	[image: image1.png]A Fnetwork

STATE PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT GRANT NETWORK.




	Notes – Directors’ Teleconference

RtI and Scaling Up

April 24, 2007


States represented on the calls:

	AL
	AK
	AZ
	AR
	CA
	CO
	CT
	D.C.
	DE
	FL

	GA
	HI
	ID
	IL
	IN
	IA
	KS
	KY
	LA
	ME

	MD
	MA
	MI
	MN
	MS
	MO
	MT
	ND
	NE
	NV

	NH
	NJ
	NM
	NY
	NC
	OH
	OK
	OR
	PA
	RI

	SC
	SD
	TN
	TX
	UT
	VT
	VA
	WA
	WI
	WV

	WY
	bold indicates participation.

	
	

	Also present on the call:
	Larry Wexler, OSEP

Andy Gluck, Macro
	Audrey Desjarlais, TACS/UofO


INTRODUCTION:

Today we’ll look at RtI and Scaling Up.  Replication is one of the longterm performance measures that we need to do more to operationalize.  

Starting this summer we’ll be evaluating our performance measures for the whole SIG program.  The data source we use is final reports received Jan 06 – Dec 06.  We’ll look at sustainability, evidence-based practices, alignment with SPP, use of evidence-based practices, scale up and replication.  Andy Gluck from MACRO (consultant company helping us operationalize our performance measures) is on this call.  Please help us identify some critical elements a reviewer can look for to determine replication/scale-up.  

I need to hear your ideas about the challenges and critical elements of scaling up.

state:
We chose to marry RtI to our Personal Literacy Plans, which are required for any student a year or greater behind in reading at elementary level.  We use RtI structure, so it comes out as a general ed initiative.  Seems effective so far.
Because we’re small we can bring people together quickly; did statewide trainings, embedded RtI in the process, and trained all district-level people, followed by regional trainings to teams sent by schools (reading teachers, special educators, etc.).  We get feedback from them through the network we created for IEP.  Teacher support teams get together pre-referral. They struggle with what personnel belong on a team; we’ve provided structure for them for that.  We ask they include RtI info in their process.  Critical element: RtI part of general education process.

state:
We proposed changes to the state general ed regs, and put RtI process as one of the key components, as well as a cut off date for the use of a severe discrepancy approach.  All schools operate a tiered intervention model (we call it Increasingly Intensive Levels of intervention).  We do the usual PD stuff; will be funding some sites we can use to scale up and spread around the state.

LW:
One state recently included an RtI model in their state regs and had to retract it because of backlash from the community.  It was perceived as an add-on—an additional program to be implemented in schools.  But what I’m hearing so far here is integrating into general education, as well as establishing pilot sites (Dean Fixsen calls them Zones of Innovation).  

state:
We started with initiatives using IDEA money, and contracted with one school district to put together a team to replicate what they did in their district with RtI.  We’ve served 14 districts over the last 2 years with it.  We presented heavily around the state on RtI implementation, created interest and momentum.  Our SPDG will use a trainer of trainers model on this.  We’ve learned both through RtI and PBS initiatives, that a focus on infrastructure is required in order to have a long term, sustained impact.

LW:
Fixsen points out that the initial stage is always ‘exploration’, which means 2-4 years before a system gets beyond ‘figuring it out’.  

state:
We’ve worked on RtI since 2000, with an LD task force.  They made a decision to adopt a problem solving model, with extensive training with 5 counties.  We added 39 counties, and are training now an additional 13 counties.  We’ll have 50% of school systems working toward implementation.  Are now revising our state policies; decided to continue to allow discrepancy model or RtI.  No push-back from districts yet.  We started with Special Ed; but we’ve discovered that what Regular Ed is doing is in alignment.  We’re running RtI through school improvement projects locally.  Reading First is involved.  University System is beginning to communicate with us about how they can assist.  When school staffs come together and are no longer compartmentalized, and can speak to other groups and share their excitement, this really pushes the initiative.  We pair newer folks with more experienced ones (and are helping the system find funding creatively).  

state:
We’re moving from model demos to larger scale.  We have a statewide system of 10 TA providers with expertise; are brainstorming to provide professional development.  Who are trainers of trainers in other states?  Have they been leading change in schools for a while?  We want to tap into existing systems, not create a new one.  

state:
We’ve used Iris Center modules to train trainers. The very first module is especially useful; we’ve developed a Powerpoint too. We include gen ed, spec ed, higher ed.  We also have TA centers across the state.  Districts at the awareness level feel comfortable helping expand the level of awareness in other districts.  General ed has been very responsive, and they feel prepared after working with the online module.  I see the challenge as being down the road.  Early intervening services (EIS) are perking along okay as a support to our RtI initiative.  We use EIS  funds to support tiered instruction in reading, etc.  But we have to determine how to operationalize what non-response to evidence-based instruction means.   We plan to start to collect data on the piloting of RtI; we don’t know whether our approach works yet.

state:
The feds could help by making RtI explicit in general education law.  Dr. Allan Lloyd Jones is here with me to speak to what we’ve been doing.

ALJ:
We’ve undertaken a series of steps.  Statewide training using web material.  We’ve burned DVDs and distributed them statewide (and nationally).  Some issues have needed clarification, so we use a process called RtI Conversations (regional institutes, conference calls with triggers).  How do we go about this process and not contribute to disproportionality?  What does RtI look like in secondary ed?  We want to support promising practices that are already going on.  Our SIG funds leadership/model sites, focusing on collaboration between gen and spec ed.  We’ll be funding 8 highly skilled teams to scale up RtI over a broad region and develop model sites.  Also putting together a technical workgroup, on how to determine learning disabilities using RtI component. 

LW:
How long do you think it would take before any statewide initiative would become common practice in a large state?

ALJ:
More than 5 years certainly.  

LW:
What part does senior leadership play in this kind of scale up activity?

state:
It’s essential.  We have a great relationship with our program improvement folks (Title 1/NCLB).  Some leadership sites were previously identified for improvement and have worked their way out of it, to become leaders.  

state:
We try to model program improvement from within our department.  We formed an internal workgroup, working with curriculum and learning support folks and others.  We share each other’s language, and understand each other.


Our State superintendent held recent curriculum conference, emphasizing that RtI is a general ed process.

state:
Our Deputy. Commissioner uses RtI in our integrated accountability system, quality performance accreditation system.

LW:
OSEP tries to have Title 1 folks and elementary/secondary ed folks involved in anything we do.  Putting them on the stage together is a powerful message.  


I haven’t heard yet anything related to fidelity on this call.

state:
Please look at our website, www.IEsystems.org for resources.  We have collected a sample for fidelity checks/implementation checks.  It’s a comprehensive, onsite process.  It can be self-administered, but we use it in collaboration with NERRC.  

LW:
Integration of State TA&D systems is an interesting point in this.  

state:
We have parallel TA structures here too.  There are so many networks out there; our commissioner wants us to come up with an approach to pare down the numbers of people running into schools telling them how to solve their problems.  It’s challenging.  

state:
Coordination among providers is a challenge.  We have local service center model; the reason they exist is that school districts have purchased their services.  

LW:
Our expert panel will consider the question, “Did replication take place?”  What do they have to see in the final report to know scale up and replication has happened?  What elements do they need to see?  

state:
Perhaps ask the question, “Have identification rates gone down on learning disabled students?”

state:
Our bottom line is, “Did they graduate with a high school diploma?”  Referral rate may be indicative of something, but shouldn’t be the only measure you use.  

LW:
But how do I know that you made a funding commitment to have RtI happen in your state?

state:
Replication happens at the building level, and expands to the entire district.  It’s hard to talk about scaling up without sustainability.  

state:
PBS has measures to give you a sense of fidelity of implementation easier than with RtI.  Surveys are available.  You can get a picture of number of schools, districts involved. Documentation with data systems would be necessary, to give us a picture of implementation levels.

LW:
Does presence of fidelity mean scaling up has happened?  What is considered ‘scaled up’…how many buildings or districts?  Where is the cut score that implies scaling-up has taken place?

state:
You need to look at the level of implementation at the start of the grant, and where they’ve gotten to.  A district may commit, but it takes time to affect all schools within that district.

state:
We didn’t identify RtI as our major goal in our SPDG; it could be its own project, it’s so big, in this big state.  It crosses over into literacy, of course.  Scaling up for us would be tying an effective practice school with schools that need help.

LW:
What should our expectations be, given the limited amount of funds?  Should an ongoing independent funding stream be proof of sustainability?

state:
Yes, how do we continue the work we’ve started?  Scaling up for us means the way we do work statewide changes (as we’re a relatively small state).  

LW:
How do you know when replication/scale-up has occurred?

· Establish a State baseline:  Individual "unit" (school-district-region-State) determined

· Geometric increase in sites:  Broad scale

· Sites demonstrate fidelity

· Fewer sites but with fidelity okay


Thanks so much to everyone for your thoughtful conversation.  I’ll put together a list of elements of scaling up/replication that should be seen in your final reports in order that the overall program can get a ‘yes’.  

