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INTRODUCTION:  
TG: Gravois: Good Morning/Afternoon. I’m happy to spend some time with everyone today and discuss program implementation and integrity. What might be helpful to give some structure on my talk.  What I will be talking about is what folks do in their districts with regard to fidelity of implementation. We’ve been working with districts for the last 20 years to implement and scale up. We’ve worked with 7 states (including three states on the call NC, VA, MI).  I’d like to recognize up front that there have been two general approaches to RtI – protocol approach and the problem solving approach. 
Slide 4/5/6: For the protocol approach: program needs to be delineated in specific terms that allows for replication and there must be specificity of what needs to exist in practice. When reviewing the three-tier model of school supports, what are we considering in terms of fidelity? Is it fidelity about tier 2 or tier 3 interventions? Fidelity of the progress monitoring? Fidelity of the decision making process? Or fidelity of classroom instruction with integrity and quality? These questions are related to the protocol approach and the same standard is applied to the problem solving approach as well.
Slide 7/8: Similar to the protocol approach it’s necessary to determine that the program elements are in place when considering whether a program is effective using the problem-solving approach (what we use). Instructional Consultation Teams. Look at the match between students and their entry level skills and the instructional practices. Regardless of the student tier, it doesn’t resolve the support needed for the teacher. We review the quality of instruction between student and teacher. We’ve identified 4 critical objectives that focus on teacher skills and instructional practices.

Slide 10. We’ve identified 3 critical components for IC teams: process variables, delivery system, and evaluation design. To work with an IC team, a teacher completes and submits a request assistance form. One team member is assigned as case manager. (Slid 12) Teams are made up of  gen/sped teachers, principals, school psychologists, and counselors. (Slide 13) Each team member follows a structured problem solving approach. This requires each of our team members to complete training in the 3 critical areas (from slide 10).
In the Last 15 years, we’ve taken the 3 critical components and created 14 dimensions, seven are related to the collaborative process, and seven related to the delivery system. Each dimension of these dimensions must be accessed and measured. (Slide 17) The level of implementation scale (LOI-R) is multi-source, multi-method and involves a series of interviews – team, principal, case manager, teachers - and record interviews – all documents and forms. 
Each teacher and his assigned case manager are interviewed. There is a two-step process for scoring an item or dimension – we must show evidence and agreement between the teacher and the case manager responses. Simply engaging in problem-solving is not enough. For complex programs, an 80% criteria is an appropriate level for fidelity. (Slide 22) Measuring fidelity is a formative and interpretive process. 
Slide 23: In the early 90s we began revisions in scoring procedures. We can now train instructors to evaluate their cases. 
Program Evaluation is considered a component of our work. Our teams get a measure of their fidelity. They receive feedback on training, accuracy of documentation, and .across projects and time. Types of data collected include: team goal attainment on cases, monitoring patterns of referrals, and academic and behavioral. Schools and teams receive feedback on implementation.
Question and Answers

Question: Todd you mentioned an 80% cut point for fidelity. How did you come up with this figure?

TG: When we looked at literature for complex innovations, it is not realistic to have fidelity of 100%, but instead 80%.

Question: Can you talk about the skill set in determining the level of fidelity? 

TG: The purpose for some of our programmatic changes, which occurred in the 1990s, was to train teachers in their implementation process. One significant change is to have a facilitator in one building conduct the evaluation of the partner building. This way we can get feedback in a more objective way. 

Question: What about the documentation analysis?

TG: Each IC team has a structured documentation analysis process. We’re working on a way to bring this to practitioners with a high level of reliability.

Question: Who is the case manager and what is their role?

TG: Could be a teacher, principal, and social worker. For our model, when a team member is meeting one-on-one with the teacher, they follow a structured problem-solving process. Afterwards we review the documentation to determine if it was done with accuracy and they were following the process with fidelity. We look to see if the teacher and case managers’ perspectives match.
Question: How frequently do they meet? 

TG: The case manager and teacher meet on a weekly basis and the team itself meets on a weekly basis. The core component of the team meeting is to update the group on the progress of the case. 

Let’s say you have a group of students falling below standards. The teacher would meet with the case manager. The focus of the meeting is directed towards these students with similar needs. These students will receive different instruction to meet their specific needs. The teacher will then need to determine how to adjust his instruction for these students with different needs within the same classroom. How will the teacher manage this?
Question: How is the teacher generalizing the instruction? How do we monitor the intervention without it being ‘policing’?
TG: In relation to your point about differentiating between group problem-solving than individual problem-solving. If we really want teachers to be reflective processes, the outcome is more promising with the group problem-solving process. In terms of strategies of implementation: At some point in the problem solving when you decide on a curriculum strategy, you need to determine if that strategy was implemented with integrity. What if they take this new strategy and generalize it to the rest of the classroom? We have done focus group surveys. Once teachers bring strategies into the classroom, 80% of the time teachers are focused on an individual student. And for 80% of these cases, the teachers have generalized what they learned and use it with the rest of the classroom.

Question: With the case-manger/partner process or case-team process how are you measuring the fidelity of implementation as designed?

TG: We take the interviews with the case manager, interviews of the teacher, and interviews of the documentation and triangulate these three pieces of data to assess whether the implementation was put in place as designed. There is a progress monitoring piece involved in it as well.
Question: So let’s say you have a frequency of twice a week for ½ hour, how are we are insuring that it was occurring twice a week for ½ hour. 
TG: On a weekly basis the case manager meets with the teacher to collect student data and review the key component process. The frequency of the strategy is one of the components reviewed. 
Question: What criteria is used for frequency? What is the minimum number of data points?

TG: As part of the process we ask the question, do the teacher and the case manager together engage in curriculum assessment and collect base line data. We collect 3 data points. Once they have designed a strategy. They collect data weekly over a 6 week period. They can establish aim lines. Based on the data, they are determining each week if they identified the correct priority and implementation strategies. When we look at academics, we develop a 3 trial method.  For example, to assess a 4th grader’s mastering of multiplication facts. We’ll measure the student’s known skills over 3 times to get a true base line.

LW: Could you chat a bit about plans of scaling up this practice in state? How are you going to do this?  For example the state of New York has 682 districts with over 1 million kids. 

TG: We’ve spent last 10 years scaling up a process rather than a program. It’s been different in different states depending on the resources available and structures. We began working with the state of Virginia six years ago. VA has training and tech assistance across their state which is connected to the SEA. They moved toward a training certification. Certified trainers cover regions, districts then train school level facilitators. In the state of Michigan, we’ve worked with intermediate school districts, and have 2-3 certified trainers to sustain the program in their districts. 

Question: Once you have trainer-of-trainers in place and have certification, do you follow-up with evaluating the trainer of trainers implementation process? 

TG: Yes – we believe the program evaluation represents the quality of the trainer. We ensure that there is a consistency of training once the trainers reach that level. In North Carolina, we’ve created partnership in University of NC to develop a training program. We’ve created a customized program that maintains the integrity of the program.

Question: Could we use some of the instruments, models you discussed? 

TG: On the last slide, there is a book titled “Instructional Consultation Teams: Collaborating for change (Rosenfield & Gravois, 1996)”. This book displays some of the instruments and models in the chapter on implementation. 
Question: We’ve received feedback that problem solving is not a proven approach. It’s not an evidence based approach for learning problems. How would you speak to this?

TG: It hasn’t been established as an evidence-based approach, however, we are in the process of collecting data and establishing the research support.. 
Larry: Thank you Todd for the stimulating conversation and thanks everyone for participating. We’re trying to push the envelope with fidelity. If you have constructiive feedback on how the calls are structured please let us know.  We’re looking forward to seeing you all at the face-to-face meetings coming up at the end of the month. 
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