and communicating about the practice and its impacts and by providing training to ensure families can support practice as partners in their children’s education.  

· Presents evidence that on-going professional development is provided to all veteran staff involved in project to consistently up-grade skill set. 

· Has a practice in place for new hire PD to ensure continuity.
· Includes the practice in resource allocation decisions at the building and district level. 

· *We’re looking for generalization of practice at the building level:
· Implemented and is monitoring the elements of the plan to generalize the practice to more than one setting (within a school, across classes/grades/buildings and or within the district).  

· Documentation of the effective generalization of the practice.

· *We’re also looking for actual evidence of sustainability at the district and building level. Here are some of our criteria for what that might look like:
· Has 4+ years of historic evidence of implementation. 

· Has survived changes in key personnel (e.g., Superintendent, Principal, initiating teachers) and/or practice is proactively reflected within system planning documents (mission/vision statements, strategic plan). 

· Is integrated with other established practices within district planning documents.

B.  Examples of practices that would not lead to sustainability:
· The intent is not one-shot professional development without follow-up—professional development needs to be more than cursory.

· Description of effective practices that do not probe or provide information about the conditions/systems under which the practice can be optimized.

· It is important to be cautious about products. If the product was developed; but there is no formal dissemination plan or if it is not a part of professional development activity, then the product is just a stand alone thing and not contributing to a sustainable practice.

Other Considerations:  

· One-day workshops in our state are evaluated for satisfaction, but not included in the measure of sustainability.  These one-day workshops may be assisting schools in getting to readiness to embed practices, and later they might get into the flow of sustainability following implementation.

· In several of the projects we're working with, PD/TA is being provided to selected sites and is ongoing and comprehensive, but some also have in their grants to offer PD to personnel not in the pilots or demonstration sites.  We'll report on those participants and give satisfaction ratings but that data will not be included for this measure. 
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