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The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education (DESE) has partnered with the Center for Behavioral Education and
Research at the University of Connecticutto e f wf mpqg b HRDK %
provide training, coaching, and technical assista nce to MA schools and
districts interested in implementing  Positive Behavior Intervention & Supports
(PBIS). PBIS(pbis.org) is a multi-tiered system of support (MTSS) framework
that helps schools meet the behavioral, social, and emotional needs of all
students.

This report provides an overview of the PBIS Academy, with data from
the first four years of this project . The report includes information about (a)
participating schools and districts ; (b) PBIS training, coaching, and technical
assistance; (c)fidelity and social validity of school -based implementation; and
(d) aggregate school -level outcomes. Accomplishments and challenges for
participating schools, districts, and the project as a whole inform
recommendations and future goals, with a focus on e fforts to build capacity
and sustain implementation of PBIS.

The theory of action supporting PBIS focuses on shortening the line
between selection and implementation of empirically  -supported practices
and the improvement of educationally and socially important outcomes for all
youth. The resources, activities, and objectives this theory of action  center on
developing school and district capacity to implement PBIS practices and
systems with a high quality and level of fidelity, use data to monitor and guide
implementation, and improve meaningful outcomes for all

This academy is providedtoMA t di ppmt |J o tvqgqgpsu
provide educators with evidence -based professional development in
behavior al and academic areas. To be eligible for the Academy, schools must
be identified as at -risk by the state (i.e., performing in lowest 20% of scho ols
state-wide) and commit to readiness by creating school -based teams,
selecting internal coaches, obtaining full administrator participation, using
established data systems, and attaining the support of at least 80% of staff
members. The goal oftheacad f nz jt up tvgqgpsu fevdl
high-fidelity implementation of appropriate evidence -based behavior
practices, which, in turn, will increase probability of improved school climate ,
improved student behavior , and academic engagement and achieveme nt.




The PBIS Academy is supported by the MA DESE and is administered by the Center for Behavioral Education
and Research at UConn, in partnership with the May Institute. Team members across these partnerships
include:

MA DESE Andrea Ricotta, Rebecca Shor, Susan Fischer, Zong Hu i Zou
UConn: Adam Feinberg, Susannah Everett, Brandi Simonsen, Jen Freema n, Anthony Gambino, Michael Li
May Institute : Christine Downs, Todd Miller, Marcie Handler, Catherine Rossi, Bob Putnam

Consultants : Lindsay Fallon, Christine Cappabianca, Martha Wall y, Ann Marie Dubuque

Most importantly, many thanks to school and district
staff, students, and families!
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@ Our district has designed common systems of data collection that allow us to respond to
behavior proactively and consistently across buildings . We have been able to build the
capacity of our staff through professional development that  focuses on explicitly teaching
behavior and responding to problem behaviors with a set of  vetted classroom strategies
that are more instructive than punitive. Our systems of reinforcement have become more %

explicit and data -driven and we seek innovative wa ys to intervene on behalf of students
who require more intensive behavioral interventions.

- PBIS District Coordinator




Participating Schools and Districts

During the 2017-2018 school year, 92 schools from 28 districts participated
in Tier 1 Training (including team training, coaches training, and technical
assistance) across seven training cohorts; 19 schools ac ross two cohorts
participated in the Tier 2 Academy.
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All of the schools that complete the Academy training are invited to return
to the year 3 conference events each year. These events includ e guest speakers
and opportunities for collaboration (e.g., roundtable discussions and poster

sessions). In addition, these schools receive on -site technical assistance to

complete an end -of-year fidelity measure.




. | thought it was a great balance

between providing information and giving us time to work and process ideas.

It was great to have time to work together as a team

In 2017-2018, PBIS Academy training included cohort -based leadership team
training, coaches trainings, on -site technical assistance, and efforts to build district
capacity, all focused on the goal of supporting Tier 1, school -wide implementation
for participating schools.

4 cohorts

47 training events O. ('). 633 participants
> N
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Team trainings

School leadership teams across cohorts participated in 28 team training
events in 2017-2018 with the goal of planning, building, and implementing school
wide PBIS. This support is front loaded , with greatest intensity in Year 1, and
subsequently faded across the years in order to focus on promoting sustainability
and building internal capacity. Training content across the three years includes
the following: getting starte d with school -wide PBIS, classroom management,
family engagement, equity, integration and alignment of initiatives, de-escalation
and crisis resolution strategies , and function of behavior .




Participants complete brief training evaluations following each training ev  ent,
and on the final day of training for the 2017 -2018 school year, PBIS Academy
participants completed a more extensive, end -of-year training evaluation.
Respondents rated questions on a 1 -5 scale (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree)
and answered open -ended questions. A summary of responses to questions
regarding training content are presented in  Figure 1. This graph provides a summary
of the percentage of respondents that indicated either agree or strongly agree to
the following six questions.

Figure 1. Training Evaluation Summaries Across Cohorts

m Cohort 1 mCohort2 m Cohort 3 = Cohort 4

97%
| am ready to use my knowledge of foundations

School-Wide PBIS to support my school.

| am ready to use my knowledge of 91%0
implementation of School-Wide PBIS to suppa 95%
my school.
. . 93%
The concepts and content covered in the traini 91%

are important to my work in our school/district.

As a result of attending this training, our team h
a detailed and doable action plan to guide 95%

implementation.

Our team has a detailed plan to collect and us
data to guide implementation of school-wide o
district-wide PBIS.

88%
My knowledge of PBIS increased over the cou

of this training.
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Our trainers were extremely knowledgeable about all facets of PBIS. There was never a question that they
couldn't answer for any of us. When our trainer came to our school, she was very helpful fo us with getting

PBIS rolled out in our school and helped us with some of the bumps in the road when they occurred.

Respondents across four cohorts report positive experience with the trainings,
ranging from 74% to 100% agreement with the question statements.
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Thank you so much. | cannot believe how much | have learned. Also, having the opportunity to be a

coach really helped me o look at things in a different way. Can't wait to see you next year.

Coaches Trainings

In 2017-2018, the PBIS Academy included 19 coaches training events across
cohorts.

Trainings for school and district -based coaches balance content reviewing
the importance of the roles and functions of a coach  with previewing content so
that coaches can prepare their teams for upcoming training events. These training
days also facilitate collaboration across and within districts and support coaches
in beginning to build internal capacity within their schools,  providing support to
their teams, promoting implementation fidelity, and providing a link between the
overall project goals and school -specific implementation.

Respondents across cohorts report positive experience
with the coaches trainings, ranging from 78% to 95% agreement
with evaluation questions.

District Coordinator Meetings

As district support is critical to the development and
sustainability of local implementation, the PBIS Academy began
providing formal meetings for 35 district coordinators in 2017 -2018
to facilitate regular sharing of information and ongoing
communicat ion around enhancing district capacity. Bi -monthly
virtual meetings included presentations by experienced and exemplar district
coordinators, training updates, problem -solving, and collaboration.

Technical a ssistance

As part of the PBIS Academy, each participating school is offered 2 days of
on-site technical assistance (TA). TA visits focus on taking the PBIS content from
trainings, adjusting or customizing to specific school needs and priorities , and
supporting u f b n t Gssessnment of implementation fidelity —and action planning.
For example, for schools getting started, some visits focus on gaining staff buy  -in
and input, developing lesson plans for teaching social skills, or planning
communication with f amilies and community stakeholders.




PBIS academy provided our school with the knowledge and resources to

successfully plan, implement, and engage staff for a sustainable fra mework.

Fidelity of Implementation & Outcomes

AA critical component of PBIS is the evaluation of implementation fidelity,
or ongoing assessment of whether the framework is being implemented as
intended. For the MA DESE PBIS Academy, school leadership teams informally
progress monitored their implementa tion fidelity
guarterly, using the Team Implementation
Checklist (TIC), and formally assessed their
implementation fidelity each spring with their TA
provider , using the Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI).

During each fidelity check, teams revisit ed
and refined their PBIS action plan. During the
annual TFI, each school team worked with their
TA provider to evaluate their implementation of
Tier | PBIS across the following subscales: Teams
(e.g.,team composition , operating procedures),
Implementation ( e.g.,teaching expectations, problem behavior definitions,
professional development, classroom procedures), and Evaluation (  e.g.,data-
based decision making, fidelity data).

TFI results are reported across cohorts in the following graphs. A TFI score
of 70% indicates fidelity of implementation .Results are reported as averages (for
subscales and total) across all schools in the cohort. As we had the opportunity
to assess the ongoing fidelity for schools that have completed the Academy,
results include data from those schools as well.

Figure 2. Percentage of schools by cohort
implemen ting to criterion across years
(Baseline years shaded red).

2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018
Cohort 1 7% 39% 72% 67%
Cohort 2 16% 57% 77%
Cohort 3 5% 40%

Cohort 4 2%




