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I. Introduction and Summary 
 
Wisconsin’s Phase III, Year II State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) articulates 
implementation progress and impact of the improvement strategies outlined in Phase II and III 
submissions. Key data on both implementation and impact are provided, including an 
explanation of how this data impacted the direction of project implementation. The reader will 
see evidence of Wisconsin’s intentional focus on implementation science and continuous 
improvement. Information about how stakeholders were meaningfully engaged around each 
improvement strategy and evaluation procedures is also included. A detailed evaluation plan lays 
out a progression that begins with implementing the improvement strategy, then focuses on how 
the strategy impacted adult practices, and finally focuses on student level outcomes, with a 
particular focus on Wisconsin’s State Identified Measurable Result (SiMR). Wisconsin’s SiMR 
is focused on increasing literacy achievement for students with IEPs in grades three 
through eight.  
 
Because of this strong focus on literacy, Wisconsin has retooled the Results Driven 
Accountability (RDA) acronym to stand for Reading Drives Achievement: Success through 
Literacy (RDA:StL). A short video articulating this reimaging can be found at 
http://dpi.wi.gov/sped/results-driven-accountability.  
 
Theory of Action 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Wisconsin’s theory of action is depicted in Figure I.a above and can be found in Appendix #1. 
The theory of action identifies four main improvement strategies that aim to build capacity at the 
state, regional, district, school, teacher, and family levels in order to improve literacy outcomes 
for students with disabilities. These four strategies state that the Wisconsin Department of Public 
Instruction (WDPI) will: 

Figure I.a: Theory of Action 

http://dpi.wi.gov/sped/results-driven-accountability
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• Provide a common framework and supports for improvement planning and 
implementation of evidence-based practices; 

• Develop and provide resources and professional learning for staff and families on: 
o meaningful access to standards-based general education curriculum and 

instruction, 
o literacy-specific needs, and 
o examples of promising practices; 

• Implement a coaching model to support identified Local Education Agencies’ (LEAs’) 
district improvement plans; and  

• Connect compliance and monitoring activities to improved literacy outcomes. 

By design, Wisconsin’s improvement strategies include both technical and adaptive approaches. 
Some strategies require mostly technical changes and corresponding leadership supports, while 
others require more adaptive, long-term systems change at the state, region, and district levels. 
Broad systems change is necessary for sustaining the practices that will result in long-term 
increased literacy outcomes for students with disabilities. Technical practices are equally 
necessary, and encompass many of the evidence-based practices that move change along. 
Accordingly, there are varied timelines associated with each of the improvement strategies. 
Timelines are articulated within the implementation descriptions below.  
 
State Identified Measurable Result 
Wisconsin’s SiMR is a points-based proficiency measure for students with individualized 
education programs (IEPs) in the area of literacy, grades three through eight. The annual 
stakeholder-set targets and progress toward those goals are displayed below in Figure I.b. 
Wisconsin is exceeding its SiMR targets.  

 
Figure I.b: SiMR Targets and Results 

 

FFY Reporting 
Date 

Target Data 

2013 4/2015 Baseline 29.00% 

2014 4/2016 29.00% 31.70% 

2015 4/2017 30.00% 31.67% 

2016 4/2018 31.00% 32.09% 

2017 4/2019 31.00%  

2018 4/2020 31.67%  
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Changes from Phase III Submission 
Wisconsin has three main shifts to highlight from its Phase III submission in April, 2017: 

• The elimination of State Personnel Development Grant Funding, resulting in a shift in 
resources and supports 

• A more acute focus on three high leverage improvement strategies and a shift from 
reporting on disparate professional learning offerings 

• Alignment of state and federal continuous improvement processes and expanded 
coordination of federal programs that adopted common continuous improvement process 

 
Elimination of State Personnel Development Grant Funding, resulting in a shift in resources and 
supports: 
Wisconsin was notified in August, 2017 that it would no longer receive State Personnel 
Development Grant (SPDG) funding. As reported in previous SSIP submissions, SPDG supports 
were slated to provide cohort-based, intensive supports to identified LEAs through the 
coordinated improvement supports with Title I. Additionally, SPDG provided the bulk of 
resources to support coaching activities. Both of these are main SSIP improvement strategies.  
 
In light of this significant decrease in funding, Wisconsin has reallocated resources and 
refocused some of the work under the SSIP. Because the supports outlined within Wisconsin’s 
SPDG application were aligned to the coordinated improvement supports tied to federally 
required identifications, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) discretionary funds 
have been reallocated to fund a portion of the proposed project. The evolution of the project will 
be a scaled back version of the original proposal, and will be called Research to Practice Grant: 
Inclusive Communities. The focus will be on Inclusive Learner-Centered Environments and will 
provide supports to identified LEAs. Also, because coaching is an integral part of successful 
implementation of evidence-based innovations, additional IDEA discretionary funds as well as 
Title I funds will be used to continue these supports. Additional details on programming and 
evaluation shifts are articulated within the main sections of the report. Language in the 
evaluation plan has changed from “SPDG coaching supports” to “regional supports”. 
 
A more acute focus on three high leverage improvement strategies and shift from reporting on 
disparate professional learning offerings: 
Wisconsin’s SSIP focus has been both wide and deep, including multiple projects spanning the 
entire Special Education Team, many other teams within WDPI, and many discretionary grant 
projects. Such a comprehensive approach has been both transformative as well as cumbersome. 
Wisconsin received feedback from the Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP’s) review 
of its Phases II and III report, as well as from a Phase III, year II IDEA Data Center (IDC) and 
National Center on Systemic Improvement (NCSI) draft review, that a more streamlined 
approach would make Wisconsin’s SSIP more comprehensible. This feedback coupled with 
repeated turnover of evaluation staff and the significant decrease in funding due to the 
discontinued SPDG, has lead Wisconsin to streamline its report to focus on three main 
improvement strategies rather than four: 

• Coordinated Improvement Planning 
• Coaching Supports 
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• Compliance Practices Focused on Literacy Outcomes 
 
The improvement strategy that no longer appears in the list above is Professional Learning 
Resources. The professional learning that WDPI provides is critical to impacting the SiMR, so 
the supports will continue (information on implementation and impact of this strategy can be 
found in Appendix #2). However, based on the factors referenced above, it was determined that 
the report would be more impactful and easier to understand without the various disparate 
professional learning endeavors within the main body of the report.  
 
Alignment of state and federal continuous improvement processes and expanded coordination of 
federal programs that adopted common continuous improvement process: 
During this reporting period, Wisconsin expanded the scope of its Coordinated Improvement 
Planning improvement strategy. Originally, the Special Education Team was working 
exclusively with the Title I Team to align processes. That partnership has expanded to include 
Titles IIA and III when continuous improvement is required, in part or in whole, to meet federal 
requirements. Additionally, the Special Education Team has partnered with the state’s Educator 
Development and Support Team Effectiveness Team to align continuous improvement 
frameworks and resources in order to provide a more aligned vision for continuous improvement. 

 
Organization of the Report 
Wisconsin used the State Phase III Organizational Outline to ensure it included information to 
satisfy each prompt. Even with the elimination of one improvement strategy, reporting on three 
improvement strategies, including numerous sub-activities, for each prompt as the outline 
suggests would be unwieldy and highly disjointed for the reader. Therefore, Wisconsin’s report 
groups interrelated outline items into four main sections: 

• SSIP Implementation Progress 
• Implementation and Outcome Data 
• Stakeholder Engagement 
• Evaluation 

At the beginning of each section, the items from the organizational outline contained within that 
section are listed. Detailed descriptions of the improvement strategies are included in phase II 
and III reports. 
 
Key Implementation Milestones for this Reporting Period 

Figure I.c: 2018 Key Implementation Accomplishments – Coordinated Improvement 

 

Transformation Zone: 

• Coached the establishment of cross-agency team 

• Coached the completion of 6-month learning plan 

• Coached exploration activities with districts 

• Administered Regional Capacity Assessments 
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• Developed monthly Regional Implementation Teams (RIT) capacity reports 

Technical Assistance Network for Improvement Supports: 

• Developed and Delivered Capacity-Building Professional Learning 

• Developed an Integrated Improvement Supports Contract 

Continuous Improvement Process: 

• Aligned state and federal continuous improvement processes and expanded 
coordination of federal programs that adopted common continuous improvement 
process 

• Coordinated state and federal accountability systems 

• Leveraged federal investments in continuous improvement process tools, resources, 
and reporting system to meet new state requirements  

• Integrated continuous improvement process tools and resources into the Wisconsin 
Information System for Education 

• Tested usability of continuous improvement process tools and resources 

• Monitored thirty-two LEAs using flexibility of continuous improvement process 
reporting 

 
Figure I.d: 2018 Key Implementation Supports - Coaching 

Coaching Supports  

● Selected, trained and coached a Statewide Coaching Coordinator 

● Developed Coaching Competency Practice Profile (CCPP) & data collection toolkit to 
inform comprehensive coaching systems 

● Conducted usability testing of the CCPP toolkit; data was used to guide system 
development and refine tools 

● Trained nine CESA regions across the state on the CCPP and toolkit 

● Provided Art of Coaching Teams & Improving our Practice G+ Community - Federal 
Investment for Statewide System Change (FISSC) capacity building 

● Developing a “coaching toolbox”  through the Coaching System Development Workgroup 
to support the  development of comprehensive coaching systems 

● Provided Leadership and Coaching training to 180 participants through the WI RtI Center 
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Figure I.e: 2018 Key Implementation Accomplishments – Compliance Practices 

College and Career Ready IEPs (CCR IEP) 

• Provided in-person trainings 

• Developed five one hour captioned webinars that highlight key guidance for each step 
in the CCR IEP five step process 

• Facilitated series of discussion forums with Institutions of Higher Education (IHEs) 

• Developed online training slide decks for school, district, and regional trainings  

• Curated videos and testimonials 

Reading Drives Achievement: Procedural Compliance Self-Assessment (RDA: PCSA) 

• Initially implemented the RDA: PCSA to eighty-eight districts (the first cohort of a 
five-year cycle) 

 
 
Go to Top 
 

II. SSIP Implementation Progress 
This section is organized by Wisconsin’s improvement strategies, and includes information on: 
 Description of the State’s SSIP Implementation Progress (Organizational Outline, Section B.1.) 
 Additional Activities to be Implemented Next Year (Organizational Outline, Section F.1) 
 Anticipated Barriers and Steps to Address those Barriers (Organizational Outline, Section F.3) 

 
Coordinated Improvement Planning 

Figure II.a: 2018 Key Implementation Accomplishments – Coordinated Improvement 
 

Transformation Zone: 

• Coached the establishment of cross-agency team 

• Coached the completion of 6-month learning plan 

• Coached exploration activities with districts 

• Administered Regional Capacity Assessments 

• Developed monthly Regional Implementation Teams (RIT) capacity reports 

Technical Assistance Network for Improvement Supports: 

• Developed and Delivered Capacity-Building Professional Learning 

• Developed an Integrated Improvement Supports Contract 
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Continuous Improvement Process: 

• Aligned state and federal continuous improvement processes and expanded 
coordination of federal programs that adopted common continuous improvement 
process 

• Coordinated state and federal accountability systems 

• Leveraged federal investments in continuous improvement process tools, resources, 
and reporting system to meet new state requirements  

• Integrated continuous improvement process tools and resources into the Wisconsin 
Information System for Education 

• Tested usability of continuous improvement process tools and resources 

• Monitored thirty-two LEAs using flexibility of continuous improvement process 
reporting 

Wisconsin’s first improvement strategy is centered on aligning systems and supports under 
multiple federal programs, with a particular emphasis on special education and Title I. In 
particular, alignment is underway in the areas of identification notifications, improvement and 
reporting requirements, reporting platform, and a system of supports. The work is organized by 
two main bodies of work, the system of supports and the continuous improvement process. 
 
System of Supports 
The first major component to Improvement Strategy #1 is work related to the development of 
regional supports. The two major components of this work are: 

• System of Supports: Transformation Zone  
o The Transformation Zone deeply transforms specific regions using a vertical slice 

of the system (state, region, district, school, and classroom) in order to learn for 
effective scale-up. Cooperative Educational Service Agencies (CESA) 2 and 8 
comprise Wisconsin’s first Transformation Zone. 

• System of Supports: Technical Assistance Network for Improvement Supports 
o Statewide Capacity Building for all CESAs to provide training, coaching, 

networking, and technical assistance for LEA continuous improvement efforts 
within an integrated network of supports.  

 

System of Supports: Transformation Zone 
 
Wisconsin continues to be an active scaling-up state with the State Implementation and Scaling 
Up of Evidence-Based Practices (SISEP) Center, within the National Implementation Research 
Network (NIRN). Within this work, the first Transformation Zone is underway with Regional 
Implementation Teams (RIT) in CESA 2 and CESA 8, led by the two State Transformation 
Specialists (STS) and in collaboration with Wisconsin’s SISEP coach. While CESA 2’s RIT 
kicked off in January 2017, CESA 8’s RIT began in July 2017. Both have participated in 
monthly onboarding and capacity building activities with the STSs and SISEP coach, and are 
now (CESA 2) or will soon be (CESA 8) engaged in exploration activities with districts.  
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The impact of the work of the transformation zone will be evaluated through SISEP assessments, 
designed to measure leadership, organization, and competency, including fidelity, at all levels of 
the system. State capacity was initially assessed in October of 2015, followed by regions. The 
next level will focus on districts and schools, and it is anticipated that WDPI will have teacher 
level observation data by October of 2018. The following table outlines the assessment 
progression, and any available data is outlined in the Implementation and Outcome Data section.  
 

Figure II.b: Progression of Capacity and Fidelity Assessment Administration 

Assessment Description of Data Timeline 
State Capacity Assessment 
(SCA) 

Action planning and 
evaluation tool 
used by State Education 
Agencies (SEAs) to examine 
the application of 
implementation practices and 
resources in support of 
effective and sustained use of 
effective innovations.  

Began October, 2015, and 
will continue every 6 months 
(October and April) 
 
Results can be found in 
Figure III.b & Figure III.c 

Regional Capacity 
Assessment (RCA) 

Action assessment that 
provides a  regional education 
agency (REA) with  
a structured process for 
development of a regional 
capacity implementation plan  
to supports district 
implementation teams that 
will directly benefit students. 

CESA 2: began February, 
2017, and will continue Every 
six months  
 
CESA 8: began July, 2017, 
and will continue Every six 
months 
 
Results can be found in 
Figure III.e & Figure III.f 

District Capacity Assessment 
(DCA) 

Action assessment designed 
to help district leaders and 
staff more precisely align 
resources with intended 
outcomes to support the 
effective use of an effective 
innovation. 

Anticipate first administration 
May, 2018, continuing every 
six months (anticipate 
Summer and winter) 

Drivers Best Practice 
Assessment 

Action assessment designed 
to help school leaders and 
staff monitor the 
implementation components 
essential for planning 
effective implementation 
supports and operationalize 
best practices for each driver.  

Anticipate first administration 
December, 2018, continuing 
every six months (anticipate 
winter and summer) 



 Wisconsin’s Results-Driven Accountability State Systemic Improvement Plan 
Phase III, Year II 

 

12 | P a g e  
 

Observation Tool for 
Instructional Supports and 
Systems (OTISS)  

Classroom walk-through tool  
to assess the quality of 
systems and supports 
available to help teachers 
use best practices for 
instruction. 
 

Anticipate first administration 
in October, 2018. At least 
three times a year (anticipate 
Fall, Winter, Spring) 

 
 
Major activities/accomplishments for both RITs in this reporting period include: 

• Establishment of a cross-agency team, including members with expertise in both 
general and special education, data inquiry, equitable multi-level systems of supports, and 
school improvement, where roles and responsibilities are clearly defined through Terms 
of Reference, and feedback loops are reinforced through defined communication 
protocols. 

 
• Completion of a 6-month learning plan by individual RIT members in order to build 

each RIT’s collective capacity regarding SISEP’s active implementation frameworks, and 
application of associated high leverage implementation tools, including initiative 
inventory, Hexagon Tool, practice profiles, decision support data systems, and 
coaching/training service delivery plans 

 
•  CESA 2 exploration activities with districts led by RIT members with support from 

STSs and SISEP coach: 
o Regional informational meetings with district superintendents and other Special 

Education/Title I Team district personnel 
o Mutual selection meetings with a smaller number of interested district leadership 

teams 
o Development of all associated meeting agendas, content for presentations and 

distributable materials, data collection processes, and selection protocols 
 

• Completion of Regional Capacity Assessment (RCA) and associated updates to 
ongoing action planning based on RCA data analysis: 

o CESA 2: August 2017 and February 2018 
o CESA 8: July 2017 and January 2018 

 
• Development of monthly RIT capacity reports that serve as a key communication tool 

within the practice-policy feedback loop to inform the work of the State Design Team 
with regard to next action steps based on removing barriers and supporting facilitators 

 
As one of SISEP’s active states, the work is continually approached from a perspective of 
readiness. With that said, anticipated timelines for this reporting period were met for the RIT 
work within this first Transformation Zone as outlined in last year’s SSIP submission: 
 

During the 2016-17 school year, the first Transformation Zone was established: 
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• January 2017 CESA 2 RIT begins onboarding 
• February 2017 CESA 2 RIT completes first RCA 
 

As part of the 2017-18 school year, RIT work continues in the first Transformation Zone: 
• July 2017 CESA 8 RIT begins onboarding and completes first RCA 
• August 2017 CESA 2 RIT completes second RCA 
• Fall 2017 to present CESA 2 RIT engages in exploration activities and mutual 

selection with districts 
• Winter to present CESA 8 RIT engages in exploration activities to prepare for 

mutual selection with districts this spring 
• January 2018 CESA 8 RIT completes second RCA 
• February 2018 CESA 2 RIT completes third RCA 
• Spring/Early summer 2018 CESA 2 and CESA 8 will continue Transformation 

Zone work with 1-3 district implementation teams (DIT) each 
 

Looking ahead to the 2018-19 school year, RIT work will continue in the first 
Transformation Zone: 

• Late Summer/Fall 2018 CESA 2 and CESA 8 will continue Transformation 
Zone work with DITs and associated building implementation teams (BIT), 
likely collecting classroom fidelity data by October 2018 

“Go slow to go fast” is bearing out in regional capacity data and the experiences of the STSs and 
SISEP coach who work with each of the two RITs. As the work “sings in rounds,” while 
capacity took longer to grow in the initial RIT in CESA 2 as everyone involved learned together, 
it is growing more rapidly in the CESA 8 RIT. As such, while the latter began onboarding six 
months after CESA 2, both RITs will likely merge their timelines for working with DITs and 
BITs late this spring/early summer. 
 
As for barriers, when considering the RIT work in the first Transformation Zone overall, likely 
the most significant barrier for team members has been the allocation of funding and time. 
Strong communication protocols (e.g., RIT Capacity Report, as-needed listening sessions) that 
leverage practice-policy feedback loops between RITs and the State Design Team have 
contributed to transparency and a solution-focused approach to addressing the barriers listed 
below: 

• As only a portion of the members of each RIT are fully funded, the State has 
suggested/offered flexibility to utilize other funding sources (e.g., WISEcoach grant, RtI 
Center Capacity grant) to support certain individuals’ ability to engage in the RIT work 
expected within the Transformation Zone. 

• Time allocation has, to a degree, been addressed through the funding issue above, but 
calendaring continues to present an additional barrier. Each team has worked to leverage 
strong communication protocols and efficient structures for action planning, 
documentation, etc., thus mitigating face-to-face meeting requirements as much as 
possible. However, those in-person meetings have become increasingly necessary as the 
teams embark upon exploration and mutual selection activities. As individuals on each 
RIT have begun to see the need for additional time, there has been a concurrent openness 
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to be more flexible and identify more time on calendars in which to co-develop and lead 
those exploration and mutual selection activities. Furthermore, the State has allowed for 
flexibility within certain individual contract deliverables to make additional time 
available for RIT work. 
 

System of Supports: Technical Assistance Network for Improvement Supports 

While the RITs will provide in-depth supports to select districts on implementing evidence-based 
practices, in order to support the bulk of identified districts with implementing a Coordinated 
Improvement Process, diverse regional technical assistance providers were brought together in a 
Technical Assistance (TA) Network for Improvement Supports to create a coordinated, team-
based approach to providing training, coaching, and networking for improvement planning. 
These diverse, regional teams have engaged in collective capacity building activities through a 
variety of formats (e.g., face-to-face networking and blended learning) to enhance their 
knowledge and skills related to coordinated improvement planning that strengthens districts’ 
equitable multi-level systems of supports. The vision is to scale up the TA Network for 
Improvement Supports to twelve RITs over time based on lessons learned through the 
Transformation Zone process. The regional teams are comprised of general education, special 
education, Title I, and Response to Intervention (RtI) Center staff, thus leveraging federal 
funding toward a common shared mission and vision. These capacity building activities, along 
with facilitated networking sessions, have fostered the teams’ competency, organization, and 
leadership in order to develop readiness and buy-in for coordinated improvement planning.   
 
Major activities/accomplishments for the TA Network for Improvement this reporting period 
include: 
 
Capacity-Building Professional Learning 
2017-18 capacity-building efforts occurred throughout the year, combining a scope and sequence 
of face-to-face and asynchronous blended learning opportunities to promote the following broad 
objectives:  

• Know and understand the key features of an equitable multi-level system of supports;  
• Understand the continuous improvement process and utilize relevant tools/resources to 

support district/school improvement efforts;  
• Learn and apply coaching strategies that support the implementation and improvement 

efforts of districts and schools;  
• Identify structures for effective collaboration and aligned service delivery within the TA 

Network for Improvement for district supports. 
 

Face-to-Face Learning Opportunities 
• Art of Coaching Teams from the Aguilar Group (August 2017)  
• Team-based meetings between regional General Education (Gen Ed), Title I, Special 

Education, and RtI Center staff 
o September Focus 

 Provide feedback on principles of continuous improvement 
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 Develop collective understanding regarding the TA Network for 
Improvement Supports 

 Develop structures for collaboration to build collective capacity 
o January Focus 

 Understand the statewide system of support  
 Reinforce an equity focus for supporting regional needs 
 Identify regional needs based on potential identification 

criteria/requirements and local data 
 Build readiness for continuous improvement process 
 Develop network service delivery plan for regional supports  

 
Asynchronous Learning Plan  

• Included content to complete as individuals, as well as collaboration opportunities that 
engaged each regional team on topics related to key system features of an equitable 
MLSS, including: 

o Equity 
o Shared leadership 
o Systemic implementation 
o Strategic use of data 
o Collaboration 

 
The year-long capacity building efforts have occurred as planned, with regional technical 
assistance providers participating in face-to-face and asynchronous learning opportunities as 
outlined in the capacity building professional learning plan. All regions have been fully 
represented in these learning opportunities, and additional key grant funded staff have been 
invited to be part of training and networking opportunities. 
 
Integrated Improvement Supports Contract 
The WDPI Special Education Team worked with other federally funded programs to integrate 
work and related supports for continuous improvement efforts. This partnership produced 
aligned materials for districts (i.e., Continuous Improvement Process outlined in this section), but 
also highlighted the need to further align related technical assistance. An integrated contract is 
currently in development to promote regional team-based supports for districts/schools that will 
provide training, coaching, and networking opportunities regarding continuous improvement 
efforts.  

 
The Integrated Improvement Supports Contract brings together the previously separated federal 
funds and deliverables for ESSA and IDEA into one unified contract for purposes of providing 
districts and schools with access to high quality resources, training, coaching, and networking for 
their improvement efforts. This is an example of making a technical change to enable an adaptive 
shift.  
 
During this reporting period, key stakeholders at WDPI identified the overlapping and unique 
functions of and deliverables for the relevant federally funded regional technical assistance 
providers in order to begin development of the goals, flexibilities, responsibilities, and work plan 
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for an integrated contract. To date, initial rounds of regional stakeholder input are being gathered 
in order to inform revisions to the final contract language anticipated in late spring, 2018, for 
implementation in 2018-19. 
 
Technical and adaptive barriers identified through the Capacity Building Professional Learning 
are being addressed through the development of the Integrated Contract for Improvement, as 
well as through planned adjustments to the 2018-19 capacity-building opportunities.  

• Time: Participants have asked for more dedicated time to engage in collaboration with 
colleagues to build collective capacity and common shared language. To address this 
barrier, the integrated contract allocates time for teams to engage in learning, review of 
implementation data, and planning for next steps. 

• Funding flexibility: Participants have also asked for flexibility in funding so they are 
able to have a diverse team that represents both general education and special education 
specialists around Title I, data analysis and use, and systems change. To address this 
barrier, we have integrated four separate contracts from the department which blocks 
funding so regional organizations can staff their team based on selection criteria outlining 
skills and knowledge that best responds to district needs for improvement, within 
parameters of federal funding requirements. 

• More learning: Participants requested further training and support on the Plan, Do, 
Study, Act cycle (PDSA). This request will shape the scope and sequence for the 2018-19 
professional learning, such that those face-to-face and asynchronous opportunities will 
focus on the Continuous Improvement Process (CIP), and the related protocols and 
resources regional technical assistance providers may leverage within their training, 
coaching, and networking services that support districts with needs assessment, root 
cause analysis, selection and installation of evidence-based improvement strategies, and 
processes to support program evaluation and problem solving. 

 
Continuous Improvement Process 
The system of support outlined above is grounded in the second major component of the 
coordinated improvement planning strategy, the continuous improvement cycle and LEA 
identifications and reporting requirements. During this reporting period, WDPI completed the 
following major activities/accomplishments related to the coordinated improvement planning 
process: 

• Aligned state and federal continuous improvement processes and expanded 
coordination of federal programs that adopted common continuous improvement 
process 

Wis. Stat. §115.415 requires an evaluation system for teachers and principals in public schools. 
To support districts in meeting the statutory requirements, WDPI developed and implemented 
the Wisconsin Educator Effectiveness System (EE), a performance-based continuous 
improvement system designed to improve the education of all students in the state of Wisconsin 
by supporting guided, individualized, self-determined professional growth and development of 
educators. Educator Effectiveness defines “continuous improvement” as a modified Plan-Do-
Study/Check-Act (PDSA) cycle.  

 

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/115.415
https://dpi.wi.gov/ee


 Wisconsin’s Results-Driven Accountability State Systemic Improvement Plan 
Phase III, Year II 

 

17 | P a g e  
 

Figure II.c: Plan-Do-Study/Check-Act Cycle 

 
 

During this reporting period, the Special Education Team, in collaboration with Titles I, IIA, and 
III under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as amended by the Every 
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), adopted a description of “continuous improvement” consistent 
with EE so Wisconsin educators see the same basic cycle for improvement under state and 
federal requirements.   
 
The Special Education Team and ESSA Titles I, IIA, and III (expanded from Title I only in the 
previous reporting period) will provide additional information for schools and districts when 
continuous improvement is required, in part or in whole, to meet federal requirements. This more 
detailed framework is depicted below in Figure II.d. It additionally appears within Appendix #3. 
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Figure II.d: Detailed PDSA 

 
 

• Coordinated state and federal accountability systems  
Wisconsin issues school and district Accountability Report Cards annually. In addition to 
state Accountability Report Cards and the new ESSA rating system, there are a number of 
federal accountability tools and possible identifications released in any given year. Both 
ESSA and IDEA require identification of schools or districts for various reasons, which has 
resulted in multiple types of identifications, interventions and support.  

 
During this reporting period, WDPI adopted a coordinated approach to federal 
accountability, which will streamline processes and the statewide system of supports for 
schools or districts identified for interventions through ESSA and/or IDEA. This coordinated 
approach should not only streamline requirements for those required to navigate multiple 
systems, but also lead to strategic improvements that benefit students themselves. 

 
In early January 2018, the U.S. Department of Education approved Wisconsin’s State Plan 
required by ESEA as amended by ESSA. While both the state and ESSA federal 
accountability systems share an overall goal of ensuring schools equitably prepare every 
student in Wisconsin to graduate ready for college and careers, and there are many 
similarities, the two accountability systems have important and noteworthy differences. 
These similarities and differences are articulated in a table in Appendix #4. 

 

https://dpi.wi.gov/esea/wisconsin-consolidated-state-plan
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• Leveraged federal investments in continuous improvement process tools, 
resources, and reporting system to meet new state requirements  

During this reporting period, WDPI decided to leverage the continuous improvement process 
tools, resources, and reporting system developed for federal reporting requirements to 
support schools required under 2017 Act 59 to develop a ”written school improvement plan” 
under the School Performance Improvement Grants.   

 
2017 Act 59, which enacted Wisconsin’s 2017-19 Biennial Budget, provides $3,690,600 
General Purpose Revenue (GPR) in Fiscal Year (FY) 19 for school performance 
improvement grants, to be awarded to any school, including a public school, independent 
charter school, or private choice school, located in a school district that received an overall 
rating of “Fails to Meet Expectations,” in addition to schools located within the boundaries of 
Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS). To qualify for a grant, a school would be required to 
develop a written school improvement plan to improve pupil performance in math and 
reading; and, if the school received funds under this program in the previous year, the 
school’s accountability score improved from its score two years prior to the previous year. 
Grant amounts would be based on the number of pupils in an eligible school (for private 
parental choice schools, only those pupils participating in the parental choice program would 
be counted). 

 
• Integrated continuous improvement process tools and resources into the 

Wisconsin Information System for Education 
The tools and resources related to the continuous improvement process is a part of 
Wisconsin’s statewide system of support; as such the tools and resources are available to all 
districts and prioritized for (1) districts and schools identified under IDEA or ESSA Title I 
and (2) districts identified under IDEA and ESSA Title I. To effectively and efficiently 
provide supports to 420+ districts, WDPI developed the continuous improvement process 
tools and resources integrated with and to extend the Wisconsin Information System for 
Education (WISE). WISE is comprised of multiple tools that support identification 
generation and data collection to meet all required district and school state and federal 
reporting mandates. These will in turn inform education research and data analysis through 
dashboard and reporting tools to better understand and improve educational outcomes for 
Wisconsin students. During this reporting period, the project invested in the following WISE 
supports: 

• WISELearn: WISELearn provides a centralized location for classroom resources 
and professional learning resources for all Wisconsin educators. This free 
online portal brings WI content to one easy to search spot. Within WISELearn, 
this project created a group entitled, “Wisconsin Continuous Improvement 
Process” and started to curate resources for schools and districts. 

 
• WISEdash: WISEdash is Wisconsin’s data dashboard and allows users to 

compare and explore statistics about Wisconsin public schools. Educators can 
access student-level data through a secure data portal. During this reporting 
period, the project prioritized the following tools and resources to be integrated 
with WISEdash: 

https://dpi.wi.gov/policy-budget/biennial-budget/current
https://dpi.wi.gov/wiselearn
https://wlresources.dpi.wi.gov/groups/wisconsin-continuous-improvement/4/
https://wlresources.dpi.wi.gov/groups/wisconsin-continuous-improvement/4/
http://wisedash.dpi.wi.gov/Dashboard/portalHome.jsp
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 Beliefs, Mission, Vision, Values Self-Assessment 
 Data Leadership  Workbook  
 Student Data Inquiry Workbook 
 Practices Data Inquiry Workbook  
 School Leadership Teams Effectiveness Survey 
 Hexagon Tool 
 Improvement Planning Template 
 Hypotheses Fishbone Analysis Tool 
 Team Meeting Template 
 Calendaring Data Inquiry 
 Practice Surveys  
 School RtI All-Staff Perceptions Survey 
 Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI) 
 SAS - Self-Assessment Survey 
 Self-Assessment of Data Leadership 

 
• WISExplore: WDPI partners with the CESA Statewide Network (CSN) to 

develop a common data inquiry process for teachers and school leaders statewide. 
This team is called WISExplore. WISExplore partners help educators to actively 
discuss the data available through WISEdash portals and other sources. The 
partners help school staff grow internal capacity for data inquiry, and to design 
and implement a thoughtful school improvement action based on their analyses. 
This project collaborated with WISExplore to develop, test, and scale resources 
related to continuous improvement. 
 

• WISEgrants: WISEgrants is an innovative federal grants management system 
designed, developed and operated by the Wisconsin Department of Public 
Instruction staff. The WISEgrants Web Portal was created through a collaboration 
between the ESEA and Special Education teams at WDPI in regards to 
constructing a one-stop shop for LEAs to access their federal funds that has 
resulted in a system that is efficient and standardized for subrecipients. In addition 
to the requirements of the Federal programs, the two teams involved other WDPI 
departments in the development of WISEgrants and began a long-term plan of 
establishing wrap-around processes to connect the various data submissions 
required of LEAs. WISEgrants is the portal through which districts and schools 
identified under IDEA and/or ESSA will report on required improvement 
activities. During this reporting period, the project invested in IT staff to start 
technical work related to building the reporting portal with a launch for the 2018-
19 school year. 

 
   

• Tested usability of continuous improvement process tools and resources 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/10Z954cCeiqH4C1--H7pcamhEv3KJWrHSOcT73xYlrlw/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1I33fl5Z9bE2o-GSShINkjaf1MU743Hlagw7QcPk7bIQ/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1iCNpCidLgfgY-v0Fla65_rP0r_EvFeUNrxpUKR4zABM/edit
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Gr80p4s-h67ZGzBQLf_xeQg2-Qm3zWHq/view
https://dpi.wi.gov/wisexplore
https://dpi.wi.gov/wisegrants/web-portal
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During this reporting period, nineteen LEA teams participated in cohort-based continuous 
improvement professional learning and tested the usability of continuous improvement 
process tools and resources (Data Leadership Academy, a collaborative project between 
WDPI’s WISExplore team and the Association of Wisconsin School Administrators 
(AWSA)). The teams represented small, medium and large districts; the teams serve students 
in urban, suburban, and rural areas of the state; and the teams committed to raising 
achievement for students with IEPs, students of color, and other marginalized student groups.   
In addition, the WISExplore team surveyed all Wisconsin LEAs regarding the use of data to 
make decisions and drive improvement; 228 LEAs (54%) responded to the survey.  The 
survey included questions about who was involved in data inquiry, beliefs about data, use of 
data, and what LEAs need to use data for school and district improvement. Additional 
information on the use of this data can be found in the Implementation and Outcome Data 
section.  

• Monitored thirty-two LEAs using flexibility of continuous improvement process 
reporting 

During this reporting period, forty LEAs were identified as having racial disproportionality 
in special education identification, placement, and/or discipline; WDPI tested the usability of 
offering LEAs the option to meet improvement requirements with locally-developed plans 
(flexibility is a key feature of this project).   
 
WDPI carried out planned activities with fidelity and met all established milestones and 
timelines for this project. All above activities except one met fidelity markers.   
The one unplanned activity was, “Alignment of state and federal continuous improvement 
processes and expanded coordination of federal programs that adopted common continuous 
improvement process.” This activity was added to the workplan related to the continuous 
improvement process based on feedback from stakeholders. Milestones and other fidelity 
markers were used to determine the added activity was on track during this reporting period.  
During this reporting period, stakeholders continued to raise concerns regarding stronger 
alignment among this project’s continuous improvement process, especially the tools and 
resources, and other initiatives supported by WDPI. These concerns represent anticipated 
barriers that WDPI is prioritizing for the next reporting period.   
Specifically, stakeholders encourage greater collaboration with Educator Effectiveness, the 
Wisconsin Response to Intervention Center, and Future Ready!, Wisconsin’s digital learning 
plan. 
Regarding collaboration with Educator Effectiveness, this project is planning to take the 
following steps to address the barriers: 
• Jointly developed tools and resources related to continuous improvement for purposes of 

Educator Effectiveness and this project; 
• Develop technical assistance for schools and districts identified under IDEA or ESSA, 

Title I, on how to use this project’s continuous improvement process to meet state 
requirements related to the Principal Evaluation Process; and  

https://dpi.wi.gov/ee
https://www.wisconsinrticenter.org/
https://dpi.wi.gov/digital-learning
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• Develop technical assistance for schools and districts identified under IDEA or ESSA, 
Title I, on how to use activities related to the Principal Evaluation Process to meet federal 
requirements related to improvement. 

Regarding collaboration with the Wisconsin Response to Intervention Center, this project is 
planning to take the following steps to address the barriers: 
• Jointly develop tools and resources related to continuous improvement for purposes of 

this project; and 
• Explain the relationship between continuous improvement and implementing an 

equitable multilevel system of supports and technical assistance related to this project: 
The Wisconsin Continuous Improvement Process can be used for large-scale change 
(i.e., school turnaround). It can also be used when implementing a targeted, specific 
strategy (i.e., a second grade reading intervention for students with disabilities as a way 
to improve literacy as measured on the third-grade state summative assessment). The 
Process is content-neutral and describes the steps necessary to implement and sustain 
educational change. For example, Wisconsin’s Framework for Equitable Multilevel 
Systems of Supports identifies continuous improvement as the process by which a school 
or district implements an equitable multi-level system of supports (see visual below in 
Figure II.e). Regardless of scope of change, the process assumes a commitment to 
inclusive teaching and learning by building a continuum of supports with a strong 
universal level. 
 

 
Figure II.e: Wisconsin’s Framework for Equitable Multilevel Systems of Supports 

 
 
Regarding collaboration with Future Ready!, this project is planning to continue/take the 
following steps to address the barriers: 

• Add tools and resources developed for Future Ready! Into the WISELearn group, 
“Wisconsin Continuous Improvement Process,” and 

• Continue to discuss how to leverage WISEgrants to monitor for Title IV compliance in 
the following districts, which receive separate resources based on amount of allocation: 
Milwaukee Public Schools, Madison Metropolitan Public Schools, Kenosha Unified 

https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/rti/pdf/rti-emlss-framework.pdf
https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/rti/pdf/rti-emlss-framework.pdf
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School District, Green Bay Area School District, Racine Unified School District, and 
School District of Beloit. 

 
 
Coaching Supports 

Figure II.f: 2018 Key Implementation Supports - Coaching 

Coaching Supports  

● Selected, trained and coached a Statewide Coaching Coordinator 

● Developed Coaching Competency Practice Profile (CCPP) & data collection toolkit 
to inform comprehensive coaching systems 

● Conducted usability testing of the CCPP toolkit; data was used to guide system 
development and refine tools 

● Trained nine CESA regions across the state on the CCPP and toolkit 

● Provided Art of Coaching Teams & Improving our Practice G+ Community - Federal 
Investment for Statewide System Change (FISSC) capacity building 

● Developing a “coaching toolbox”  through the Coaching System Development 
Workgroup to support the  development of comprehensive coaching systems 

● Provided Leadership and Coaching training to 180 participants through the WI RtI 
Center 

 
Supports for coaching is another of Wisconsin’s improvement strategies. Programming 
emphasizes a statewide vision and tools for coaching, as well as more intensive support for high 
needs LEAs. 
Through State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), WDPI has worked together with the 
Statewide Coaching Coordinator to use the Coaching Competency Practice Profile (CCPP) (See 
Appendix # 5) as a cornerstone in developing coaching tools to support the development of a 
comprehensive coaching system. A brief description of the supporting tools is as follows: 

● The Coach Self-Assessment Tool: (See Appendix  #6) was created and usability tests 
were conducted with the seven SPDG team coaches along with a cohort of fifteen 
instructional coaches from CESA 7. Both cohorts consisted of coaches coaching to a 
range of content with varied experience. These coaches offered feedback on both the tool 
and process. This tool is used to assist individual coaches in identifying strengths and 
areas of growth related to the competencies identified in the CCPP. Coaches can then use 
results to establish personal growth goals related to the competencies. Personal growth 
goals are shared to inform professional learning themes and direction.  

● The Coach Universal Feedback Form (CUFF): (See Appendix #7) is for the client to 
provide feedback to the coach. Usability testing of the CUFF was conducted with 
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nineteen SPDG PLC teams during this reporting period. Each PLC team completes the 
CUFF in response to each unique coaching session and is designed to probe reflections 
aligned with the coaching competencies. The client rates the coach on a four-point scale 
(1=not at all, 2=rarely, 3=some of the time and 4=most of the time).  

● The Coach Observation Form: (See Appendix #8) was created and usability tests will 
be conducted with five SPDG coaches in five coaching settings. Observations are 
scheduled for spring 2018 in eight additional coaching settings for an additional two 
coaches. Observers observe only for the coach-identified competencies growth areas 
(related to self-assessment) using the CCPP as a reference for observable behaviors based 
on “expected use in practice.” Observers also use the form to identify potential coaching 
entry points by asking coaching questions related to specific behaviors/coaching moves 
used during the session. These “entry points” can then be used by the coach in 
professional growth opportunities (such as in a self-reflection, post coaching session 
conversation with observer, coaching session with support coach, peer coach, etc.). 

● The Coach Reflection Log: (See Appendix #9) was created and usability testing was 
conducted with seven SPDG coaches in nineteen coaching settings. A coach completes 
the reflection log within twenty-four hours of each coaching session. Responses collected 
through the reflections are important in providing relevant data to drive the coaches’ own 
practices and future professional development opportunities. The coaches are asked to 
reflect on the implementation of the coaching competencies and strategies utilized during 
the session as well as team/client dynamics.           

In addition to usability testing with the SPDG coaching cohort, the Statewide Coaching 
Coordinator reached out to all CESAs offering to revisit the Coaching Competency Practice 
Profile and preview the connected tools during this reporting period. CESA staff spent time 
digging deeply into the CCPP and engaging in dialogue around how the practice profile and the 
supporting tools could support their work. Each individual CESA made the decision as to 
whether they wanted all staff to be trained on the tools or to select staff directly connected to 
coaching. CESAs 9 and 4 chose to open the training to all staff. CESAs 2, 3, 5, 7, and 8 were 
represented by between one and three staff members. There are appointments on the calendar to 
meet with representatives from CESAs 10, 11, and 12 by June 01, 2018.   
 
In August 2017, the Federal Investment in Statewide Systems Change (FISSC), Wisconsin’s 
network of IDEA discretionary grant recipients, hosted The Art of Coaching Teams Institute. 
Following the conference, participants provided feedback on future learning opportunities. After 
sorting through the responses, three requests surfaced: an opportunity to connect and discuss 
with others around the material; the need for further learning, especially around a few key topics; 
and the chance to speak with a coach.   
 
In an effort to address these requests, a Google Community: DPI Improving Professional 
Practice, was established. Learning opportunities are posted by the first of the month in 
December, February, and April. Participants can access the materials and respond to discussion 
questions for the entire month as their schedules permit. Participants are encouraged to 
participate in ongoing dialogue. The community is moderated by the Statewide Coaching 
Coordinator, so participants can pose coaching specific questions. During the months of January, 
March, and May participants make deeper connections around the previous month’s learning by 

https://plus.google.com/communities/107780471081444124336?sqinv=WUhuRzlmM0k3RlYwVERXUDFFcU9yem1wS0UydElR
https://plus.google.com/communities/107780471081444124336?sqinv=WUhuRzlmM0k3RlYwVERXUDFFcU9yem1wS0UydElR
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participating in webinars. The Statewide Coaching Coordinator is available to facilitate reflection 
questions and as well as answer questions. The webinars are recorded and housed on the Google 
Community to be accessed at a participant's convenience.   
 
It was anticipated that the alignment of projects, vocabularies, models and strategies would be a 
barrier given the multitude of organizations and departments offering some type of guidance 
around coaching. To address these barriers, focus was placed on intentional collaboration with 
those groups that were purposefully using coaching as a driver of innovations. Speaking with 
CESA colleagues and coaches in the field, it was determined that the RtI Center’s training 
Coaching and Leadership Development has been one of the principal methods of professional 
development. Alignment to this curriculum is a priority. The SPDG team has collaborated with 
Educator Development and Supports Team colleagues to strengthen alignment and ensure 
consistency in messaging across teams. Both the Coaching Coordinator and SPDG Project 
Coordinator have completed the Implementation Science onboarding process and are embedding 
it’s principles into all tools.  Lastly, purposeful meetings and collaboration with the Literacy and 
Mathematics Team content area specialists around the CCPP and future initiatives is ongoing. 
 
Because the SPDG was the main funding source for coaching in Wisconsin, funding shifts and 
scaling-back are necessary. Wisconsin has outlined a new project, funded through IDEA 
discretionary funds, which will support high-needs districts. This project, the Research to 
Practice Grant: Inclusive Communities, will continue to offer supports through a cohort of 
coaches in partnership with the Statewide Coaching Coordinator. Similar supports were outlined 
in Wisconsin’s SPDG application, though the supports will be less comprehensive, and 
partnerships and evaluation of the project will be scaled back. Funding for the Statewide 
Coaching Coordinator has shifted to both IDEA discretionary funds and Title I funds to support 
Wisconsin’s coordinated improvement supports outlined above.  
 
Leadership and Coaching (Offered through the Wisconsin RtI Center) 
The Wisconsin RtI Center currently provides professional learning in the area of leadership and 
coaching. In 2016-2017, 180 people fully participated in the workshop series. This workshop is 
in the full implementation stage, and undergoes annual continuous improvement based on 
implementation data. Implementation and impact data for the 2016-2017 school year is outlined 
in the Implementation and Outcome Data section. 
 
 
Compliance Practices Focused on Literacy Outcomes 
 

Figure II.g: 2018 Key Implementation Accomplishments – Compliance Practices 

College and Career Ready IEPs (CCR IEP) 

• Provided in-person trainings 

• Developed five one hour captioned webinars that highlight key guidance for each step 
in the CCR IEP five step process 

http://www.wisconsinrticenter.org/coaches/training.html
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• Facilitated series of discussion forums with Institutions of Higher Education (IHEs) 

• Developed online training slide decks for school, district, and regional trainings  

• Curated videos and testimonials 

Reading Drives Achievement: Procedural Compliance Self-Assessment (RDA: PCSA) 

• Initially implemented the RDA: PCSA to eighty-eight districts (the first cohort of a 
five-year cycle) 

 
Wisconsin’s next improvement strategy focuses on compliance practices and IEP supports that 
are most linked to outcomes, particularly literacy outcomes. Two main projects include College 
and Career Ready IEPs (CCR IEP) and Reading Drives Achievement: Procedural Compliance 
Self-Assessment (RDA: PCSA). 
 
College and Career Ready Individualized Education Programs  
WDPI continued to develop and implement professional learning resources for the state’s revised 
sample IEP forms to promote college and career readiness. All resources can be found at 
https://dpi.wi.gov/sped/college-and-career-ready-ieps/learning-resources. Major implementation 
accomplishments related to College and Career Ready IEPs: Improving Outcomes for Students 3 
through 21 for this reporting period included:  

• Continued provision of in-person trainings; 
• Completion of five one hour captioned webinars that highlight key guidance for 

each step in the CCR IEP five step process; 
• Facilitation of a series of discussion forums with Institutions of Higher Education 

(IHEs); 
• Development of online training slide decks for school, district, and regional 

trainings; 
• Creation of videos and testimonials. 

 
Based on feedback from districts, the CCR IEP webinar training resources include “Steps at a 
Glance” resource tools that were developed, to better assist IEP teams in understanding and 
documenting present levels of achievement; using data to identify disability-related needs; 
develop IEP goals to meet those needs; and align services and analyze progress on IEP 
implementation to improve access, engagement, and progress in grade level standards-based 
academic curriculum and functional performance. Additional training resources were developed 
to support interactive conversations about IEP development during training (e.g., videos, 
discussion activities, organizers, and additional training tools). 
 
To complement the web-based webinars, slide decks, and “Steps at a Glance” training tools, a 
regional CCR IEP training module was developed based on feedback from two statewide 
training days held by WI DPI in spring 2017. This in-person CCR IEP training module workshop 
provides IEP teams an opportunity to review existing IEPs and apply the knowledge learned 
from basic CCR IEP trainings/webinars so they are able to facilitate future IEP discussions, 
processes, and documentation. The in-person CCR IEP training workshop was implemented 

https://dpi.wi.gov/sped/college-and-career-ready-ieps/learning-resources
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throughout the 2017-18 school year in each of the twelve Cooperative Educational Service 
Agency (CESA) regions of Wisconsin, as well as with a number of LEAs. A statewide training 
calendar was made available on the WDPI CCR IEP web page and updated as new trainings 
were added throughout the school year. The training workshop was conducted by Regional 
Service Network (RSN) directors, an IDEA discretionary grant through WI DPI, and with 
support from a dedicated WDPI CCR IEP training coordinator. These regional trainings also 
incorporated support from other IDEA discretionary grants in the areas of early childhood and 
family engagement. Additional technical assistance to support district-wide CCR IEP training 
was provided by WDPI staff to Wisconsin’s two largest LEAs, Milwaukee Public Schools and 
Madison Metropolitan School District. 
 
In addition to the in-person CCR IEP training workshop, training modules and resources have 
been developed using the content and format of the CCR IEP Five Step webinar processes. The 
additional training modules focus specifically on the areas of Early Childhood special education 
and Engaging Families in the IEP process. These additional training modules were presented at a 
variety of statewide conferences, and once refined based on stakeholder feedback, will be 
published as additional webinar supports by fall 2018.   
 
WI DPI also completed a series of discussion forums with Institutions of Higher Education 
(IHEs) that facilitated conversations between WI DPI and IHEs about the content and resources 
available to support pre-service educators in understanding IEP discussions and processes that 
are linked to improved student outcomes. These discussion forums took place in seven 
University of Wisconsin System site locations across the state between March and June 2017, 
and were open to any IHE faculty or staff in Wisconsin public and private colleges, universities, 
and technical colleges.   
 
The CCR IEP five step process webinars and step check documents were developed to provide 
specific guidance on aspects of IEP development that link a student’s present level of 
performance to disability-related needs, IEP goals, IEP services, and a process for analyzing 
progress. To promote fidelity in how districts conduct the IEP process, the CCR IEP trainings, 
guidance, training tools, and resources align with the state’s sample IEP forms, procedural 
compliance self-assessment items, and other systems the state uses to monitor compliance with 
state and federal special education requirements. A frequently asked questions document on the 
requirements of the state’s sample IEP forms was updated regularly throughout the year and 
aligned with the training resources developed as part of CCR IEP guidance. Furthermore, the 
on-line training slide decks that accompany the five step process webinars include speaker notes 
to assist with fidelity when used for in-district training.   
 
 
Perhaps the largest barriers to implementation are the high demand of training content and 
requests to access in-person trainings compared to the existing staff resources required to update 
and publish training content and provide and support in-person trainings. For example, the 
WDPI’s consultant assigned to support the regional CCR IEP trainings retired in December, 
2017 and additional turnover in staff positions at state and regional levels is expected. To address 
the anticipated barrier of staff turnover and time/resource allocation, WDPI plans this spring to 
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hire a dedicated limited term position to assist in training more staff on the CCR IEP training 
module and resources. This position will also assist in training regional and district leadership to 
conduct CCR IEP trainings with fidelity using existing WDPI training resources. At this time, 
the training content development and publication and in-person regional training schedules have 
met all expectations and timelines with the exception of posting of the webinar slide decks which 
is anticipated March 2018 (by the time this report is submitted).  The delay in posting the 
webinar slide decks is due to WI DPI staff turnover. 
 
 
Reading Drives Achievement: Procedural Compliance Self-Assessment 
 
Wisconsin’s second main project related to compliance practices that impact outcomes has 
focused on shifting focus and content for monitoring LEAs toward a more outcome-driven 
approach. Additional detail and associated resources can be found here. In this reporting period, 
eighty-eight districts (the first cohort of a five-year cycle) conducted the Reading Drives 
Achievement: Procedural Compliance Self-Assessment (RDA: PCSA), which consisted of 
the following activities: 

• After July 1, each district appointed an ad hoc committee including parent(s) to determine 
how and when the self-assessment would be conducted and to review the results of the 
self-assessment. District staff assigned to review IEP records completed the RDA: PCSA 
Training and Certification E-Course with one-hundred percent accuracy and each director 
of special education provided an assurance of completion to the department. The 
E-Course is designed to develop an understanding of how to assess monitoring standards 
and promote inter-rater reliability of IEP record reviews.   

• By November 15, districts uploaded WISE IDs of student records to the RDA: PCSA 
Reporting Tool in the DPI special education secure portal. The reporting tool then 
generated the record sample. District staff conducted records reviews using the 
department’s RDA: PCSA Directions & Standards. Each director of special education 
recorded the district’s results in the reporting tool. For any noncompliance identified by 
the district, the district is instructed in the RDA: PCSA Reporting Tool to identify how to 
correct student-level errors and ensure current compliance. Each district submitted their 
RDA: PCSA report of errors and corrective action plan. 

• Members of the department’s special education procedural compliance workgroup 
(PCWG) finalized the RDA: PCSA validation process and recording forms. In January, 
2017, the PCWG conducted validation visits in selected representative districts to 
determine if records were accurately assessed in accordance with the RDA: PCSA 
Directions and Standards. Districts were notified of any records that were not properly 
assessed and any additional student-level errors requiring correction. Validation activities 
inform future training needs and clarifications needed in the Directions and Standards. 
The results also help to measure the effectiveness of the RDA: PCSA Training and 
Certification E-Course for ensuring consistency in applying the Directions and Standards 
during record reviews. 

• By February 15, each district corrected student-level errors and provided an assurance 
that all student-level noncompliance was corrected and actions to ensure current 

https://dpi.wi.gov/sped/educators/rdapcsa
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compliance are in progress. The department began verification of student-level correction 
of noncompliance in March.  

• Members of the PCWG provided training and technical assistance for special education 
supervisors representing each region in Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS). MPS is the 
single district in the state with a membership greater than 50,000 and conducts the RDA: 
PCSA on an annual basis. PCWG debriefed MPS RDA: PCSA training feedback and 
created supplemental notes to Directions and Standards to help ensure inter-rater 
reliability. 

• Members of the PCWG provided additional training and technical assistance for special 
education staff in identified districts and charter schools. PCWG debriefed the RDA: 
PCSA training to help ensure inter-rater reliability. 

 
 
Go to top 
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III. Implementation and Outcome Data 
This section is organized by Wisconsin’s improvement strategies, and includes information on: 
 How the State has Demonstrated Progress and Made Modifications to the SSIP as Necessary 

(Organizational Outline, Section C.2) 
 Assessment of Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements  

(Organizational Outline, Section E.1) 
 
Coordinated Improvement Planning 
Transformation Zone 

The key data components currently collected during this reporting period with regard to the 
Transformation Zone are the State Capacity Assessment (SCA) and the Regional Capacity 
Assessment (RCA). These capacity assessments, tools used in WI’s partnership with SISEP, 
function as action assessments, designed to measure leadership, organization, and competency at 
all levels of the system, and that support the development of implementation plans for purposes 
of using and scaling effective innovations.  
 
The following chart outlines the progression of data collection in Wisconsin: 

 
Figure III.a: Progression of Capacity and Fidelity Assessment Administration 

Assessment Description of Data Timeline 
State Capacity Assessment 
(SCA) 

Action planning and 
evaluation tool used by State 
Education Agencies (SEAs) 
to examine the application of 
implementation practices and 
resources in support of 
effective and sustained use of 
effective innovations.  

Began October, 2015, and 
will continue every six 
months (October and April) 
 
Results can be found in 
Figure III.b & Figure III.c 

Regional Capacity 
Assessment (RCA) 

Action assessment that 
provides a regional education 
agency (REA) with a 
structured process for 
development of a regional 
capacity implementation plan 
to supports district 
implementation teams that 
will directly benefit students. 

CESA 2: began February, 
2017, and will continue Every 
six months  
 
 CESA 8: began July, 2017, 
and will continue Every six 
months 
 
Results can be found in 
Figure III.e & Figure III.f 

District Capacity Assessment 
(DCA) 

Action assessment designed 
to help district leaders and 
staff more precisely align 
resources with intended 
outcomes to support the 

Anticipate first administration 
May, 2018, continuing every 
six months (anticipate 
Summer and winter) 
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effective use of an effective 
innovation. 

Drivers Best Practice 
Assessment 

Action assessment designed 
to help school leaders and 
staff monitor the 
implementation components 
essential for planning 
effective implementation 
supports and operationalize 
best practices for each driver.  

Anticipate first administration 
December, 2018, continuing 
every six months (anticipate 
winter and summer) 

Observation Tool for 
Instructional Supports and 
Systems (OTISS)  

Classroom walk-through tool 
to assess the quality of 
systems and supports 
available to help teachers use 
best practices for instruction. 

Anticipate first administration 
in October, 2018. At least 
three times a year (anticipate 
Fall, Winter, Spring) 



State Capacity Assessment 

Figure III.b: State Capacity Assessment Scale 
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Figure III.c: SCA Subscales over Time 

 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Implementation
Roles and
Functions

Coordination for
Improvement

Leadership Implementation
Guidance

Documents

SDT Resources for RIT Support for RIT

15-Oct 16-Apr 16-Oct 17-Apr 17-Oct



These graphs depict five administrations of the State Capacity Assessment, every six months 
from October 2015 through October 2017. During this SSIP reporting period: 

The Scales and Total Score graph shows: 
• Strength in the area of State Management Team Investment; 
• Variability in System Alignment; and 
• Significant growth in Commitment to Regional Implementation Capacity. 

 
The Subscales Over Time graph shows: 

• Strength in Implementation Roles/Functions and Coordination for Improvement;  
• Variability in Implementation Guidance Documents and State Design Team; and 
• Significant growth in Leadership, Resources for RIT, and Support for RIT. 

 
Figure III.d: SCA Subscales 

Active Implementation Practices SCA Subscale 

State Management Team Investment 
Coordination for Implementation 
Implementation Roles and Functions 
Leadership 

System Alignment State Design Team 
Implementation Guidance Documents 

Commitment to Regional Implementation 
Capacity 

Resources for Regional Implementation 
Capacity 
Support for RIT Functioning 

 
Analysis of this data indicates: 
The WDPI designated cabinet members continue to dedicate time monthly to review 
implementation data from regional implementation teams along with developments of work on 
implementation guidance documentation. The WDPI continues to invest in implementation 
efforts by allocating personnel time, communicating with key stakeholders about implementation 
efforts and allocating resources to support the development of resources.   
 
The state design team needs to continue efforts around developing clear guidance on 
implementation. The team has partnered with the WDPI Content and Learning Team on 
developing guidance for selecting instructional materials and best practices for professional 
learning along with working closely with our data team on resources for continuous 
improvement. 
 
The investment in developing regional implementation teams has increased and positioned us to 
support districts in the spring and summer of 2018. As these efforts increase, communication 
regarding the capacity of regions and districts will continue to be analyzed and shared at the state 
level to inform broader supports for other regional support providers. To ensure we are 
resourcing the regional implementation teams effectively, we will continue to collect data on the 
amount of time the teams used to support districts.  

 



Regional Capacity Assessments - CESA 2 & 8 
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Figure III.e: CESA 2 
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Figure III.f: CESA 8 Capacity Assessment 
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These data show strength and growth in Leadership, Selection, and Facilitative Administration, 
and Stage-based Functioning. 
 

Figure III.g: RCA Subscales 

Active Implementation Practices RCA Subscale 

Leadership Action Planning 
Leadership 

Competency 

Training 
Coaching 
Fidelity - Performance Assessment 
Staff Selection 

Organization 
Decision Support Data Systems 
Facilitative Administration 
Systems Intervention 

Stage-Based Functioning  Stage-Based Functioning 
 
Analysis of this data indicates: 
The WDPI attributes the strength in leadership, selection, and facilitated administration to the 
mutual selection exploration process. This process supported the selection of teams that already 
have key capacity aspects in place around communication, team-based functioning, and highly 
capable staff. Additionally, each team has engaged in a year’s worth of monthly on-site learning 
facilitated by WDPI State Transformation Specialists and a coach from SISEP. This investment 
in learning, along with the data and related action planning process from the capacity 
assessments has prepared the teams to conduct exploration meetings with districts this winter 
into spring which contributes to the rise in stage-based functioning.   
 
SISEP’s capacity assessments, by design, are action assessments, meant to inform 
implementation plans and action items for teams. Upon the conclusion of each capacity 
assessment administration, the respective team engages in action planning to identify the next 
right steps for short term “quick wins,” as well as medium- and longer-term action items for their 
ongoing implementation efforts.  
 
As the implementation efforts of the Transformation Zone continue, a variety of data beyond 
capacity assessments, including student outcome, fidelity, and implementation data, will be 
collected and used in order to inform the practice-policy feedback loop and provide decision 
supports at all levels of the system. As a result, beginning in March the State Design Team will 
collaborate with other stakeholders, including the Assistant Superintendent for the Division of 
Libraries and Technology, to address the development of a comprehensive decision support data 
system. 

Technical Assistance Network for Improvement Supports 

Capacity-Building Professional Learning: Data is collected through surveys completed by 
regional participants to monitor effort, training effectiveness relative to intended outcomes, the 
impact of training on regional providers’ support to districts, and facilitators/barriers to the 
format and function of the various learning opportunities. The data below reflects the first set of 
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data collected in January 2018, with intentions to collect and use this implementation data to 
inform ongoing planning on a quarterly basis. 
 
Effort data:  

• 84% of participants reported they were able to make time to engage in individual 
learning, while 80% reported they were able to engage in collaborative learning as a 
team. 

• With two hours per month allocated to the professional learning, approximately 50% of 
participants reported spending an average of 1-2 hours per month, approximately 30% of 
participants reported 3 or more hours, and a little less than 20% of participants reported 
spending no time on the learning due to technical barriers. 

 
Effectiveness and impact data: 

• 98% of participants reported that the learning is supporting them in their work, while 
95% report that the learning is having a positive impact on the collective efforts of their 
regional team to support districts. 

• 48% of participants reported feeling ready to apply learning on their own, while 39% 
reported needing support in application, and 14% needed more information before 
application (14%). More detailed survey response data can be found here.   

 
Analysis:  
Significant efforts are being reported by individuals and teams with regard to engaging in 
professional learning; however, about half are either spending significantly more or less time 
than the intended two hours per month. In addition, while the professional learning is succeeding 
in building capacity in that it is seen as being highly effective and having a significant positive 
impact on the work of participants, the 2018-19 learning plan opportunities will be adjusted in 
order to meet the needs reflected by almost half of the participants that report needing additional 
training and supports in order to fully support application in their districts. 
 
As noted above, the various data and their analysis indicating areas for improvement are being 
addressed through technical aspects of the Integrated Improvement Supports Contract. Further, 
the Capacity-Building Learning Plan for 2018-19 will be adjusted, and additional regional staff 
will be added to the planning group in order to ensure that stakeholder input is driving the 
supports. 
 
During the current reporting period, the development of the Integrated Contract has been 
informed by feedback from various stakeholders. Themes from regional agency administrators 
and network members (e.g., the Regional Service Network (RSN), the Title I Network, 
WISExplore) have identified various facilitators and barriers (see above) related to time, funding, 
and learning, and revisions to the contract have been made accordingly.  
 
The planning team responsible for developing the professional learning supports meets regularly 
to review the data and adjust content and format accordingly. As general themes have emerged 
from feedback generated by stakeholders, WDPI has not only revised the contract based on that 
feedback, but also sought additional feedback through network meetings and focus groups from 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1YbSv9zN9iTsbp5dXryh2iyeaGj3qAca6fYfBUqYD2p8/edit#responses
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specific stakeholders groups (e.g., RSN, TI, Transformation Zone participants, district 
representatives). 
 
Currently, data is limited to perception-based, self-reported surveys and general stakeholder 
feedback. As the capacity-building professional learning continues and regional technical 
assistance providers begin working with districts in the context of the Integrated Improvement 
Supports Contract, data collection efforts will shift to include feedback from district personnel 
who receive training or coaching, as well as a system to record project completion efforts at each 
region. A data decision support system is needed to ensure access and ease with comparing and 
contrasting these data sources. Current efforts are underway to examine data collection and 
analysis tools that can support teams with data informed decision-making. This system will be in 
place by the Fall of 2018 and be collected on a tri-annual basis.   
 
Data from usability testing of continuous improvement process tools and resources 
 
As described within the SSIP Implementation Progress section, the WISExplore team surveyed 
all Wisconsin LEAs regarding the use of data to make decisions and drive improvement; 228 
LEAs (54%) responded to the survey. The survey included questions about who was involved in 
data inquiry, beliefs about data, use of data, and what LEAs need to use data for school and 
district improvement. In addition, the project used the survey data results to make decisions 
about the direction of the project.   
For example, the top three primary data uses identified by 288 school districts were to shape 
improvement goals, to inform SLO goals (student- or school-level outcomes), and to determine 
curriculum strengths and weaknesses. 
In response to the data, this project modified its workplan to better support the top two responses. 
First, the workplan prioritized development/usability testing of continuous improvement tools 
and resources. Second, the workplan was modified to include collaboration with the Educator 
Effectiveness System to align efforts between continuous improvement and locally-developed 
SLOs (student- or school-level outcomes).   
The results of the survey also informed this project’s decisions related to the platform used to 
house the continuous improvement tools and resources. Almost 40% of the 288 respondents use 
a DPI-developed/sponsored data dashboard or warehouse. Therefore, this project elected to 
integrate resources into the WISE suite of tools for full integration of DPI-provided/sponsored 
data dashboards and warehouses with the continuous improvement process.  
Based on the formative and summative measures related to the use of the continuous 
improvement process tools and resources, WDPI reduced the number of tools and resources 
available to schools and districts; staff prioritized the tools and resources rated most meaningful 
and effective for change by schools and districts. In addition, WDPI made modifications to 
individual tools and resources based on data collected during usability testing.   
Finally, the results of the survey also informed this project’s decisions regarding the data-based, 
decision-making process used for continuous improvement. The decision to use a modified Plan-
Do-Study-Act improvement cycle aligns with the current process used by most districts that 
name a specific process. 
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Data from monitoring thirty-two LEAs using flexibility of continuous improvement process 
reporting 

 
WDPI required thirty-two of forty LEAs to submit improvement plans when identified with 
racial disproportionality in special education identification, placement, and discipline. One 
hundred percent of these LEAs submitted plans by the deadline. Twelve of the thirty-two LEAs 
elected the continuous improvement process reporting flexibility and submitted locally-
developed improvement plans using the continuous improvement process; the remainder used 
the state-developed tools and resources related to improvement planning.  Wisconsin used this 
reporting period as a test for the usability of local flexibility in this project.  
 
Of these thirty-two LEAs, twenty-two LEAs improved on student outcome measures: the 
districts reduced racial disproportionality in special education identification, placement, and/or 
discipline. For an example of a data profile shared with districts that includes this outcome data, 
please see Appendix # 10.   
 
One LEA, Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS), was monitored jointly by WDPI staff funded by 
Special Education and Title I. The two teams collaborated on monitoring activities and attended 
monthly meetings onsite with MPS’ Advance Team, the team responsible for district 
improvement activities. MPS set formative and summative data metrics related to improvement. 
MPS’ data is summarized below; for more detailed data, please see Appendix #11. 
 
Related to formative measures, MPS completed thirty-four of thirty-seven activities tracked in a 
customized improvement planning tool developed by WestEd called Tracker.   
 
Related to summative measures, MPS set goals related to literacy, math, and college readiness 
during this reporting period. In year four of the five-year MPS District Improvement Plan, the 
district will demonstrate academic growth and increased proficiency scores as evidenced by: 

• A minimum of a 10 percent reduction in the average achievement gap of MPS students at 
all grade levels in both mathematics and literacy and a 10 percent increase in student on 
target/proficient scores. 

• A 10 percent increase in students meeting readiness on the ACT by providing support, 
aligned to Educator Effectiveness to all teachers and leaders, to ensure high quality 
instruction occurs in every classroom. 

 
Related to reading, the district-wide average gap closure of 14.7 percent exceeded the 10 percent 
goal. Five grade levels exceeded the goal of 10 percent gap closure from fall to spring in reading. 
Four grade levels closed gaps but did not reach the 10 percent goal. One grade level expanded 
the gap from fall to spring. Another way of analyzing the data is to focus on students in the 
system; during the reporting period, an additional 1,269 students are on target or above in 
reading. MPS demonstrated the largest gap percentage changes in literacy for their youngest 
students. 
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Related to math, four grade levels exceeded the gap closure goal of 10 percent and four grade 
levels closed gaps but did not reach the 10 percent goal. Three grade levels grew the gaps from 
fall to spring. Another way of analyzing the data is to focus on students in the system; during the 
reporting period, an additional 854 students are on target or above in math. 
 
Based on the formative and summative measures related to the joint monitoring oversight of 
Milwaukee Public Schools, WDPI will appoint a cross-agency team to develop and implement 
monitoring tools and supports for joint monitoring of other districts and schools identified under 
IDEA and ESSA, Title I. WDPI staff added this activity to the workplan for the next reporting 
period.   
 
Based on the formative and summative measures related to the flexibility provisions of the 
continuous improvement process, WDPI will continue to support and encourage schools and 
districts to use locally-developed improvement plans and not require submission of a
state-developed improvement plan. 
 
WDPI also recognized that additional data may be helpful: 

• Number of improvement plans submitted; 
• Number of improvement plans reviewed/approved;  
• Common strategies included in improvement plans; and  
• Common feedback provided related to improvement plans. 

 
This data will help WDPI prioritize needed technical assistance and/or supports. During the next 
reporting period, WDPI is planning to build an administrative dashboard into WISEgrants that 
would include these elements.  
 
Continuous improvement efforts are built upon the framework of an equitable multi-level system 
of supports. WDPI continues to fund the Wisconsin RtI Center to provide statewide training and 
technical assistance at the school and district level. Highlights from the 2016-2017 Annual 
Report provide a picture of implementation and impact, and are outlined below: 
 

• 81 percent (1803/2214) of Wisconsin schools have attended one or more RtI Center 
professional learning opportunities 

• 42 percent (924/2214) of Wisconsin schools have participated in both academic and 
behavior (PBIS) training since 2009  

• 70 percent (1547/1803) of attending schools have trained in an entire series 
• 92 percent (1427/1547) of trained schools have self-assessed to measure their 

implementation 
• 75 percent (10/72/14270 of assessing schools have reached fidelity or full implementation 

at any one level/tier. 
• 2016-2017 school year, trainings were held in 42 different locations and at all 12 CESAs 
• 2016-2017 Annual statewide PBIS conference hosted 1100 participants, 298 schools, 98 

Districts 
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• 121 schools have sustained full implementation at the universal level for the last 3 years 
with a focus on reading (88 at full implementation at university AND selected/intensive) 

• 83 schools have sustained full implementation at the universal level for last 3 years with 
focus on mathematics (48 at full imp at all three levels) 

• 571 schools have sustained full implementation at the universal level  (Tier 1) for last 3 
years for PBIS 

• 201 schools have sustained full implementation at the universal (Tier 1) and selected (Tier 
2) for last year for PBIS 

• Six schools have sustained full implementation at all levels/tiers for last three years for 
PBIS 

• Schools sustaining fidelity/full implementation in PBIS and reading implementation saw 
largest percentage of students meeting fall to spring MAP score growth (10.8 percent) as 
compared to statewide (not trained/not assessing) growth 

• School at fidelity/full implementation in PBIS and reading saw largest reduction (7.5 
percent) in suspension rates as compared to statewide reduction (1.5 percent) 

• Schools at fidelity/full implementation in PBIS and reading saw largest reduction (5.4 
percent) in suspensions for students with disabilities as compared to statewide reduction 
(1.5 percent) 

• Schools at fidelity/full implementation in PBIS and reading saw the largest reduction (3.4 
percent) in suspensions for English Learners as compared to statewide reduction (2.1 
percent) 

• Schools at fidelity/full implementation in PBIS and reading saw faster fall to spring MAP 
growth for students with disabilities (7.1 percent) as compared to statewide (3.4 percent) 

• Schools at fidelity/full implementation in PBIS and reading saw faster fall to spring MAP 
growth for English Learners (7.8 percent) as compared to statewide (5.8 percent) 

• Schools at fidelity/full implementation for in PBIS and reading for the last 2 to 3 years saw 
a greater decrease in suspensions for student with EBD (16.33 percent) as compared to 
statewide group (1.56 percent) 

• From 2009-10 to 2015-16, schools who are trained and implementing their PBIS Universal 
Only system at fidelity for at least 2 of the past 3 years (337 schools): 

• Decreased total suspensions by 2,951 (22.2 percent decrease)  
• The average suspension requires 2 hours of administrative processing time 

resulting in 5,902 hours of saved time and 14, 587 total school days gained from 
suspension reductions. 

 
 

Coaching Supports 
 
Each of the coaching tools detailed in the SSIP Implementation Progress section and provided in 
Appendices #5-9 provides data from different perspectives, and they share a common alignment 
to the Coaching Competency Practice Profile. Thus one can get a richer, fuller picture of a 
coaching system, as well as gain insight into the credibility and trustworthiness of the findings by 
triangulating the data by considering how the findings from each data source compare to, 
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confirm, or conflict with the others. The triangulated data from SPDG coaches and SPDG 
coaching sessions between October, 2017, and January, 2018, revealed that SPDG coaches need 
more opportunities to build their capacity around components 2a (“Analyzes data, evolving and 
fluid situations, and systems for the conditions of change.”) and 7a (“Understands systemic 
oppression and how it is interwoven and affects all pieces of a system.”). The triangulated data 
analysis is summarized below; for more detailed data sets, please see Appendix #12. 
 

Figure III.h: Informing a Comprehensive Coaching System 

 
 
Coach Universal Feedback Form 
Data from the Coach Universal Feedback Form (CUFF) revealed that clients were rating coaches 
the lowest on prompts asking about data and students with IEPs. These questions are aligned 
most closely with competencies, 2.a. and 7.a. The CUFF prompt 1 states, “Coach monitors the 
use of data in discussions”, which aligns most closely to component 2.a. of the CCPP: “Analyzes 
data, evolving and fluid situations, and systems for the conditions of change.” The CUFF prompt 
3 states, “Coach supports our team to stay focused on students with IEPs” and directs users to 
think about students with IEPs, which aligns with component 7.a. of the CCPP, “Understands 
systemic oppression and how it is interwoven and affects all pieces of a system.” 
 
Coach Observation Form 
Each entry point from coaching observations since the September, 2017, were analyzed and 
coded in relation to the CCPP. Of the total number of entry points (11), 18 percent were 
connected to component 7.a., “Understands systemic oppression and how it is interwoven and 
affects all pieces of a system”, and 18 percent were connected to component 2.a., “Analyzes 
data, evolving and fluid situations, and systems for the conditions of change.” Furthermore, after 
reading through the entry points, three additional entry points were dual coded as 2.a given that 
they also directly related to entry points regarding data which would put the total number of 
entry points related to data at 7 out of 11, or 64 percent. 
 
Coach Self-Reflection Log 
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Data from Coach Reflection Logs reveal that no coach reported that components 2.a. or 7.a. were 
their strongest/most successful. However, 19 percent of the time, coaches responded that 
component 7.a. (as it relates to coaching around systemic oppression) was the most challenging. 
Additional data shows that component 2.a. was the sixth most commonly reported component 
out of the 18 components coaches self-reported as challenging to implement.   
 
This triangulated data informed the SPDG team of patterns and trends in both the strengths of the 
SPDG coaches and areas for potential growth. During monthly professional learning and 
development meetings, the coaches engaged in learning activities and coaching sessions 
targeting competencies 2.a. and 7.a. 
 
Apart from the work of establishing a toolkit, data has been collected on the ongoing statewide 
coaching training provided to FISSC. One hundred sixty participants attended the August 2017, 
The Art of Coaching Teams Institute hosted by (FISSC). Since that live training, participants 
have engaged in asynchronous and synchronous learning to further develop knowledge, skills 
and abilities related to coaching. There are sixty-two members in the Google+ Community.  
 
Results from initial usability testing with the SPDG coaching cohort revealed that the language 
in the Coach Universal Feedback Form appeared to be misalignment with the CCPP and 
language used by teams. The misaligned language caused confusion for teams completing the 
form. The SPDG staff responded by altering the language to more accurately represent the 
behaviors of coaches during coached sessions related to the competencies in the CCPP resulting 
in a second version of the tool. 
 
Additionally, in initial usability testing of the Observation form, a barrier was identified. It 
became apparent that the qualifications and experiences of the observer impacted an individual’s 
ability to use the form as intended. Individuals without coaching experience found it more 
difficult to complete the form during observations. Reports from observers included comments 
such as; “I could not read through the expected use in practice behaviors while watching the 
coach and the team interactions” and “I had a difficult time identifying entry points”. These 
responses prompted the SPDG staff to reevaluate who completes the observation form. It was 
determined that only those with coaching experience should use the observation form, especially 
when completing the entry point column.  
 
Throughout the fall and winter of 2017-2018, the Statewide Coaching Coordinator visited 9 out 
of 12 CESAs across the state and 100 percent of CESAs visited provided feedback that a barrier 
to sustainable coaching is leadership’s understanding and implementation of a coaching system. 
Each CESA reported unique needs for coaching support, but developing a comprehensive 
coaching system surfaced as the leverage point. While working with the WDPI implementation 
science team to address this commonly reported barrier, a tool called Coaching Systems 
Development Worksheet from the National Implementation Research Network (NIRN) was 
discovered as a potential response. The support this tool can provide in informing a coaching 
system is valuable. However, it lacks the scaffolding and resources necessary for leaders to 
establish a district-specific system from exploration to full implementation. Thus, with 
permission from NIRN, the SPDG team has reorganized the tool to fit into the stages of 
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implementation: exploration, installation, initial implementation and full implementation. The 
worksheet walks leadership through integral components of establishing a coaching system and 
rate each as in place, initiated or partially in place, or not yet in place. Additionally a resource 
column was added to provide guidance, models and tools to help support implementation.   
                  
The SPDG coaches are currently acting as team coaches (PLC). It is anticipated that many 
coaches in the state find themselves in an instructional coach position and still others may be 
working with leadership or at the systems level. The SPDG team has started the process of 
revisiting the tools to see what, if any, changes would need to be made to better meet the needs 
of the various coaching models. Given Wisconsin will no longer receive SPDG funding, going 
forward the existing cohort of coaches will no longer exist. The Research to Practice Grant: 
Inclusive Communities will begin on a smaller scale and will be able to continue a portion of the 
usability testing and refinement of the tools. The Statewide Coaching Coordinator will lead these 
efforts.  
 
 
RtI Center Leadership and Coaching 
 
Training Evaluation and Attendance Data 
The majority of respondents strongly agreed that the training objectives of the RtI Center’s 
Leadership and Coaching series were met, with no less than 89 percent reporting agreement that 
they gained new knowledge and insights along each objective. 

Figure III.i: RtI Training - 1st Half 

1st Half of Training 
Objective Mean 

Agreement 
Objective 

Met 
1: Identify the differences between directive, facilitative and 
transformational coaching. 

4.49 100% 

2: Apply the different types of questions during a “live” coaching 
session. 

4.36 89% 

3: Facilitate reflective practice during a “live” coaching session. 4.39 93% 
4: Identify and apply strategies for building trust with individuals 
and teams in your building(s). 

4.42 96% 

5: Understand the roles and activities of instructional coaches. 4.58 99% 
6: Apply leadership team structures and functions within a Multi-
Level System of Support. 

4.36 91% 

Ratings: Strongly Disagree = 1, Disagree=2, Neutral=3, Agree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
 

Figure III.j: RtI Training - 2nd Half 

2nd Half of Training 
Objective Mean 

Agreement 
Objective 

Met 
1: Understand the role of a coaching style of leadership in 
developing and maintaining a sustainable system. 

4.59 100% 
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2: Incorporate coaching within the district's and school's 
professional development plan for sustaining a Multi-Level 
System of Support (MLSS). 

4.36 95% 

3: Understand the differences between reflective, non-judgmental, 
formative, supervisory and summative feedback, and know which 
are most effective. 

4.47 97% 

4: Understand the role of trust in leading successful teams. 4.77 99% 
5: Understand the difference between technical and adaptive 
change. 

4.57 99% 

6: Begin to build staff capacity for adaptive change. 4.47 98% 
7: Identify and apply strategies for managing resistance to change. 4.35 98% 
8: Identify methods for creating and sustaining a culture of 
collaboration in your school and/or district. 

4.41 98% 

9: Understand how to differentiate Leadership and Coaching 
strategies for individuals and teams. 

4.39 97% 

10: Differentiate Leadership and Coaching strategies and styles in 
response to teacher knowledge, skills and needs, stages of change 
implementation and levels of team development. 

4.43 97% 

Ratings: Strongly Disagree = 1, Disagree=2, Neutral=3, Agree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
 
 
Skills Pre and Post Self-Assessment 
The mean self-evaluations of each respondent increased an average of one or more points (on a 
five-point scale) over the course of the training. This means that those who felt particularly weak 
in a given area felt at least neutral in their abilities in the same area at the conclusion of the 
training 
 

Figure III.k: Post-Training Skills Self-Assessment 

Individual Skills Self-Report Pre-Post Day 1 Day 6 
Establishes the Coaching Agreement - understand what is required in the 
specific coaching situation; comes to agreement with client about the 
coaching process and relationships. (COACHES ONLY) 

2.04 3.74 

Establishes trust with the client – creates a safe and supportive environment 
that produces mutual trust and respect and encourages risk taking. 

3.13  4.15 

Coaching Presence - is fully conscious and creates spontaneous relationships 
with the client using a style that is open, flexible and confident. 

2.78  3.99 

Active Listening - focuses completely on what the client says and doesn’t 
say; understands the meaning of what is said within its context. 

2.63  4.01 

Powerful Questioning - asks questions that reveal the information needed for 
maximum impact to the coaching relationship and the client. 

2.23  3.73 

Direct Communication - communicates effectively during coaching sessions, 
using language that has the greatest positive impact on the client. 

2.52 3.87 

Create Awareness - integrates and accurately evaluates multiple sources of 
information; makes interpretations that create awareness and achieve desired 
results. 

2.56 3.70 
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Designing Action- creates opportunities with the client for ongoing learning 
and new actions that will lead to desired results. 

2.42 3.73 

Planning and goal-setting - develops and maintains an effective coaching 
plan with the client. 

2.38 3.74 

Managing progress and accountability - holds attention on what is important 
for the client; gets the client to take responsibility for taking action. 

2.28  3.61 

Resilience - recovers from difficult or upsetting situations quickly; doesn’t 
lay blame on others when problems arise; is confident and optimistic. 

2.74 3.96 

Rating scale: 1 = Not at All Skilled; 2 = Not Very Skilled; 3 = Average Level of Skill; 4 = Skilled; 5 = Highly 
Skilled 

 
When a similar evaluation of respondent’s self-assessment was applied to an evaluation of their 
team’s systems readiness, the returns of the training were noticeably more modest. The mean 
responses show most teams believing they are still in the beginning or developing stages of 
implementation. 
 

Figure III.l: Post Training Systems Readiness Evaluation 

Systems Readiness Pre-Post (Completed as a team) Day 1 Day 6 
We have shared leadership at the site and district level (teacher leaders, principal, 
and district administrators) that is committed to coaching (allocates resources to 
coaching, supports it verbally). 

2.70 2.98 

There is a positive culture (i.e. collaboration and personal development are 
encouraged) to support the implementation and sustainability of coaching. 

2.45 2.80 

We have developed a process to gather and use data for identifying goals and 
determining next steps. 

2.57 2.71 

We have established goals for our coaching model. 1.61 2.27 
Coaching is aligned with goals for improved student learning. 2.21 2.51 
Coaching is aligned with the school vision for RtI implementation 2.29 2.56 
Coaching is incorporated into our systematic plan for development. 2.18 2.47 
We have communicated the benefits and rationale for coaching to staff. 1.82 2.27 
A clear job description for coaches exists. 1.96 2.11 
We have designated coaches in our school/district. 3.27 3.16 
Coaches receive formal training in coaching skills. 2.77 3.11 
School schedules are aligned to support time for coaching. 2.29 2.33 
Teachers participate in opportunities for coaching. 2.21 2.44 
Rating scale: Not in place = 1; Beginning = 2; Developing = 3; In place = 4. 

 
Fifteen school teams attended all 6 days of training and were fully trained in 2016-2017. Forty 
percent of these teams assessed their systems and Leadership and Organizational Structures 
(LOS) using the Schoolwide Implementation Review (SIR), in 2016-2017, their average score on 
the SIR LOS subscale was 72, which is in the initial implementation stage of implementation. 
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Compliance Practices Focused on Literacy Outcomes 
 
College and Career Ready Individualized Education Programs  
Data collection includes tracking the number of in-person presentations and in-person workshop 
trainings provided at state and regional levels, as well as tracking participant outcomes for the 
full day CCR IEP workshops through a survey. This data is used to monitor the intended 
outcomes of the CCR IEP trainings and guidance documents. An additional CCR IEP 
implementation measurement tool that will bridge RDA: PCSA requirements with those aspects 
of the CCR IEP guidance that go beyond minimal compliance is in the process of development. 
This tool will be piloted in spring 2018. 
 
To ensure fidelity of implementation of the in-person trainings at the regional CESA level, slide 
decks with speaker notes were developed and technical assistance was provided by DPI to the 
RSN regional trainers throughout the school year. This technical assistance was provided directly 
from the WDPI CCR IEP training consultants and included supports before, during, and after 
regional trainings to ensure fidelity of training content and outcomes statewide.  
 
WDPI staff and Regional Service Network Directors (RSN) held 48 professional learning events 
that reached approximately 1,800 family members, educators, and administrators. Professional 
learning ranged from full and half day trainings, one hour webinars, technical assistance 
discussions, and presentations at conferences. Training participants consisted primarily of special 
education and pupil services staff that work at the school or district levels and who take part in 
IEP meetings. However, professional learning specifically for parents and family members was 
provided, including a webinar for Wisconsin Parent Training and Information Center, 
WI FACETS, a presentation to WSPEI and WI FACETS staff, and a presentation at WI Family 
Ties statewide conference.   
 
Full Day Regional Trainings Survey Participant Demographics 
One hundred and forty-seven surveys were completed for the full day trainings. 
 
 

Figure III.m: Primary Roles on IEP Team 

Role Number of Participants  
Identifying with Role (non-distinct count) 

Special Education Teacher 104 
LEA Representative 26 

Interpreter of Data at IEP Meeting / 
Diagnostician  

18 

Related Service Provider 11 
Parent 3 

General Education Teacher 3 
Other 6 
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Figure III.n: Full Day Regional Training Survey Outcomes 

Question Mean 
Response 

Prior Knowledge: What amount of training did you have on the CCR IEP Five 
Beliefs, Five Step Process, or I-4 sample linking form BEFORE the CCR IEP 
Training Day? (1 = Almost None / 7 = Several Trainings) 

 
3.5 

I will use and incorporate the information learned in this training when 
participating in an IEP team meeting to develop or revise a student's IEP. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree / 7 = Strongly Agree) 

 
6.0 

As a result of this training, I can better assist in developing IEPs that link student 
present levels, to disability-related needs, to goals, to services. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree / 7 = Strongly Agree) 

 
5.8 

As a result of this training, I can better assist in developing IEPs that will improve 
reading outcomes for students with IEPs. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree / 7 = Strongly Agree) 

 
5.5 

 
 

Figure III.o: Outcomes for Participants who are Couches and Trainers 

Question Mean Response 
Do you provide coaching or training to others as part of your primary 

role? 
59/147 Responded 

Yes 
As a result of this training, I am better able to provide support and 

training to others. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree / 7 = Strongly Agree) 

 
5.6 Mean 
Response  

 
Would you recommend this training day to others? 
Yes = 119 
Maybe = 23 
No = 5 
 
Participant survey data from two statewide training days were used to revise an in-person 
training module that is used throughout the state. Initially, regional trainings focused primarily 
on information content with only some direct application. Participants reported that more direct 
application in the trainings was needed. Thus, WDPI revised the regional CCR IEP trainings for 
2017-18 school year to provide opportunities for IEP teams to apply CCR IEP guidance by 
reflecting on existing IEPs. Participants’ survey responses indicate this revised training format 
promoted greater understanding of the training objectives. 

 
Participant feedback has had a strong impact on decision-making regarding future directions of 
CCR IEP guidance and resource development. For instance, participant feedback seeking 
in-depth content has led to plans to develop modules on specific aspects of IEP development, 
such as progress monitoring IEP goals. WDPI will continue to solicit feedback from the field to 
revise current training content, as well as shape the direction of training components and content 
that is most needed by IEP teams.  
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One concern about data or evaluation of the project includes ensuring a high response rate for the 
in-person statewide training surveys. To address higher response rates of training surveys, WDPI 
is following up with regional training sites requesting surveys be re-sent to participants when 
participant feedback is low or when the on-line survey was not emailed to participants. In 
addition, WDPI will hire a part time CCR IEP training coordinator who will assist in fidelity of 
implementation in state, regional, and district trainings including revisiting best practices for 
measuring participant outcomes. One option would be to move from an online survey (emailed 
to participants) to a paper survey (given to participants immediately following the training).   

 
Another concern in the area of data and evaluation is the ability to measure the impact enhanced 
IEP discussions and processes have on improved student outcomes. It is our assumption that 
improved IEP team understanding and ability to link a student’s present level of performance to 
disability-related needs, IEP goals, services, and measures to monitor progress will promote the 
student’s ability to access, engage, and make progress in grade level academic curriculum, 
instruction, and environment. Because this analysis is at the student level, and there are many 
aspects of special education services that can impact outcomes, it has been difficult to identify 
evaluation measures that indicate a connection to CCR IEP guidance on IEP process with 
improved student outcomes. Although it has been difficult to identify measures that show a 
direct causal effect between trainings and outcomes, WDPI has received numerous anecdotal 
comments from families, educators, and administrators that, based on CCR IEP guidance, IEP 
team processes have been more productive and IEP teams are improving in their ability to meet 
students’ need. WDPI captured some of these anecdotal examples from special education 
administrators who provided video testimonials on the impact CCR IEP guidance has had on IEP 
team conversations, student and family engagement, and student outcomes. Additional insights 
can be gleaned through the data collected through the RDA: PCSA described below.  
 
Reading Drives Achievement: Procedural Compliance Self-Assessment 
For the RDA: PCSA process, LEAs initially self-assess and correct student-specific records. 
WDPI staff then monitors or “verifies” that all student-level errors have been corrected Step II of 
the process includes DPI monitoring an additional set of records to ensure current compliance on 
each item where errors were initially found. By the date of reporting, Step I had been completed 
for Cohort I; Step II, ensuring current compliance, had not yet been completed. WDPI will report 
on the current compliance of Cohort I in next year’s SSIP submission. For the eighty-eight LEAs 
conducting the Reading Drives Achievement: Procedural Compliance Self-Assessment (RDA: 
PCSA) this year: 

• 88 districts submitted RDA: PCSA results 
• 77 districts reported at least one instance of noncompliance on one or more items 
• 1485 IEP and evaluation records were reviewed  
• 457 IEPs were assessed for implementation  
• 114 discipline records were reviewed 

 
Some of the RDA: PCSA items most directly related to literacy are outlined below with 
compliance rates for Cohort I, Step I: 
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Figure III.p: RDA Literacy Compliance Indicators 

RDA: PCSA Item Percent Compliant 
on Step I 

The student's IEP includes a description of how the student's disability 
affects the student's progress toward grade level reading standards, or for 
preschoolers early literacy standards for language development, 
communication, and/or early literacy. 

93.87 

If the student has a disability-related need affecting reading, the IEP 
includes one or more annual goals designed to enable the student to be 
involved in the general education curriculum and progress toward grade 
level reading achievement, or for preschool children, to participate in age 
appropriate activities and progress toward early literacy standards. 

95.96 

If the student has a disability-related need affecting reading, each annual 
goal designed to enable the student to be involved in the general education 
curriculum and progress toward grade level reading achievement, or for 
preschool children, to participate in age appropriate activities, and progress 
toward early literacy standards includes a measurable level of attainment. 

94.41 

If the student has a disability-related need affecting reading, each annual goal 
designed to enable the student to be involved in the general education 
curriculum and progress toward grade level reading achievement, or for 
preschool children, to participate in age appropriate activities and progress 
toward early literacy standards includes a statement of how the student's 
progress toward achieving the goal will be measured. 

93.94 

If the student has a disability-related need affecting reading, the IEP must 
include special education services to address the need. 

96.03 

The LEA ensures the specially designed instruction listed in the IEP is 
provided as described. 

94.53 

The LEA ensures the supplementary aids and services listed in the IEP 
are provided as described. 

95.40 

In the case of a student whose behavior impedes his or her learning or that 
of others, the positive behavioral interventions and supports and other 
strategies to address that behavior were implemented as described in the 
student's IEP. 

97.16 

Periodic reports are provided to the parents as specified in the IEP on the 
progress the student is making toward meeting each goal. 

94.53 

Note on Certification Participation: Of the 88 LEAs in Cohort I, 79 (89.77%) completed the online certification 
tool. As a result of this data, in subsequent years, WDPI will require LEAs to complete the tool prior to beginning 
the RDA: PCSA. 

 
During onsite validation visits in LEAs, workgroup members identified PCSA standards and 
directions that were not clear and led to errors in identifying noncompliance. For instance, there 
was confusion about periodic reports provided to parents. In response, the workgroup revised the 
standards and directions, provided clarification via a statewide weekly email, and posted a 
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related question in the online Frequently Asked Questions document. The SEA director of 
special education also highlighted clarifications during a statewide conference.  
 
Using the electronic RDA: PCSA Statewide Report, the Procedural Compliance Workgroup 
analyzed item data to determine any needed revisions. The workgroup considered eliminating 
items with very high rates of compliance and made recommendations to the State 
Superintendent’s Advisory Council on Special Education. For example, because the requirement 
to include a regular education teacher of the child was at 98.19% compliance as evidenced by the 
Cohort 1 data, the workgroup recommended this item be omitted. Each of the requirements in the 
PCSA are at 89% compliance or higher, and most are above 95% compliance. Training and 
technical assistance will focus on the lower items within that range, such as the frequency and 
amount of supplementary aids and services, and the extent of participation in the regular 
education environment. In addition, the workgroup will add a CCR IEP checklist during the 
current compliance IEP reviews to further align with the department’s CCR IEP training and 
promote improved literacy outcomes.  
 
The PCSA is aligned very closely with the department’s recommended 5-Step process of CCR 
IEP development. Step 1 of the process is understanding the student’s current levels of academic 
and functional performance. Step 2 asks the IEP team to identify the student’s disability-related 
needs by conducting a root-cause analysis of this data. Through PCSA monitoring activities, the 
workgroup recognized the necessity for adding these foundational CCR IEP steps to the PCSA 
checklist. Step 2 technical assistance was also the greatest area of need requested by local 
educational agencies (LEAs) and parents. For the Cohort 2 PCSA, the department will add 
guidance to the RDA: PCSA Training and Certification E-Course to assist districts and parents in 
understanding these concepts, and add corresponding items to the PCSA checklist to ensure 
attention is given to these essential steps for improving literacy outcomes. The State 
Superintendent’s Advisory Council on Special Education approved of these changes. 
 
LEAs and parents are embracing the 5-steps process of CCR IEP development. One teacher said 
that she loves the new forms because the linkages in the conversation lead to the development of 
a more effective IEP for the student. Another person said that the biggest change in the IEP 
development is the conversation itself; IEP teams are no longer working through a checklist, but 
are more engaged in designing a plan to meet the student’s disability-related needs: “It’s 
exciting, it’s reinvigorating, and it’s about the kids becoming successful; it’s not just about the 
paperwork.” Another district shared that staff are coming to IEP team meetings better prepared 
to talk about the child’s strengths and bringing classroom data to help parents understand how 
their child is performing in school: “IEP teams are digging deep into why kids are not successful 
and writing IEPs to specifically target the identified needs.” “The IEP development process is 
much more exciting and synergistic.” “The forms do a nice job of highlighting the collaborative 
effort with parents and students.” “The E-Course is the best technical assistance tool ever! We 
love the scenarios and the discussions that are occurring as a result.” “The E-Course really 
helped us understand the requirements and prepare for the PCSA.” “We use the PCSA as an 
opportunity to train staff in procedural compliance. 
 
Go to top 
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IV. Stakeholder Engagement 
This section is organized by Wisconsin’s improvement strategies, and includes information on: 
 Stakeholder Involvement in SSIP Implementation (Organizational Outline, Section B.2.) 

 
Coordinated Improvement Planning 
During this reporting period, stakeholders had voice and were involved in decision-making 
regarding the ongoing implementation of the project through the following: 

• Monthly workgroup meetings, during which members made decisions regarding the 
ongoing implementation of the project, included external stakeholders from the 
Wisconsin Response to Intervention Center, the WISExplore team, and grant staff from 
IDEA discretionary grant projects 

• Key stakeholders include WI DPI cabinet representatives, members of the WI State 
Design team, regional executive staff, and technical assistance providers in the 
regions.  Each month, cabinet members, state design team members, regional executive 
staff and providers have engaged in developing a capacity report that is then used to 
support a practice-policy feedback loop. Each report includes a summary of the work 
completed and identifies facilitators and barriers for moving the work forward.  
Responses to barriers are fed up and back down the system.  A bi-weekly stand-up 
meeting was put in place to address any additional barriers that may arise between 
monthly meetings.  

• External stakeholders from the Wisconsin Response to Intervention Center, the 
WISExplore team, and grant staff from IDEA discretionary grant projects were 
contracted to develop and test tools and resources related to continuous improvement 

• External stakeholders from the state’s twelve Cooperative Educational Service Agencies 
(CESAs) provided significant input on a regular (approximately quarterly during this 
reporting period) schedule; this input was used to make decisions related to the 
framework, processes, the development of the integrated contract and on-going capacity 
building professional learning. Additional internal meetings occurred at DPI between 
business services and cross agency teams providing funding for the integrated contract to 
align project goals, reduce duplication of work, and to develop high-quality professional 
learning.     

• Teams from the following districts provided feedback related to the continuous 
improvement process tools and resources, which was used to make decisions related to 
the continued use and revision of the tools and resources: 

o Oconto Falls 
o Green Bay 
o Oshkosh 
o Kohler 
o Sheboygan 
o Campbellsport 
o Mequon-Thiensville 
o Antigo 
o Lourdes Academy 
o DePere 
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o West Bend 
o Kettle Moraine 
o Westosha 
o Cedarburg 
o Baraboo 
o Muskego-Norway 
o Racine 
o Hamilton 
o Kenosha 

Specific data from districts as well as an explanation of how input impacted 
decision-making around the project can be found on page 39.  

• The following districts were asked for input regarding improvement activities and 
monitoring as part of their improvement planning as a district identified with racial 
disproportionality in special education identification, placement, and discipline: 

o Beloit School District 
o Crandon School District 
o Eau Claire Area School District 
o Fond du Lac School District 
o Germantown School District 
o Greenfield School District 
o Hayward Community School District 
o Kenosha Unified School District 
o McFarland School District 
o Menasha Joint School District 
o Menominee Indian School District 
o Mequon-Thiensville School District 
o Nicolet UHS School District 
o Oshkosh Area School District 
o Racine Unified School District 
o Shorewood School District 
o Verona Area School District 
o Wauwatosa School District 
o West De Pere School District 
o Whitewater Unified School District 

• Two virtual stakeholder sessions were held to solicit specific input into the continuous 
improvement framework, processes, and tools, as well as statewide and regional supports. 
The first session utilized the Wisconsin RtI Center’s State Leadership Team, an ongoing 
stakeholder body. Representation from the following organizations and LEAs included: 

o WI RtI Center  
o CESA Statewide Network (CSN) 
o Marshall School District 
o Appleton Area School District 
o National PBIS Network 
o Regional Service Network (RSN) 
o WI Pyramid Model 
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o WI Title I Network 
o Disproportionality Technical Assistance Network 

The second session was a virtual focus group of representatives from LEAs who have received 
improvement supports from the state in the past, whether it be through a project such as the 
SPDG, focus school supports, disproportionality supports, etc. The following LEAs participated: 

o Green Bay Area School District 
o Darrell Lynn Hines Academy (Charter) 
o Lomira School District 
o Verona Area School District 
o Hayward School District 
o Appleton Area School District 

Input from stakeholders solidified the flexibility that will be afforded to LEAs regarding 
supports, resources, and processes. Stakeholders also influenced the broadened cross-agency 
connections to align frameworks and streamline requirements. 

• Implementation progress has additionally been shared with and input solicited from 
external stakeholders at multiple events:   
• Conferences 

o Innovations in Equity 
o Federal Funding 
o WCASS 
o State Superintendent’s Conference on Special Education and Pupil Services 

Leadership Issues 
• Council/Committees 

o Title I Community of Practitioners 
o The State Superintendent’s Equity Council 
o The State Superintendent’s Advisory Council on Special Education  
o ESSA public comment sessions 

• Statewide Project Meetings 
o Title I Network 
o RSN 
o CSN 
o DPI Connections 
o SIS 

 
 

Coaching Supports 
The stakeholder group that created the CCPP included representatives from the DPI Special 
Education Team, the WDPI Literacy and Mathematics Team, the WDPI Title I Team, the RtI 
Center Leadership and Coaching Team, Wisconsin Center for Educational Research Grant 
Evaluators, and WDPI Implementation Science Specialists. This original group was expanded to 
comprise pertinent coaching voices from around the state including University of Wisconsin - 
Madison and the Association of Wisconsin School Administrators (AWSA) and now forms the 
Wisconsin Collaborative Coaching partners. The Wisconsin Collaborative Coaching Partners 
convene as needed to be informed on and provide input into project initiatives and next steps. 
This group is informed through webpage updates and email communications. Additionally, the 

https://dpi.wi.gov/sped/educators/consultation/state-personnel-development-grant/updates
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original SPDG coaching cohort stay informed through team meetings, email and phone 
communications, and webpage updates. 
 
The Statewide Collaborative Coaching Partners convened to provide input and feedback related 
to the toolkit development and will continue to serve as thought partners and channels to 
usability testing groups in the field. Responses to feedback opportunities will be used to inform 
future iterations of the CCPP tools. Several samples of direct feedback from this group are 
included below. 
Sample feedback comments include: 

• Core competencies in general would give coaches and all other stakeholders an idea of 
what coaches actually do. Making that clear would make it easier to identify potential 
coaches too. 

• I think a “fidelity rubric” needs to be rolled out with extreme care and caution and lots 
of explanation - just like the word “data” fidelity means different things to different 
people. 

 
A cohort of coaches from CESA 7 provided specific feedback on the Coaching Needs 
Assessment tool. Below are sample responses:   

• It communicates the value of we can’t do anything alone and even coaches need coaches.  
It caused me to think about who could support me.” 

• I think one of the frustrations with my position in my district is there is not a clear 
rationale--or goal of the position. Having a better understanding of the reason for this 
position is helpful. 

 
One hundred and sixty participants additionally attended the August 2017, The Art of Coaching 
Teams Institute hosted by FISSC. 
 
 
Compliance Practices Focused on Literacy Outcomes 
 
College and Career Ready Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) 
Stakeholders have been informed of ongoing implementation in a variety of ways, including in-
person presentations, updates through WDPI list serves, Twitter, and web-based updates and 
resources. WDPI regularly updates the State Superintendent’s Advisory Council on Special 
Education through in-person presentations and Director updates. Updates are also provided to 
Wisconsin Family Assistance Center for Education, Training, and Support (WI FACETS), 
Wisconsin’s federally-funded parent training and information center, through in-person 
meetings. WI FACETs also hosted training webinars. In addition, WDPI provides regular 
updates to WCASS, both at their conferences and in meetings with their executive committee. 
Presentations and updates on CCR IEP guidance at other statewide conferences such as speech 
and language, occupational and physical therapy, school psychologists, and other fields have also 
been provided by WDPI staff throughout the school year. 
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For all WDPI sponsored CCR IEP presentations and trainings, including workshops given by 
RSN and CESA staff, participants are provided with opportunities to provide feedback and make 
suggestions to clarify the CCR IEP training guidance. Feedback from CCR IEP in-person 
workshop trainings is collected through an online survey. Additional opportunities are also 
available through a general feedback survey to provide input on the CCR IEP training resources 
available through the WDPI web site. A feedback survey was created specific to the CCR IEP 
online discussion tool. Feedback is also collected from the State Superintendent’s Advisory 
Council on Special Education.  
 
Furthermore, all of the CCR IEP Five Step webinar modules as well as additional modules on 
IEP guidance were developed with input from various WDPI federal discretionary grant staff 
including representation from Special Education directors (RSN), Early Childhood (EC PST), 
and parents of students with disabilities (Wisconsin Statewide Parent-Educator Initiative, or 
WSPEI). WSPEI has also contributed to assisting with stakeholder engagement by co-developing 
a brochure for families that explains the CCR IEP focus and assists families in being prepared to 
engage with IEP teams as an equal team member.  
 
The CCR IEP guidance continues to rely heavily on stakeholder input. Since the CCR IEP 
guidance is directed towards IEP teams, the WDPI has continuously updated training slide decks, 
key training tools (e.g. steps at a glance documents), and other training and guidance resources 
based on feedback from training participants. Some examples of changes made as a result of 
stakeholder input include revisions to guidance on IEP goal documentation based on feedback 
from district staff, revising slides to provide greater clarify of content, and incorporating videos 
and graphic organizers that were suggested by district or regional district and CESA staff.   
 
Reading Drives Achievement: Procedural Compliance Self-Assessment 
The Special Education Team met quarterly with the State Superintendent’s Advisory Council on 
Special Education, and provided updates on the development and implementation of the RDA: 
PCSA and received input and feedback.  
 
The department provided training at the State Superintendent’s Special Education Leadership 
Conference in October. Approximately one hundred and fifty directors of special education 
attended two sectionals.  
 
DPI provided updates at the spring and winter WCASS conferences to directors of special 
education and other stakeholders from around the state during keynote presentations.  
 
Monthly updates on the RDA: PCSA are provided by the procedural compliance workgroup for 
RSNs. RSNs provide feedback on how the RDA: PCSA process is progressing in districts and 
bring forward any questions or concerns that have arisen. RSNs provide technical assistance with 
the RDA: PCSA in districts in each region of the state. 
 
A real-time document, RDA: PCSA Questions and Answers, is updated regularly on the 
department’s website to provide statewide distribution. Stakeholder questions are addressed in a 
timely manner. 
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V. Evaluation 
This section includes information on: 
 How the State Monitored and Measured Outputs to Assess the Effectiveness of the 

Implementation Plan (Organizational Outline, Section C.1) 
 Stakeholder Involvement in the SSIP Evaluation (Organizational Outline, Section C.3) 
 Data Quality Issues (Organizational Outline, Section D.1) 
 Planned Evaluation Activities Including Data Collection, Measures, and Expected Outcomes 

(Organizational Outline, Section F.2) 
 
Alignment with Theory of Action 
As articulated in its Phases II and III reports, Wisconsin created a detailed evaluation plan to 
monitor and measure outputs of the improvement strategies composing the foundation of the 
SSIP. This evaluation plan extends the theory of action into a SSIP Evaluation Model that uses 
three levels of assessment aligned with the Theory of Action. These three levels also correspond 
to short-term outcomes, intermediate outcomes, and long-term outcomes.  
 
The three levels of the SSIP Evaluation Model are shown in Figure V.A, and are based on the 
assumptions that in order for desired changes in an outcome to occur, an intervention expected to 
influence that outcome must first be delivered sufficiently among enough of its target audience 
that intended changes in adult practices resulting from the intervention could reasonably be 
expected to occur, and second, that these intended changes in adult practices (that are expected to 
translate into improved student outcomes) must occur as expected. Thus, the three SSIP 
Evaluation Model levels assess 1) whether the improvement strategy was delivered to the target 
audience, 2) whether expected changes in adult practices occurred following the delivery and/or 
implementation of the improvement strategy, and 3) whether the SiMR improved following the 
implementation of the improvement strategies and resulting changes in adult practices, as 
expected. The Detailed SSIP Evaluation Model (Figure B) operationalizes these levels for each 
improvement strategy, and matches the evaluation questions outlined in the SSIP Evaluation 
Plan Summary (Table A). This summary shows the evaluation method and supporting data 
matching each evaluation question in the SSIP Evaluation Plan. 
 
Of note, the SSIP Evaluation Plan is structured as summative evaluation rather than formative 
evaluation, thus, the majority of data involved in the SSIP Evaluation Plan will be available after 
the planning and implementation stages of the Improvement Strategies have been completed. 
While many activities related to evaluation questions in the SSIP Evaluation Plan have occurred, 
such as the capacity building of the State Design Team; Regional Implementation Teams; and 
the Technical Assistance Network for Improvement, as well as collection and analysis of data on 
who accessed some of the improvement strategies and the impact they had on adult practices, 
other activities related to questions in the Evaluation Plan continue to be under development, 
progressing on an appropriate timeline toward completion. Many additional data or evaluative 
activities demonstrating progress on the SSIP that are more aligned with formative evaluation are 
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also occurring. Descriptions of these activities and Phase III outputs are outlined in the SSIP 
Implementation Progress and Implementation and Outcome Data sections.

Figure V.a: SSIP Evaluation Model Levels 
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Figure V.b: Detailed SSIP Evaluation Model
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Data sources  
 
The sources of data that will be used to answer each evaluation question are outlined in the SSIP 
Evaluation Plan Summary (Table V.A). These data sources include nationally known 
instruments, measures customized for the SSIP Evaluation, comprehensive reviews, and 
statewide student assessments. Established assessments developed by experts in Implementation 
Science, such as the State, Regional, and District Capacity Assessments, will be used to measure 
improvement in coordinated planning efforts at each level. Other measures will be customized to 
most effectively assess the specific needs of the SSIP Evaluation Plan, such as the fidelity of the 
coaching provided by regional coaches, and measures assessing the accomplishment of key 
learning objectives from the professional learning resources that are most aligned with improving 
the SiMR.  
 
Qualitative processes will also be involved in the SSIP evaluation, such as comprehensive 
reviews of district improvement plans to ensure alignment between ESSA and IDEA, and of 
district Procedural Compliance Self-Assessments to determine compliance and alignment with 
WDPI’s Reading Drives Achievement initiative. Data on the educational environment of 
students with disabilities will come from the annually reported Section 618 federal data 
collection. The data source for Wisconsin’s SiMR is the statewide assessments for grades 3-8. 
These include both the regular assessments, the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Exam (until 
2014-15), the Badger Exam (2014-15), and the Forward Exam (2015-16 forward), as well as 
Dynamic Learning Maps (Wisconsin’s Alternate Assessment for Students with Disabilities).  
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Figure V.c: SSIP Evaluation Plan: Coordinated Improvement Planning 

SSIP Evaluation 
Questions Method Supporting Data Timeline for Results 

& Associated Tables 
Did State Design 
Teams and regional 
teams form? 

Agendas and Meeting 
notes demonstrating 
the formation of State 
Design Team and 
Regional Teams  

Agendas and Meeting 
notes 

2015-16 SDT 
2016-17 and 2017-18 
regions 

Did 100% of identified 
LEAs complete the 
improvement planning 
process? 

Descriptive statistics 
on LEAs’ approved 
improvement 
planning process 
completion steps in 
WISEgrants 

WISEgrants online 
application  

2018-19 

Did 80% of identified 
LEAs use Regional 
Supports to help them 
complete the 
improvement planning 
process? 

Descriptive statistics 
on the Regional 
Supports each LEA 
accessed  

List available from a 
uniform documentation 
process followed by all 
RITs and other formal 
regional support 
providers  

Initial access 2018-19 

Did capacity increase at 
the State and Regional 
level to implement a 
statewide system of 
supports that provides 
leadership for 
coordinated 
improvement planning? 

Descriptive statistics 
on increases on the 
State Capacity 
Assessment & 
Regional Capacity 
Assessment measures 
over time  

State Capacity 
Assessment & Regional 
Capacity Assessment  

Interim data for SCA 
and RCA 2017-18; 
2018-19 
                                 
SCA results can be 
found in Figure III.b 
& Figure III.c 
 
RCA results can be 
found in Figure III.e 
& Figure III.f 
 

Did improvement 
planning for ESSA and 
IDEA become more 
aligned? 

Descriptive statistics 
on LEAs that have 
had their 
Improvement Plans 
approved in 
WISEgrants  

WISEgrants online 
application 

2018-19 

Did alignment improve 
between LEA and 
school improvement 
goals / action plans and 
identified root causes? 

Descriptive statistics 
on LEAs that have 
had their 
Improvement Plans 
approved in 
WISEgrants 

WISEgrants online 
application 

2018-19 
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Figure V.d: SSIP Evaluation Plan: Coaching Supports 

Coaching Supports 

SSIP Evaluation Questions Method Supporting Data 
Timeline for 

Results 
Did 80% of identified LEAs 
use regional supports? 

Descriptive statistics on 
Coaching Supports 
accessed by each LEA  

Uniform 
documentation process 
that will be followed by 
all regional coaches   

Initial results 
2018-19 

Did regional coaches 
provide coaching with 
fidelity? 

Descriptive statistics on 
fidelity levels from WI 
coaching fidelity tools.  

Fidelity measures from 
WI coaching fidelity 
tools 

Initial results 
2018-19 

Did using a RIT / SPDG 
coach increase identified 
LEAs’ capacity to 
implement improvement 
strategies well? 

Comparison of baseline 
versus final available score 
on District Capacity 
Assessments among 
identified LEAs using 
regional coaching supports 
(using inferential statistics) 

District Capacity 
Assessments 

2018-19 
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Figure V.e: SSIP Evaluation Plan - Compliance Practices 

SSIP Evaluation 
Questions Method Supporting Data 

Timeline for Results 
& Associated Tables 

Did 100% of LEAs 
participating in the 
RDA:PCSA have staff 
complete the online 
RDA:PCSA 
certification tool? 

Descriptive statistics on 
the number of LEAs that 
have an assurance from 
the Special Education 
Director uploaded to a 
web tracking system 

List of LEAs that have 
an assurance from the 
Special Education 
Director uploaded to a 
web tracking system 

Data from 1st of 5 
total cohorts in 2017-
18, from 2nd cohort in 
2018-19, etc. 
 
Results can be found 
in Figure III.f 

Were 100% of LEAs 
in the given 
RDA:PCSA cycle 
year in current 
compliance with all 
assessed items? 

Descriptive statistics on 
the number of LEAs 
meeting this requirement, 
as identified through the 
Procedural Compliance 
Self-Assessment process 

Procedural Compliance 
Self-Assessment 
documentation 

Data from 1st of 5 
total cohorts in 2017-
18, from 2nd cohort in 
2018-19, etc. 

Were 100% of LEAs 
for the RDA:PCSA 
cycle year in current 
compliance by 
demonstrating full 
implementation of 
students’ IEPs? 

Descriptive statistics on 
the number of LEAs 
meeting this requirement, 
as identified through the 
Procedural Compliance 
Self-Assessment process 

Procedural Compliance 
Self-Assessment 
documentation 

Data from 1st of 5 
total cohorts in 2017-
18, from 2nd cohort in 
2018-19, etc. 

Did 100% of LEAs in 
the RDA:PCSA cycle 
implement IEPs with 
individualized present 
levels, linked to 
ambitious and 
achievable IEP goals, 
supported by services 
designed to address 
students’ disability-
related needs? 

Descriptive statistics on 
the number of LEAs 
meeting this requirement, 
as identified through the 
Procedural Compliance 
Self-Assessment process 

Procedural Compliance 
Self-Assessment 
documentation 

Data from 1st of 5 
total cohorts in 2017-
18, from 2nd cohort in 
2018-19, etc. 
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Figure V.g: SSIP Long-Term Outcomes Evaluation Plan 

Long-Term Outcomes SSIP Evaluation Question 

SSIP Evaluation Questions Method Supporting Data 
Timeline for 

Results 
Once the improvement 
strategies have been fully 
implemented, and after there 
has been reasonable time for 
the expected changes in adult 
practices to occur, was there an 
increase in the SiMR? 

Inferential statistical 
comparison of: 
1) statewide SiMR at baseline 
year versus 2018-19 
(completion year) 
2) average SiMR in 2018-19 
for the group of identified 
LEAs versus statewide 

Statewide 
assessment data 
on Reading / 
English Language 
Arts used to 
calculate the 
SiMR  

SiMR 
submitted 
annually, 
Results for 
this question 
2018-19 and 
beyond  

 
Wisconsin’s SiMR is a points-based proficiency measure for students with IEPs in the area of 
literacy, grades three through eight. Baseline, stakeholder-set targets, and progress toward targets 
are displayed below and demonstrate that Wisconsin is exceeding its SiMR targets. 
 

Figure I.b: SiMR Targets and Results 

FFY Reporting 
Date 

Target Data 

2013 4/2015 Baseline   29.00% 

2014 4/2016 29.00%   31.70% 

2015 4/2017 30.00%   31.67% 

2016 4/2018 31.00%   32.09% 

2017 4/2019 31.00%  

2018 4/2020 31.67%  

 
Additionally, due to research that suggests third grade reading as a predictor of success, included 
below are proficiency rates for students with IEPs on the reading statewide assessment for the 
last two years. Only two years of data are included due to the multiple changes in statewide 
assessments. Wisconsin’s statewide assessment for grades 3-8 the last two years and continuing 
is the Forward Exam. Figure V.h displays proficiency rates in reading for students with IEPs on 
both the Forward Exam and Dynamic Learning Maps, Wisconsin’s alternate assessment. Figure 
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V.g displays proficiency rates in reading for students with IEPs on the Forward Exam only. Both 
show an increase in proficiency for students with disabilities.  
 

Figure V.h 3rd Grade ELA Proficiencey, 
Forward & DLM 

 Figure V.i: 3rd Grade ELA Proficiency, 
Forward 

% Proficient  % Proficient 
  SwD SwoD  SwD SwoD 
2015-2016 15 45.4 2015-16 14.8 45.4 
2016-2017 15.8 44.1 2016-17 15.9 44.1 

 
 
Baseline data for key measures 
 
The most appropriate year of baseline data for each evaluation question will vary based on the 
timing of development for the components of each improvement strategy.  
 
Baseline data for the key outcome measure (the SiMR) was submitted in FFY 2013. The SiMR is 
a points-based proficiency measure using a three year average of Reading/English Language Arts 
statewide assessment data for students with disabilities in grades 3-8, and this measure is aligned 
with accountability data reported annually to the public on state report cards. The baseline data is 
calculated from the years 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14. Baseline data for the State Capacity 
Assessment was taken from the first administration of this assessment, in October, 2015. 
Similarly, baseline data for Regional and District Capacity Assessments is based on the first 
administration of this assessment in February of 2017. The baseline year for data on the 
educational environment of students with disabilities will be 2016-17. Data on the LEAs 
completing the RDA:PCSA training tool became available in fall of 2017. 
 
Data collection procedures and associated timelines 
 
Similarly, data collection procedures vary based on the data source, and include online grants 
systems, event registration systems, online professional learning registration systems, external 
technical assistance partners, existing procedures for assessing LEA IDEA compliance, and 
existing statewide procedures for collecting assessment data and educational environment data. 
Data on State, Regional, and District Capacity Assessments is being collected by Wisconsin’s 
State Transformation Specialists in collaboration with SISEP. Documentation demonstrating 
alignment between IDEA and ESSA planning, as well as alignment between root cause analysis 
and school improvement plans, will be submitted via WISEGrants by districts. Registration 
systems also collect data on participants accessing online and in-person Professional Learning 
Resources.  
 
Data collection procedures for key learning objectives of Professional Learning Resources vary; 
most utilize web-based surveys. Data collection procedures for tracking which coaching supports 
are accessed by LEAs is in development. The Coach Observation Form will be used for 
collecting data on coaching fidelity. A web-based training for the new RDA:PCSA certification 
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collects data on the LEAs completing this compliance training. Existing Procedural Compliance 
Self-Assessment procedures will collect data for evaluation questions on IEP compliance.  
 
Wisconsin is well-positioned to complete all data collection needed due to the depth of 
application development capacity, evaluator experience in survey development and 
administration, and existing structures of coordinated planning and professional development 
service delivery. One major infrastructure enhancement that can support these data collection 
efforts is the new FISSC database application currently under development at WDPI. This 
application will have the capacity to collect data on when and where activities funded by 
discretionary grants and similar projects are accessed. This database represents a substantial 
investment of time and resources, and can support data collection efforts around which LEAs are 
accessing components of the improvement strategies offered by WDPI.  
 
While timelines for data collection, analyses, and results in the SSIP Evaluation Plan are based 
on the timing of development and implementation of the components of each improvement 
strategy, interim and formative data for those components are provided wherever possible. 
 
Sampling procedures 
The specific expectations that can be required of an LEA that is identified for targeted assistance 
(“Identified LEA”) are still being carefully considered to maximize benefit for the district and 
minimize burden. Because the District Capacity Assessment takes a significant amount of time, 
it is possible that a randomly selected group of identified LEAs will be asked to complete this 
data instead of all Identified districts. 
 
Planned data comparisons 
Efforts to extend access to supports and improvement planning to as many districts as possible, 
though enhancing the state’s capacity for improved literacy outcomes, will simultaneously limit 
the potential for available comparison groups. Additionally, data collection over few time points 
minimizes burden on individual educators and districts, but simultaneously limits capacity to 
describe progress over time. Baseline and final data will be compared where possible, such as on 
District Capacity Assessments, students’ educational environment, and the SiMR.  
 
Data management and data analysis procedures lead to assessment of progress toward 
achieving intended improvements 
The second level of the three level SSIP Evaluation Model is focused on evaluation questions 
that will assess progress on the intended improvements in adult practices. This model will be 
implemented with planned data management and data coordination across improvement 
strategies to support the capacity for high quality assessment and evaluation.  
 
Stakeholder engagement in the SSIP evaluation 
The State Superintendent’s Advisory Council on Special Education has been regularly informed 
of the details of the SSIP through updates and guided discussions at each of their quarterly 
meetings. In March, 2018, Council spent a half day engaging with WDPI on both SSIP 
implementation progress and evaluation components, including a refresher overview of the 
evaluation questions for each improvement strategy, how these questions align with the three 
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level SSIP Evaluation Model, the methods that are used to assess these questions, and their data 
sources. Additionally, in January, 2018, Council engaged in target setting for indicator 3C, a 
measure highly aligned to Wisconsin’s SiMR. Council engaged in conversation about the 
relevance and interconnectedness of the results indicators, the SiMR, and the SSIP improvement 
strategies, as well as how they are evaluated. WDPI will continue providing updates and 
soliciting input at quarterly Council meetings.  
 
Data Quality  
Wisconsin continues to be a leader in designing and implementing high quality integrated data 
systems for student level data. In 2016-17, WDPI transitioned to a new system, WISEdata, to 
reduce duplicate data collection tools and processes and replace outdated data collection 
software. This will result in reduced burden and streamlined data reporting requirements for 
districts. Like many states, WDPI has experienced changes in regular statewide assessment tools 
(in 2014-15 and 2015-16) that can complicate year to year comparison of test results. However, 
Wisconsin’s SiMR is designed as a points-based proficiency measure averaged over three years 
of data, and is thus more resilient to changes in assessment than a raw single year proficiency 
rate might be. Maintaining accurate and comprehensive data will be a key goal in the design of 
the remaining data collection tools and systems that will be used in the SSIP Evaluation, and 
Wisconsin’s depth of application development resources and experienced evaluation staff will 
allow us to accomplish this goal. 
 
 
Go to top 
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VI.  Conclusion 
This section includes information on: 
 The State Describes any Needs for Additional Support and/or Technical Assistance 

(Organizational Outline, Section F.4) 
 
The 2018-2019 school year will see the first cohort of identified LEAs receive supports through 
Wisconsin’s coordinated improvement work. The TA Network for Improvement Supports will 
continue capacity building as well as provide initial supports to newly identified LEAs. Coaching 
will be provided through the new Research to Practice: Inclusive Communities project, the TA 
Network for Improvement Supports, and RITS as they begin working directly with district and 
school implementation teams. Phase II of the first cycle of the RDA: PCSA will yield results on 
the extent to which LEAs are developing and implementing IEPs that may result in college and 
career readiness for Wisconsin students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). 
 
Wisconsin continues to value its close partnerships with national technical assistance centers. 
Wisconsin will remain an active scaling-up state through SISEP, and will continue to work with 
them to develop implementation capacity statewide. Wisconsin will also continue involvement in 
the Systems Alignment Learning Collaborative through the National Center for Systemic 
Improvement, where Wisconsin representatives have made valuable connections across the 
country with states engaged in similar systems change work. Finally, the IDEA Data Center will 
remain a go-to for data and evaluation support, both through multi-state engagement and 
individualized technical assistance. Wisconsin will continue to reach out to its highly responsive 
OSEP state contacts on an as-needed basis to ensure requirements are met with high quality.  
 
 
Go to top 
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VII. Appendices 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Wisconsin’s Results Driven Accountability 
Theory of Action 

 

Appendix 1 

 
 

 

Regions, LEAs, 
schools, and 
teachers will 

build capacity 
to…

improve 
literacy 

outcomes for 
students with 
disabilities.

provides a common 
framework and supports for 
improvement planning and 
implementation of evidence-
based practices; 

implements a coaching model 
to support identified LEAs’ 
district improvement plans; 

develops and provides 
resources and professional 
learning for staff & families on:
• meaningful access
•literacy-specific needs
•examples of promising 
practices;

IF DPI THEN

and connects compliance and 
monitoring to literacy 
outcomes

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

 



 
 

Appendix 2 
 

Professional Learning Resources 
As districts identify improvement strategies aligned with data and root cause analyses, LEAs will 
be coached to strategically select appropriate professional learning resources, as well as be 
coached through the stages of implementation of the new learning concepts and strategies. WDPI 
is developing new and leveraging existing professional learning resources and opportunities to 
meet the needs of LEAs both at the universal level and the targeted/intensive levels of support. 
Wide stakeholder input guided the prioritization of development of specific resources. Detailed 
background information on each resource is articulated in Wisconsin’s Phase III report submitted 
in April, 2017. This appendix provides information on the Professional Learning improvement 
strategy that supplements Wisconsin’s three main improvement strategies.  
 

Universal Design for Learning 
The Universal Design for Learning (UDL) Start-up Grant continued for an additional year with 
discretionary grant funds for UDL trainers, UDL implementation team facilitators, and partner 
school teams to learn about and use UDL principles to improve student outcomes. The planned 
activities progressed as scheduled with formative measures in place to gauge completion and 
impact. The following are major accomplishments from April 2017-March 2018:  
 

• 60 regional multi-event professional learning trainings including, but not limited to UDL 
book studies, UDL lesson design labs, UDL classroom observations, and UDL overview 
workshops 

• 278 administrators, general and special education teachers, CESA staff, and consultants 
from DPI participated in a statewide conference, “Reaching High Expectations” with 
meeting and planning time for grant participants, panel discussions and networking with 
CAST cadre trainers 

• 20 hosting events were completed statewide for educators to learn about UDL 
implementation from participating grant teams 

• 10 UDL Videos in Action were developed on various aspects of UDL implementation, 
such as UDL lesson planning, co-planning to address and challenge learner variability, 
and UDL implementation at the district level were accessible to grant participants and 
accessed to inform peers of grant work, support scaling efforts, and to communicate local 
context for UDL to site visitors 

• 20 UDL Implementation Trials in each participating school, for increasing academic 
outcomes and student engagement through plan-do-study-act improvement cycles 

• UDL training artifacts (e.g., Power Point presentations, protocols, activities, and videos) 
and resources available statewide 

• 7 webinars with CAST cadre trainers on targeted topics and resources specific to WI  
 
The UDL Start-up Grant uses multiple methods of measurement, including submission of project 
artifacts, UDL implementation data, and online surveys to check status, gather feedback on 
barriers for responding, and to document changes in practices using UDL and results for 
students. The analysis of data sources includes looking for alignment with the theory of action, 
fidelity of implementing UDL, and ways to adjust supports in training and technical assistance 
which are responsive to grant participants’ needs.  Following are key project activities, data 
sources, and decisions informed by results. 
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UDL Overview Trainings: The expectation to provide UDL training with the purpose of 
participants to learn about UDL, practice using UDL, and reflecting on UDL impact included a 
statewide log of multi-event professional learning training offerings.  A post-training survey to 
participants to self-report the training influence on their learning and use of UDL and how that 
impacted student outcomes.  These events included multiple methods of delivery, including, but 
not limited to book studies, blended learning event, onsite coaching, lesson design labs, and UDL 
integration with topics of literacy, Assistive Technology, and RtI. The post-training survey 
results are for 88 general education and special education teachers and highlight the following 
results: 

• 90% of respondents agree/strongly agree the training increased knowledge and skills 
about UDL 

• 90% of respondents agree/strongly agree use of UDL Principles in their practice 
increased 

• 81% of respondents agree/strongly agree the UDL practices improved student learning 
and engagement 

• 96% of participants agree/strongly agree access to UDL training is valuable to improving 
student outcomes 

 
The access to the statewide training calendar, the portal for training materials, and the CESA 
specific participant post-training survey results promote collaboration among trainers to share 
training materials, activities, and reveal more intentionality in facilitating opportunities to learn 
how CESAs are integrating UDL into other improvement initiatives and other methods of 
engaging professional learners. UDL training continues to be an important strategy moving 
forward. 
 
UDL Site Visits: The submission of documentation on the LEAs, participant roles, and the focus 
of UDL site visits provided insight into a range of contexts for how school teams were positioned 
to provide a window into UDL implementation to visitors, the districts seeking to learn about 
UDL, and the educator categories who participated. As a result of this data, additional structure 
for preparing guests in advance of the visit with UDL background information, discussion 
prompts to debrief after classroom observations, and exit tickets for visitors to convey their 
learning and ideas for next steps. 
 
UDL Implementation Trials:  Rapid improvement cycles by UDL teams fosters intentional 
design and implementation of UDL principles in curricular goals, instructional methods, 
materials and assessments. Baseline data measures “business as usual” in a focus core academic 
area for students receiving special education services and their non-disabled peer in the general 
education learning environment, and four observable behavior characteristics for active 
engagement. Educators then co-plan, and in some cases co-teach students applying UDL over a 
two week period, sampling student tasks and measuring focus academic area and engagement for 
all students. Three (3) cycles of intentional UDL application and measuring student performance 
include data analysis and responsive actions by educators to reduce learning barriers and support 
benefit from instruction.  
 



 
 

Appendix 2 
 

Twenty UDL implementation teams met regularly, including general and special education 
teachers, with building level administrators (5 teams included district administrators) to learn 
about UDL, plan for learner variability, reflect on lessons and formative data, and plan 
adjustment for next iteration.  Following are data reported by teams: 
  

• 86% of teams focused on Literacy outcomes for improvement (e.g. reading 
comprehension, fluency, use of strategies) 

• 14% of teams focused on Mathematics outcomes for improvement (e.g. problem solving) 
• 16 teams had 80% or more students increase literacy outcomes 
• 6 teams had 50-79% of students increase literacy outcomes 
• 17 teams had 80% or more students reach the target for active engagement  
• 5 teams had 50-79% of students reach the target for active engagement 

 
UDL grant teams submitted surveys during each trial to report on progress and any technical 
assistance needs. CAST cadre trainers held virtual meetings with teams needing support for how 
to address specific learners in the particular curricular contexts and classroom environments. In 
addition, protocols for interpreting data with a critical stance to reflect on and question practice 
were provided to deepen the team conversations about instructional efficacy and the fidelity of 
UDL principles in practice. 
 
Stakeholder involvement included surveying LEA administrators, Cooperative Education 
Service Agency (CESA) liaisons, and large district facilitators on needs for assistance to support 
UDL implementation, most useful resources, and how UDL was being integrated within other 
improvement efforts.  Survey data was fed back to stakeholders with options to address needs.  
For example, in response to stakeholder input, CAST provided 3 online webinars specific to 
using UDL within trainings, modeling UDL as a professional expert learner, and strategies to 
emulate the UDL Principles and Guidelines while teaching about UDL. In addition, the surveys 
informed decisions to expand options to:  
 

• Increase capacity for UDL Trainers: Used action-mapping training design to refine clarity 
of training goals, describing participant behaviors in practice, and training activities to 
support the learning and use of core UDL competencies distributed through statewide 
UDL professional learning offerings by grant identified trainers including regional 
agency, large LEAs and cadre of CAST trainers 

• Update online training calendar for access to statewide offerings and collaboration on 
training resources, online interactive sites to post questions and resources organized by 
topics (e.g. versions of UDL Guidelines, options for multiple means of representation, 
engagement, and action and expression.) 

• Increase capacity for UDL team members – scaling to additional grade levels and district-
wide through resources including UDL Progression Rubric (stage-based use of UDL 
Guidelines), CAST’s UDL Implementation Guide for self/system evaluation of 
use/progress with UDL implementation. 

• Increase capacity of UDL Implementation Team Facilitators to support teams in learning 
about UDL and planning for a range of variabilities, managing classroom activities with 
multiple options for student engagement, and addressing emotional needs of learners 
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proactively through targeted webinars with CAST, meeting time with other grant teams at 
state conferences, and with personalized CAST technical assistance. 

 

Reviewing Universal Reading (Offered through the Wisconsin RtI Center) 
This three-day workshop series is offered through the Wisconsin RtI Center. This workshop is in 
the full implementation stage, and undergoes annual continuous improvement based on 
implementation data. Implementation and impact data for the 2016-2017 school year points to 
continuing the supports as they are currently delivered. In the 2016-2017 school year, 94 
educators participated in the training series.  
 
Training evaluation and attendance data 
 

Question - To what extent do you agree that the following objectives of the training were 
met? 
Average participant rating for objectives met, for the 2016-2017 school year (in parens): 
Ratings: Strongly Disagree = 1, Disagree=2, Neutral=3, Agree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
 

Universal Reading 
Objective Mean 

Agreement 
Objective 

Met 
1: Understand the need for strong systemic reading foundation built 
upon organizational trust and common foundational beliefs. 

4.84 100% 

2: Articulate current practices around Universal Reading 
components from the Wisconsin State Standards. 

4.60 98% 

3: Understand the impact of instructional time, grouping and 
classroom environment on the effectiveness of the Universal level 
of support. 

4.78 100% 

4: Recognize the benefit that common language and systemic best 
practice have within your multi-level system of support. 

4.79 98% 

5: Action plan for school improvement around the Universal level 
of support for Reading instruction. 

4.75 100% 

 
Attendance 2016-2017: 
The specific role information is based on how many people completed the training evaluations. 
For a more accurate estimate of role attendance we would need to go back to each and every 
roster since we only record role and school team attendance at trainings in our database. 
 

• Average daily attendance across all days in 2016-2017 was 42 
• Attendance was 94 (based on attendance over all Day 3 trainings) 
• 63 participants completed training evaluations 
• 50 school level and 13 district level staff in attendance 

 
ASSESSMENT DATA 
13 school teams attended all 3 days of training and were fully trained in 2016-2017. 46% of these 
teams assessed their Universal Reading systems using the School-wide Implementation Review 
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(SIR), in 2016-2017. Their average score on the 2016-2017 SIR Reading Universal subscales 
was 71 (initial implementation). 
 
 
Co-Teaching 
WDPI added to existing co-teaching resources by developing and publishing a co-teaching 
toolkit that consists of a co-teaching overview, practice profile, and selection and reflection tools. 
These tools support schools in the selection and implementation of co-teaching as an 
instructional approach to provide meaningful inclusion that facilitates grade-level standards-
based education. These tools are based on implementation science and were created for schools 
who are either considering first-time use of the co-teaching model or who have been 
implementing co-teaching and want to reflect on key factors of readiness required for co-
teaching. The co-teaching toolkit was aligned with other statewide educational initiatives 
including college and career readiness, Wisconsin’s Equitable MLSS, UDL, RDA, and social 
and emotional competencies initiatives. 
All toolkit resources were made available on the WI DPI co-teaching web page and several 
presentations were provided at statewide conferences. Continuous feedback on the toolkit has 
been collected from educators implementing co-teaching in the field and additional revisions and 
connections to existing educational initiatives are being made to the co-teaching toolkit 
resources. 
The overview and practice profile for the co-teaching toolkit was made available for use by 
educators in the 2018-19 school year and were able to be introduced at a number of major 
statewide conferences in the fall of 2017. The selection and reflection tool required additional 
stakeholder feedback and revision and will not be made available until spring 2018.   
To ensure fidelity of how the co-teaching toolkit was introduced and presented across the state, a 
slide deck was developed with speaker notes, and members of the co-teaching workgroup co-
presented in strategically identified locations and conferences to ensure the toolkit reach a wide 
variety of audiences and geographic locations. In addition, the practice profile was created as a 
fidelity measure to ensure the guidance and practice associated with co-teaching could be 
measured for implementation in a classroom. The practice profile provides explicit observable 
behaviors that could be seen in a co-teaching team in the areas of co-assessment, co-planning, 
and co-teaching.   
One barrier is that co-teaching is widely criticized as not being an effective use of school and 
instructional resources based on poor or misunderstood implementation of co-teaching teams. 
The co-teaching workgroup developed the co-teaching toolkit resources, such as the practice 
profile and selection and reflection tool, to directly address and highlight components of co-
teaching practices that have evidence or research based support to improve student outcomes. 
One example is the purposeful and planned assessment, planning, and implementation of 
specially designed instruction within a co-taught lesson. 
Another barrier is the multitude of educational initiatives that educators face such as addressing 
social and emotional skills, mental health, trauma sensitive schools, improving literacy 
outcomes, revisions to Wisconsin’s IEP forms and guidance, academic and career planning, 
incorporating universal design for learning, family engagement, and strengthening equitable 
multi-level systems of supports. The co-teaching toolkit resources developed by the co-teaching 

https://dpi.wi.gov/sped/educators/consultation/co-teaching
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workgroup were designed to align the language, belief systems, systems, and resources of other 
state educational initiatives into the co-teaching overview, practice profile, and selection and 
reflection tools.   
Next steps include the shift of the Co-Teaching work to Wisconsin’s new Research to Practice: 
Inclusive Communities project as a means to align messaging, maximize resources, and mitigate 
initiative overload. This will allow for collaboration and coordination with other educators such 
as institutions of higher education who are developing guidance and resources for Inclusive 
Learner Centered Environments to educators in the field. 
Thus far, the co-teaching project has focused on resource development and informational 
presentations on the co-teaching toolkit resources. Data has been collected on the number of 
presentations, locations, and participant demographics.  Data from presentations is reviewed to 
inform future revisions to state and regional presentations and surveys are available to provide 
feedback on the co-teaching toolkit resources which are then used for future revisions and 
updates.  Members of the co-teaching workgroup presented at six locations over the past year 
with approximately 180 participants total. Participants consisted of educators who work in co-
taught classrooms as well as special education and pupil services administrators.  The 
presentation provided an overview of the WDPI co-teaching toolkit resources and outlined some 
of the key components required for co-teaching to be successful.   
The project is receiving generally positive feedback, based on the feedback survey available on 
the WDPI web site where the toolkit resides as well as from statewide presentation feedback, in 
that the co-teaching toolkit clearly articulates a definition of how co-teaching should be 
implemented through use of the practice profile. However, practitioners often comment that the 
co-teaching toolkit and presentation do not reflect actual co-teaching practices in the field. That 
is, although the practices outlined in the co-teaching toolkit are what practitioners think should 
be implemented, they comment that systems are not often set up to ensure co-teaching is 
effective. For example, co-planning requires systems for regular communication between general 
and special education staff that are not always systemically available to co-teaching teams.   
The co-teaching workgroup will address these concerns by including pairs of co-teachers in the 
development of resources. Additionally, the Inclusive Communities project is a research-to-
practice grant intended to shine a light on effective and ineffective practices. This information 
will inform scaling-up statewide.   
Stakeholder input has been an integral part of the development of the co-teaching toolkit and this 
has continued in the last year. WDPI contracted with educators in the field who currently train 
and implement co-teaching to assist in the development and review of co-teaching toolkit 
resources. Additional workgroup members representing institutions of higher education, 
educators in the field, and representatives from early childhood also participated in development 
and review of the co-teaching toolkit resources. To ensure the co-teaching toolkit overview and 
practice profile aligned with other educational initiatives, the language used in defining co-
teaching was reviewed by multiple staff at the WDPI to ensure alignment in messaging across 
initiatives.   
In addition, input was collected through presentation surveys, reviewed by co-teaching 
workgroup members, and used to revise presentation and toolkit resources. An online survey link 
is also available with the co-teaching toolkit resources on the WI DPI co-teaching web site that is 
also reviewed by the workgroup to assist in revisions and future development of toolkit 
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resources. The co-teaching toolkit was also presented to the Special Education Advisory Council 
to receive feedback. 
 
Wisconsin Family Assistance Center for Education, Training and Supports 
(WI FACETS) Literacy Project (Proyecto de Lectoescritura) 
The WI FACETS Literacy Project (Proyecto de Lectoescritura) is an initiative developed in the 
2015-2016 school year with the goal of helping families be able to better understand and 
communicate with their child’s educators around literacy so they can support literacy 
development at home. The overarching goal is to improve literacy outcomes for children with 
disabilities. The Literacy Project is arranged in four modules. While the pilot was delivered only 
in Spanish, in the second year the project was delivered in both English and Spanish. The goal 
has been for eight families to complete the project. 
 
The 2018 Literacy Project will begin in April. The project is being delivered in two schools: 
Doerfler Elementary, which has a 75% Hispanic student population, and Wisconsin 
Conservatory of Lifelong Learning, which has an 82% African American population. The project 
will be delivered in Spanish at Doerfler Elementary. Hosting the projects within a school 
building connects families with the professionals who will serve them on an ongoing basis, 
builds bridges between WI FACETS and the school, and provides services to families where 
they are. 

 
WI FACETS partnered with the Next Door Foundation to have over 100 books donated for use 
in our Literacy Project. Parents picked out at least five books each for their children, and children 
in attendance could pick out their own books. Families from both projects also received an 
Amazon Fire Tablet in a case for use in developing their children’s literacy skills in the home. 
Participants received a follow up training on how to operate the tablets and informed the families 
of apps addressing each of the components of literacy and various special education topics. 
100% of participants reported an increased understanding of how to use the tablet to support 
their child’s literacy. 
 
In the 2016-2017 school year, WI FACETS hosted two literacy projects, one in English and the 
other in Spanish. The English literacy project took place within Emerson Elementary school. 6 
parents completed the training. All were African American and had children of varying ages (7 
months to 11 years old), but all had at least one child with an IEP. The sessions were held during 
the week in the evenings, and the families chose to have the four sessions condensed into three.  
The results from the final survey were as follows:  

• 100% reported increased confidence in their ability to communicate with their child’s 
educators about literacy 

• 100% reported increased confidence to support their child’s literacy at home 

• 100% felt they had more tools & strategies to help their child(ren) enjoy reading 

• 100% reported increased understanding of the STAR assessment and 100% reported 
increased understanding of their child’s STAR scores 

• 80% reported increased understanding of their child’s literacy related IEP goals 
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• 80% reported increased understanding of how the school evaluates their child’s 
reading 

• 83% rated the class as “excellent” on a scale of “poor (1)” to “excellent (10)”; the 
overall class rating was 9.5/10.  

The Spanish Literacy Project was held at the WI FACETS office. Parents from schools near to 
the WI FACETS office were invited to attend and 6 parents completed the training. All were 
Hispanic and had children of varying ages (2 years to 18 years old), but all had at least one child 
with an IEP. The sessions were held during the week from the morning into the noon hour, and 
families attended four sessions.  
 

o 100% reported increased confidence in their ability to communicate with 
teachers/school about literacy 

o 100% reported increased confidence to support their child’s literacy at home 

o 100% felt they had more tools & strategies to help their child(ren) enjoy reading 

o 100% reported increased understanding of their literacy related IEP goals 

o 83% reported increased understanding of how the school evaluates their child’s 
reading. 

o 100% rated the class as “excellent” on a scale of “poor (1)” to “excellent (10)” 

62% of participants indicated that their awareness of resources available to support families 
(including culturally and linguistically diverse families) to foster literacy skills was improved or 
much improved. 52% stated that they were confident or very confident to deliver the literacy 
project training after completing the training of trainers.  
 
Survey data revealed through comments that participants felt that there was not content 
appropriate for early childhood readers. Others stated that they would have valued the training 
more had it come from the Department of Public Instruction. Some also stated that they needed 
more time with the content. Some commenters indicated that they enjoyed the opportunity to 
collaborate and plan between WSPEI and the Early Childhood PSTs. WI FACETS will use this 
input to collaborate with stakeholders to improve the quality and scope of the Literacy Project 
based upon trainer input. WI FACETS will also follow up with WSPEI coordinators at the end of 
the 2017-2018 school year to get feedback on trainings done throughout the state and make 
further improvements. 
 
Follow up data on 2016 pilot group 
WI FACETS reconnected in summer of 2017 with the families from the original pilot group to 
see if they had continued benefits from having participated in the project. Seven out of eight 
families who completed the literacy project still feel more confident communicating with the 
school about literacy compared to when they finished the Literacy Project, and one of the eight 
feels much more confident. Additionally, seven of the eight families’ children have made 
progress on their literacy related IEP goals (see graph). All children with IEPs have made 
improvements in their literacy assessment scores (see graph). One potential issue with this data is 



 
 

Appendix 2 
 

that these results are based on self-report of the families. In the future, we would like to work 
closer with families to look at IEP goals and STAR assessments so that progress data is more 
accurate. 

 

o Quotes from 2016 pilot families (translated from Spanish): 
 

 Now I can ask about literacy because now I understand it.  Before I did not 
give it much importance, now I participate more in library programs.  I 
feel more happy and confident that my child is learning more every day. 

 The workshop about literacy has helped me to make my daughter improve 
in reading and writing. 

 All the family is cooperating with literacy. 
 We read in English and Spanish, and everyone has their turn and we are in 

a special and quiet place to read. 
 It helped me a lot to take a few minutes every day and read a little and 

now they already do this without having to remind them. 
 

The data above pointed to a strong positive impact of the project, so the project will be 
continuing. WI FACETS will continue to collect follow-up data from families who have 
completed the project to see the longer term effect of the project on outcomes for the children 
and the families’ behavior around literacy and two-way communication with the school.  
 
Another goal was to train coordinators from the Wisconsin Statewide Parent Educator Initiative 
to deliver the Literacy Project content so that it could be implemented statewide. In order to do 
this, WI FACETS worked with stakeholders from WSPEI and Early Childhood, as well as DPI, 
to develop the Literacy Project modules into a Training of Trainers format.  

 
In October, 2017 during a one-day training, WSPEI Coordinators from all twelve CESAs were 
trained. Early Childhood Program Support Teachers joined WSPEI Coordinators from their 
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CESA in an effort to create a supportive partnership. Forty individuals attended the training. 
WSPEI staff has a goal of implementing the training in at least one district in their CESAs by the 
end of the 2017-2018 school year. Since the training, WI FACETS has supported those trained 
when questions have arisen.  
 
Through the SPDG, WI FACETS produces a monthly Family Engagement newsletter targeted at 
families and educators interested in engaging families. The newsletter focuses on a different 
disability-related topic each month and includes a real-life story about the topic, online 
resources, research to read, statewide events, instructional trends, web trainings, and home-based 
learning activities. The newsletter reaches about 2,800 recipients. WI FACETS will continue 
producing the Family Engagement Newsletter through the 2018-2019 school year and will 
continue to seek input from consumers and stakeholders. Nearly 15% of newsletter readers who 
responded to a year end survey responded that the in-home learning strategies were the single 
most useful component of the newsletter, with an additional 12% rating this section the second 
most useful component.  

 

Promising Practices for Students with Disabilities/Cross Pollination 
Development of an e-course began in spring of 2017, utilizing information gathered from the 
Promising Practices project and integrating ideas presented in Cross-pollinating culturally 
sustaining pedagogy and universal design for learning: Toward an inclusive pedagogy that 
accounts for dis/ability. Harvard Educational Review, 86(3), 366 - 389).  
The intended outcome of the e-course will be for educators to work collaboratively to eliminate 
barriers within a chose literacy practice to ensure the practice meets the needs of all students, 
including students with IEPs. 
  
The e-course consists of five components: 

1. Brief introduction as to why this work is important in Wisconsin and nationally 
2. Beliefs that guide our learning (evolved from our promising practices work with 

educators throughout the state) 
3. Overview of UDL and the notion of expert learners 
4. Overview of culturally sustaining pedagogies  
5. Explanation of cross-pollination of UDL and CSP with opportunities for application   

  
The e-course will provide opportunities for reflection; self-assessment; and provide additional 
resources to deepen understanding and application of concepts covered.   
The intention is that the e-course be completed in small learning communities or facilitator-led 
groups at schools. 
    
In June of 2017, stakeholders consisting of educators, regional leaders, and researchers convened 
to provide input on the first draft of the e-course. 
In July of 2017,WDPI representatives co-presented the cross-pollination of UDL and culturally 
sustaining pedagogies at CAST UDL Symposium with Kathleen King Thorius & Federico 
Waitoller. 
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In October of 2017 WDPI representatives presented the content at the 33rd Annual State 
Superintendent’s Conference on Special Education and Pupil Services Leadership Issues. 
Despite achieving planned milestones, the development of the e-course has experienced barriers 
this past year, which has resulted in not meeting the intended plan for release of e-course in fall, 
2017. The primary barrier has been complications with the transfer of a research based 
framework to a tool or process that can be utilized by school and classroom level teams. The 
project staff has been working to fine-tune ideas presented in the article and how to best translate 
them into a practical application. To address the primary barrier, the project staff at WDPI has 
worked with internal stakeholders at to problem-solve various approaches to ensure that what is 
developed will be user-friendly and applicable to school and classroom teams. 
Timeline: 

• E-Course development to be completed by summer, 2018 and usability testing will begin 
late summer/early fall. 

 
• Access data collected and analyze; adjust e-course based on feedback from the field; 

determine ways to enhance and scale up application of cross-pollination framework. 
 

• Begin development of facilitator guide and process for local teams to implement tool. 
 

• 2018-2019 SY:  Finalize development of facilitator guide and process to prepare for e-
course to be available statewide 

To date, the project team has used written feedback gathered from stakeholders at the July 
meeting to assist with the direction of the project. Information was gathered by pre-identified 
facilitators at the event. These facilitators led group discussions using guiding questions 
specifically designed to gain insight as to areas of strength and areas of need in the draft e-
course. 
Once the e-course is complete, it will include pre- and post- assessments to measure change in 
adult perceptions as well as collect information on the roles and responsibilities of individuals 
utilizing the e-course. 
 
 
Evaluation 
 

Professional Learning Resources 

SSIP Evaluation Questions Method Supporting Data 

Did 85% of identified LEAs 
access Professional Learning 
Resources? 

Descriptive statistics on the LEA 
of learners accessing each 
Professional Learning Resource 

Event registration systems and 
online log-in tracking systems for 
each Professional Learning 
Resource   
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Were the key learning 
objectives of the Professional 
Learning Resources 
accomplished?   

Descriptive statistics from 
surveys and other measures 
assessing whether those 
completing the Professional 
Learning Resources 
accomplished the key learning 
objectives of each resource 

Surveys and other measures  

Was there an increase in the 
extent to which students with 
IEPs were educated alongside 
non-disabled peers (in the 
Least Restrictive Environment, 
LRE providing access to 
grade-level reading curriculum 
and instruction)? 

Comparison of LRE data for the 
group of identified LEAs in 
2015-16 vs. 2018-19 
(approximately the year before 
and after professional learning 
was implemented) (using 
inferential statistics) 

Annual district level educational 
environment data from 618 data 
collections 

 
Measures of key learning objectives from professional learning resources vary and may involve 
baseline data on knowledge, practices, or attitudes prior to engaging in the professional learning 
resource. Because these measures will be customized to the needs and context of the specific 
learning objective and professional learning resource, some measures may not have more than 
one administration (post-test only design). Not all professional learning resources have initially 
been offered on the same timeline, but have instead been offered as they are completed, therefore 
baseline timing for measures of key learning objectives differ. For instance, some professional 
learning resources, such as the Reviewing Universal Reading Instruction offered by the 
Wisconsin RtI Center, is already available and uses a standardized survey to assess whether its 
learning objectives have been accomplished.  
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A Comparison of State and ESSA Federal Accountability System 
 

 State Accountability System ESSA Federal Accountability System 

Overall Goal All schools and districts in the state are 
meeting or exceeding accountability 
expectations covering academic outcomes 
and student engagement, reflecting the 
college and career readiness of all students.  

Within six years, cut the gap in half for 
English language arts proficiency rates, 
mathematics proficiency rates and 
graduation rates. Within six years, 
increase the percentage of English 
learners on-track to English language 
proficiency. 

Primary Purpose To provide robust and detailed performance 
reporting to drive continuous improvement 
and meaningfully differentiate the 
performance of all schools in the state 

To appropriately identify public schools 
most in need of support and 
improvement in their overall 
performance or for a subgroup’s 
performance. 

Primary Product State Accountability Report Cards 
“School and District Report Cards” 

ESSA Federal Accountability Reporting 
“Annual ESSA Federal Profile” (new, 
name TBD) 

Reporting 
Timeline 

Annually in the Fall (date TBD) Annually (date TBD) 

Applicability All schools and districts, including public, 
charter and choice schools 

Only public schools (including charters) 
and subgroups within a school; does not 
apply to choice schools. Any public 
school may be identified for 
Comprehensive Supports and 
Improvement (CSI) if it graduates less 
than 67% of students. Title I receiving 
schools may be identified for CSI for 
overall performance in the bottom 5% of 
all Title I receiving schools. Any public 
school can be identified for Targeted 
Supports and Improvement (TSI); Title I 
receiving schools may be converted to 
CSI if not exited TSI within six years.  

Annual Ratings / 
Identifications 

Annual reporting covers five performance 
ratings, ranging from Significantly Exceeds 
Expectations to Fails to Meet Expectations, 
with corresponding five star ratings and 
accountability score on a scale of 0-100. 

Annual reporting for all public schools, 
leading to one of three ESSA 
identifications: CSI, reported annually 
with identification every three years; 
TSI, annual identification and Not 
Identified.  

Intervention Two possibilities in state statute: 
1. State Superintendent Intervention 
2. Opportunity Schools Partnership 

Program 
• Milwaukee 
• Other districts  

Two categories of required intervention: 
1. CSI: state and district 

intervention/monitoring 
2. TSI: district intervention/monitoring 

Funding to 
Support Identified 
schools 

None Federal ESEA funds (Title I) 

Scoring 100 point accountability index 100 point ranking based on performance 
percentiles 

http://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/118.42(3)
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/subch.%20II%20of%20ch.%20119
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/subch.%20IX%20of%20ch.%20115
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Measures  4 Priority Areas: 
1. Student Achievement 
2. School Growth 
3. Closing Gaps 
4. On-Track & Post-secondary 

Readiness  
Plus two Student Engagement Indicators: 

1. Chronic Absenteeism 
2. Dropout Rate 

5 Indicators: 
1. Academic Achievement (3-8 and 

11) 
2. Student Growth (3-8)  
3. Graduation (HS) 
4. Progress in English language 

proficiency 
5. Chronic Absenteeism 

Report Type  
 

Published as PDFs on DPI website since 
2011-12. Potential shift to online reporting 
to support dynamic, interactive data use in 
future 

TBD, potential ESSA reporting 
dashboard on WISEdash Public (as part 
of larger ESEA reporting requirements)  
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COACHING COMPETENCY PRACTICE PROFILE VERSION 1.3 
 

 

 GUIDING PRINCIPLES  
 

This Coaching Competency Practice Profile (CCPP) describes the essential functions that allow coaching to be teachable, learnable, and doable in 
educational settings. It consists of measurable, observable, and behaviorally-based indicators for each essential function and promotes consistency across 
practitioners at the level of service delivery. A diverse group of Wisconsin stakeholders have coalesced around the most recent literature and research to 
develop this comprehensive tool. Members of this workgroup included staff from the State Personnel Development Grant, the RtI Center, consultants 
from Special Education, Literacy and Mathematics, Title I, and Implementation Science teams and the Wisconsin Center for Education Research. The CCPP 
serves as a launching point for individuals to inform coaching practices and consider when developing a coaching system that integrates methods for 
selecting, training and coaching coaches. This practice profile is not intended to be used in an evaluative manner for individual coaches, but rather to 
inform a comprehensive coaching system that supports individual coaches. 

 
This tool may be used in potentially four ways: 
1. Informing practices of coaches: As individuals who identify as a coach or serve in some sort of coaching capacity, this tool may serve as a self- 

reflection tool, a guide to set personal growth goals, and further develop the capacity and scope of individual coaching practices. 
2. Selection of coaches: As teams consider selecting individuals to engage in the important work of coaching, this tool may serve as a guide in creating 

position vacancy descriptions and other job selection tools such as interview questions, exam questions, and candidacy qualification “look-fors” in the 
hiring process. 

3. Training of coaches: As teams cultivate the capacity of identified coaches, this tool may be used as a coaching self-reflection instrument and can 
support self-development and goal setting activities. Individuals or teams may also find this tool helpful when identifying, selecting or developing 
training within a comprehensive coaching system. This tool may inform conversations with supervisors about ways to further develop the capacity 
and scope of the coach, however, conversations should in no way come from an evaluative position. 

4. Coaching of coaches: As teams strive to increase the capacity of coaches, this tool may inform conversations with peers and coaches about ways to 
further develop the capacity and scope of the coach. This tool can provide insight into an overall comprehensive coaching system and how it is 
structured to support and develop coaches. 

 
A well-developed practice profile is the first step in developing a comprehensive coaching system. The workgroup will continue to develop training 
resources to support the use of the CCPP as teams around the state leverage the ability of coaches within a well-developed coaching system to increase 
the fidelity of innovation implementation. 

 
 
 

The contents of this practice profile were developed under a grant from the U.S. Department of Education, 
#H323A120015. However, those contents do not necessarily represent the policy of the U.S. Department of Education, and 
you should not assume endorsement by the Federal Government. 
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Core 
Competency Contributions to Systems Transformation 

 
1. Reflective 

Practice 

Description of why this competency is important to achieving the outcome 

Engaging in continuous self-improvement through professional learning is a requisite for continued relevance in the 
advancement of ever-changing systems. 

Modeling the habits of lifelong learning and professional growth can lead to clients’ ownership of and participation in the 
change process. 

 
Components of the 

competency 
Expected Use in Practice Developmental Use in Practice Unacceptable (Harmful) use in 

Practice 
Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior 

1.a. Develops 
coaching capacity 
through professional 
learning 

Coach engages in self-directed learning 
to build coaching capacity. 

Coach recognizes gaps in own learning 
and seeks out professional learning to 
address those gaps. 

Coach engages in directed learning to 
build coaching capacity. 

 
Coach engages in and/or seeks 
professional learning for identified gaps. 

Coach does not recognize need to build 
coaching capacity. 

Coach does not engage in opportunities 
for professional growth. 

1.b. Develops 
emotional 
intelligence and 
resilience 

Coach regulates and monitors their 
own emotional state and makes 
strategic choices about when and how 
to share own feelings and thoughts in 
order to maintain focus on the goals of 
the client and system. 

 
Coach regularly articulates the values, 
beliefs and biases they bring to the 
coaching conversation. 

Coach sometimes regulates and monitors 
their own emotional state and makes 
strategic choices about when and how to 
share own feelings and thoughts in order 
to maintain focus on the goals of the 
client and system. 

 
Coach occasionally articulates the values, 
beliefs and biases they bring to the 
coaching conversation, or does so with 
prompting. 

Coach regularly interjects thoughts and 
feelings throughout the coaching 
conversation which shifts the focus of 
the conversation from the client to the 
coach. 

 
Coach interacts in negative or 
defensive ways, and/or is easily 
offended, and/or fails to connect 
emotional responses to the beliefs and 
biases that underlie them. 

1.c. Seeks and applies 
feedback for self- 
improvement 

Coach intentionally seeks feedback, 
engages in learning to address the 
feedback, and incorporates 
appropriate change in practice. 

Coach will accept feedback, may engage 
in learning to address the feedback, and 
may incorporate appropriate change in 
practice. 

Coach becomes defensive 
when feedback is offered, does not 
engage in learning to address the 
feedback and/or will not incorporate 
appropriate change in practice. 
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Core 
Competency Contributions to Systems Transformation 

2. Change 
Facilitation 

Description of why this competency is important to achieving the outcome 

Intentionally disrupting policies, practices, and structures that are marginalizing contributes to the sustainability of equitable practices 
and high outcomes for all. Facilitating change in response to both systems and student data improves access to quality learning 
opportunities, redresses systemic inequities, and ensures achievement for all. 

 
Components of the 
competency 

Expected Use in Practice Developmental Use in Practice Unacceptable (Harmful) use in 
Practice 

Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior 

2.a. Analyzes data, 
evolving and fluid 
situations, and 
systems for the 
conditions of change 

Coach strategically looks at data with the 
client and considers possibilities by 
collecting information from multiple 
sources and diverse perspectives to 
inform continuous systemic 
improvements. 

Coach supports the client with identifying 
strengths, barriers and opportunities to 
leverage change. 

Coach looks at data with the client and/or 
considers possibilities by collecting 
information from limited sources and 
perspectives that may or may not inform 
continuous systemic improvements. 

Coach sometimes supports the client with 
identifying strengths, barriers and/or 
opportunities to leverage change. 

Coach does not consult data and/or 
makes decisions with the irrelevant 
data from insufficient 
sources/perspectives. 

Coach uses deficit based approach 
when interacting with the client thus 
consistently missing opportunities to 
leverage change. 

2.b. Generates 
productive 
disequilibrium 

Coach consciously selects strategies that 
encourage clients to seek out different or 
innovative approaches to leveraging 
opportunities and addressing barriers. 

Coach unintentionally selects strategies 
that maintain the status quo and limit 
clients seeking different or innovative 
approaches. 

Coach consciously selects strategies 
and/or maintains the status quo by 
not encouraging clients to seek out 
different or innovative approaches. 

2.c. Expects, attends 
and mitigates 
resistance to change 

Coach anticipates, recognizes and accepts 
resistance to change and proactively 
addresses it. 

Coach sometimes anticipates, recognizes 
and/or accepts resistance to change but 
tends to addresses it reactively. Rarely 
addresses it proactively 

Coach responds in ways that 
enhance the client’s resistance to 
change, i.e. power struggles, terse 
tone, defensive posture, etc 
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Core 
Competency Contributions to Systems Transformation 

3. Coaching 
Conversation 
Facilitation 

Description of why this competency is important to achieving the outcome 

Facilitating the coaching conversation effectively supports clients to move a system forward in implementing the innovation or practice 
with fidelity. 

 
Components of the 
competency 

Expected Use in Practice Developmental Use in Practice Unacceptable (Harmful) use in 
Practice 

Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior 

3.a. Structures 
conversations around a 
cyclical model 

Coach begins conversations with a review of 
last action and ends with a new action. 

Coach is aware of the cyclical model for 
structuring conversations but occasionally 
needs support to move client to action. 

Coach either provides no structure to 
conversations, or mis-structures 
conversations so that forward progress 
is not facilitated. 

3.b. Promotes reflection Coach restates what is being observed or 
articulated and provides process feedback. 

Coach is inconsistent and unpredictable in 
responding and/or providing feedback. 

Coach overlooks the need for consistent 
and ongoing feedback 

3.c. Stays focused on goal Coach structures the conversation to 
generate a commitment to action, ensuring 
alignment with client goals. 

Coach structures the conversation to 
generate a commitment to action but may 
not always ensure alignment to the client 
goals. 

Coach fails to structure the 
conversation to generate a 
commitment to action and allows the 
client to focus on barriers. 

3.d. Challenges 
assumptions 

Coach uses questioning to clarify, extend 
and deepen thinking, explore options, invite 
diverse perspectives, and draw upon the 
expertise of the client. 

Coach inconsistently uses questioning to 
clarify, extend and deepen thinking, explore 
options, invite diverse perspectives, and/or 
seldom draws upon the expertise of the 
client. 

Coach positions self as the expert 
and/or directs decisions without 
considering needs of the client. 

3.e. Pushes for details 
and depth 

Coach identifies focus, gets background 
information and identifies possibilities and 
obstacles. 

Coach inconsistently identifies focus, gets 
background information and/or identifies 
possibilities and obstacles. 

Coach neglects or misidentifies focus, 
leading to uninformed client decisions 
without considering the consequences. 

3.f. Maintains rapport 
and trust 

Coach listens for the benefit of the speaker, 
from a place of compassion and curiosity 
assuming positive intentions and without 
judgement or influence. 

Coach listens for the benefit of the speaker, 
from a place of compassion and curiosity but 
inconsistently assumes positive intentions 
and/or occasionally expresses judgement or 
influence. 

Coach listens with intent to interject 
opinions or judgement 
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Core 
Competency 

 
Contributions to Systems Transformation 

 

4. Communication 
Skills 

Description of why this competency is important to achieving the outcome 

Communicating effectively provides a consistent level of shared understanding for all and reduces barriers to implementation of the 
innovation or practice. 

 
Components of the 
competency 

Expected Use in Practice Developmental Use in Practice Unacceptable (Harmful) use in 
Practice 

Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior 

4.a. Communicates 
effectively in multiple 
contexts outside the 
coaching conversation 
(e.g., delivering PD, 
written and verbal 
communication, etc.) 

Coach uses asset-based and person- 
first language. 

Coach intentionally uses a variety of 
culturally and linguistically responsive 
communication methods including 
nonverbal messaging. 

Coach leverages others’ strong 
emotions to maximize productive 
outcomes. 

 
Coach facilitates a process with the 
client to support communication loops. 

Coach sometimes uses asset-based and 
person-first language. 

 
Coach uses some culturally and 
linguistically responsive communication 
methods. 

 
Coach sometimes leverages others’ 
strong emotions to maximize productive 
outcomes. 

 
Coach sometimes facilitates a process 
with the client to support 
communication loops. 

Coach uses deficit based language 
and focuses on labels instead of 
people. 

Coach uses communication styles 
that disengage the client. 

Coach engages in or shuts down 
strong emotions that preclude 
productive outcomes. 

Coach neglects to communicate, or 
otherwise diminishes or blocks 
communication loops. 
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Core 
Competency Contributions to Systems Transformation 

5. High 
Leverage 
Strategic 
Action 

Description of why this competency is important to achieving the outcome 

High leverage, strategic actions maximize the likelihood that instruction will center on accessing and addressing the strengths 
of all students. 

Systemic, systematic continuous improvement plans and processes increase the likelihood of growth/adaptive change and 
building capacity within the organization. 

 
Components of the 
competency 

Expected Use in Practice Developmental Use in Practice Unacceptable (Harmful) use in 
Practice 

Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior 

5.a. Supports client to 
develop action plans 
and goals that include 
evidence based, high 
quality educational 
practices 
implemented with 
fidelity. 

Coach uses data with the client to create 
continuous improvement goals and 
action plans to improve student learning. 

Coach works in alignment with the 
school or district strategic /improvement 
plan. 

 

 
Coach demonstrates skills in the use of: 

• Fidelity practices 
• Goal setting 
• Stages of development (i.e. skill, 

team etc.) 
• Gradual release strategies in 

response to the clients’ needs 
and skill levels 

 
Coach is reflective in their use of all of 
the above behaviors as evidenced by 
responding to the needs of the client. 

Coach sometimes uses data with the 
client to create continuous improvement 
goals and action plans to improve student 
learning. 

Coach works in alignment with the school 
or district strategic /improvement plan 
with support. 

 
Coach is aware of the use of the following 
strategies and can use them with support: 

• Fidelity practices 
• Goal setting 
• Stages of development (i.e. skill, 

team etc.) 
• Gradual release strategies in 

response to the clients’ needs and 
skill levels 

 
Coach is descriptive and will reflect when 
prompted in their use of all of the above 
behaviors. 

Coach fails to use data, or uses 
irrelevant data or fails to connect 
data to client goals and action plans 
and/or does not consider the school 
or district strategic/improvement 
plan. 

 
 
Coach is not aware of the following 
strategies and is unable to use: 

• Fidelity practices 
• Goal setting 
• Stages of development (i.e. 

skill, team etc.) 
• Gradual release strategies in 

response to the clients’ 
needs and skill levels 

 
Coach is not reflective during the use 
of the above behaviors. 
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Core 
Competency Contributions to Systems Transformation 

6. Relationship 
Development 

Description of why this competency is important to achieving the outcome 

A mutually trusting and respectful relationship between coach and client is characterized by the reciprocal sharing of knowledge and 
perspectives, and honoring the expertise and experiences of all. This provides supportive conditions for shifting behaviors, mindsets, 
values, and beliefs 

 
 

Components of the 
competency 

 
Expected Use in Practice 

 
Developmental Use in Practice 

Unacceptable 
(Harmful) use in 

Practice 
Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner 

behavior 
6.a. Builds trust, rapport 

and respect with clients 
and stakeholders 

Coach consistently and independently demonstrates 
the following behaviors: 

 

maintains the confidentiality of others; 

Coach usually demonstrates the following 
behaviors independently but may occasionally 
need support: 

Coach breaks 
confidentiality. 

 
Coach disregards 
commitments. 

 
Coach fails to address 
and/or fosters unsafe or 
hostile environments. 

 
Coach creates or 
perpetuates 
hierarchical 
relationships and/or 
dominates interactions. 

 
keeps commitments; 

maintains the confidentiality of others; 

  keeps commitments; 
 encourages clients to speak about their emotions to 

examine how their feelings and emotional responses 
affect their interactions and work; 

 
encourages clients to speak about their emotions 
to examine how their feelings and emotional 
responses affect their interactions and work; 

 demonstrates empathy and the assumption of positive 
intentions; 

 
demonstrates the ability to leverage individual ways of 
knowing as an asset to accomplishing goals; 

 
supports client to create and maintain norms that 
foster a safe and supportive environment; 

 
demonstrates empathy and the assumption of 
positive intentions; 

 
demonstrates the ability to leverage individual 
ways of knowing as an asset to accomplishing 
goals; 

 
seeks and models an equal partnership between coach 
and client; 

supports client to create and maintain norms that 
foster a safe and supportive environment; 

 
recognizes and repairs breaches in trust 

seeks and models an equal partnership between 
coach and client; 

  recognizes and repairs breaches in trust 
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Core 
Competency Contributions to Systems Transformation 

7. Knowledge 
Base 
Development 

Description of why this competency is important to achieving the outcome 

Developing one’s knowledge and understanding of the systemic nature of schools and the core components of schooling, as well as an 
appreciation of the historical context of who has benefitted and who has not is essential for effective, systemic change. In addition, the 
knowledge of and ability to utilize a wide range of coaching approaches enables one to be responsive to the situational needs of all 
clients, supporting their attention to and examination of, practices that can effectively disrupt systemic oppressions. 

 
Components of the 
competency 

Expected Use in Practice Developmental Use in Practice Unacceptable (Harmful) 
use in Practice 

Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior Description of practitioner behavior 

7.a. Understands 
systemic oppression 
and how it is 
interwoven and 
affects all pieces of a 
system 

Coach assists the client to identify and act 
upon their sphere of influence and sphere of 
control within their system. 

 
Coach applies their knowledge of culturally 
sustaining pedagogy by actively naming and 
standing up to oppression and engaging in 
conversations with others about it. 

 

Coach supports clients in a broad range of 
contexts to examine how their interactions 
and decisions perpetuate the status quo. 

Coach inconsistently assists the client to identify 
and act upon their sphere of influence and sphere 
of control within their system. 

 
Coach applies their developing knowledge of 
culturally sustaining pedagogy but requires 
support to actively name and stand up to 
oppression and engage in conversations with 
others about it. 

 
Coach supports clients in a limited but developing 
range of contexts to examine how their 
interactions and decisions perpetuate the status 
quo. 

Coach has no understanding of 
systemic oppression or excludes 
any discussion or consideration of 
it, resulting in the perpetuation of 
inequalities in the system. 

7.b. Understands a 
range of coaching 
approaches 

Coach is fluent in a variety of coaching 
strategies and approaches and is able to 
adjust their approach based on the needs of 
the client. 

Coach is developing a variety of coaching 
strategies and approaches and is sometimes able 
to adjust their approach based on the needs of the 
client. 

Coach uses a limited number of 
coaching approaches, regardless of 
the client and/or context. 

7.c. Understands the 
innovation or practice 
on which they coach 

Coach identifies and explains the 
importance of key components of the 
innovation or practice. 

Coach can identify and explain the importance of 
some key components of the innovation or 
practice and is actively developing their 
knowledge. 

Coach has no knowledge of the 
innovation or practice, and does 
not actively seek knowledge. 
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Coaching Competency Needs Assessment 
 

The Coaching Competency Needs Assessment is a private reflection of your coaching skills and needs related to the Coaching Competency Practice 
Profile. You can use this tool to help guide you in developing personal coaching goals and facilitating conversations with your coach to inform 
professional development and coaching needs. 

 
Directions: 

1) Complete this form prior to the first coaching session of the year. 
2) Bring the completed form to your individual coaching sessions to help inform conversations. 

 
 

 
 

Coaching Competency Needs Assessment 

 
Core 

Competency 

 
 

Component 

Level of Support 
Needed: 

 
 

Rationale 
1=low 
4=high 

Re
fle

ct
iv

e 
Pr

ac
tic

e 

 
Engaging in self-directed learning to build my coaching capacity Choose an 

item. 
Click here to enter text. 

Regulating and monitoring one’s emotions and making intentional 
choices about when and how to share thoughts and feelings to 
maintain focus on the goals 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Stating the values, beliefs, and biases brought to conversations Choose an 

item. 
Click here to enter text. 

Intentionally seeking feedback and incorporating change in practice 
related to feedback 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

The contents of this practice profile were developed under a grant from the U.S. Department of Education, 
#H323A120015. However, those contents do not necessarily represent the policy of the U.S. Department of Education, and 
you should not assume endorsement by the Federal Government. 
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Core 

Competency 

 
 

Component 

Level of Support 
Needed: 

 
 

Rationale 
1=low 
4=high 

Ch
an

ge
 

Fa
ci

lit
at

io
n 

Looking at data and collecting information from multiple sources and 
diverse perspectives to inform continuous systemic improvement 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Identifying strengths, barriers and opportunities to leverage change Choose an 

item. 
Click here to enter text. 

Intentionally selecting strategies that seek out different or innovative 
approaches to leveraging opportunities and addressing barriers 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Intentionally seeking feedback and incorporating change in practice 
related to feedback 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Anticipating, recognizing and accepting resistance to change and 
proactively addressing it 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
 

 
Core 

Competency 

 
 

Component 

Level of Support 
Needed: 

 
 

Rationale 
1=low 
4=high 

Co
ac

hi
ng

 C
on

ve
rs

at
io

n 
Fa

ci
lit

at
io

n 

Beginning conversations with a review of last action and ending with 
a new action 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Restating what one sees or hears and providing feedback Choose an 

item. 
Click here to enter text. 

Structuring a conversation to generate a commitment to 
action, ensuring alignment to goals 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Using questioning to clarify, extend and deepen thinking, exploring 
options, inviting diverse perspectives and drawing upon 
others’ expertise 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Identifying the focus possibilities and obstacles in a conversation Choose an 

item. 
Click here to enter text. 

Listening with compassion and curiosity for the benefit of the 
speaker, assuming positive intent, without judgement or influence 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 
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Core 

Competency 

 
 

Component 

Level of Support 
Needed: 

 
 

Rationale 
1=low 
4=high 

Co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

Sk
ill

s 

 
Using asset-based and person-first language Choose an 

item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Using a variety of culturally and linguistically responsive communication 
methods including nonverbal messaging 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Leveraging others’ strong emotions to maximize productive outcomes Choose an 

item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Facilitating a process with others to support strong communication 
loops 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 

 
Core 

Competency 

 

Component 

Level of Support 
Needed: 

 

Rationale 
1=low 
4=high 

Hi
gh

 L
ev

er
ag

e 
St

ra
te

gi
c 

Ac
tio

n 

Using data to create continuous improvement goals and action plans to 
improve student outcomes 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Working in alignment with the school or district strategic improvement 
plan 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Demonstrating skills in the use of:   

● Fidelity practices Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

● Stages of development Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

● Gradual release strategies Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Reflecting on one’s skills to respond to the needs of the client Choose an 

item. 

Click here to enter text. 
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Core 
Competency 

 
 

Component 

Level of Support 
Needed: 

 
 

Rationale 
1=low 
4=high 

 
Re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
De

ve
lo

pm
en

t 

 
Maintaining the confidentiality of others Choose an 

item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Keeping commitments Choose an 

item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Encouraging others to speak about emotions to examine how their 
feelings and emotional responses affect interactions and work 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Demonstrating empathy and the assumption of positive intentions Choose an 

item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Demonstrating the ability to leverage individual ways of knowing as an 
asset to accomplishing goals 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Supporting others to create and maintain norms that foster a safe and 
supportive environment. 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Reflecting on one’s skills to respond to the needs of the client Choose an 

item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Seeking and modeling equal partnerships Choose an 

item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
Recognizing and repairing breaches in trust Choose an 

item. 

Click here to enter text. 
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Core 
Competency 

 
 

Component 

Level of Support 
Needed: 

 
 

Rationale 
1=low 
4=high 

Kn
ow

le
dg

e 
Ba

se
 

De
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

Assisting others to identify and act upon their spheres of influence and 
control within their systems. 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Applying one’s knowledge of culturally sustaining pedagogy by actively 
naming and standing up to oppression and engaging in conversations 
about it. 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Supporting others in a broad range of contexts to examine how their 
interactions and decisions perpetuate the status quo. 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Being fluent in a variety of coaching strategies and approaches and 
adjusting one’s approach based on the needs of others. 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

Identifying and explaining the importance of key components of the 
innovation or practice. 

Choose an 
item. 

Click here to enter text. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The contents of this practice profile were developed under a grant from the U.S. Department of Education, 
#H323A120015. However, those contents do not necessarily represent the policy of the U.S. Department of Education, and 
you should not assume endorsement by the Federal Government. 
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COACH UNIVERSAL FEEDBACK FORM 
 

School Name: 

Coach Name: 

Date of Coached Meeting: 

 
Individual team members should complete this feedback form as the final agenda item of each coached 
meeting. Your school will be identified but individual respondents will remain anonymous. Feedback will 
inform professional development of coaches within the SPDG project. Identifiers will be removed and data 
will be reported in aggregate. This form reflects the shifting role of coaches in the final year of the grant. 
Schools are equipped to facilitate and lead meetings. Please note the words used in the questions below 
to describe the actions of the coach and answer honestly. 

 
1. Coach monitors the use of data in discussions. (2 & 5) 

Most of the time Some of the time Rarely Not at all 

 
2. Coach monitors conversations for goal orientation. (3 & 5) 

Most of the time Some of the time Rarely Not at all 

 
3. Coach supports our team to stay focused on students with IEPs. (7) 

Most of the time Some of the time Rarely Not at all 

 
4. Coach builds trust, rapport and respect. (6) 

Most of the time Some of the time Rarely Not at all 

 
5. Coach invites me to share my expertise and experience. (6) 

Most of the time Some of the time Rarely Not at all 

 
6. Coach is relatable. (4 & 6) 

Most of the time Some of the time Rarely Not at all 

 
7. Coach keeps emotions in check. (1) 

Most of the time Some of the time Rarely Not at all 

 
8. A space is provided at the bottom for optional narrative. 

 
 
 
 

The contents of this practice profile were developed under a grant from the U.S. 
Department of Education, #H323A120015. However, those contents do not 
necessarily represent the policy of the U.S. Department of Education, and you 
should not assume endorsement by the Federal Government. 
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Directions for Observer: Each observation session will focus on the competencies and components that are directly related to the project umbrella 

goal and the individual coach’s goal. As you observe the coach interact with the team, reference the CCPP for observable behaviors. Once the 

observation is complete, if you observed with a partner, compare notes and consolidate observations onto 1 form. Email the consolidated form 

with notes to the coach within 1 working day of observation. 

Coach Name:       

Observation Site:     

Date:       

Umbrella Goal # 2. Personal Goal Competency(ies) #s    
 
 
 

1. Reflective 
Practice 

 

Evidence 
(measured by observed behaviors, conversations, artifacts etc) 

 
 

Entry Points 

 
 

Unacceptable 
(Harmful) 

Components 

a. Coach develops 
own capacity 
through 
professional 
learning 

   

 
b. Coach develops 

emotional 
intelligence and 
resilience 

   

 
c. Coach seeks and 

applies feedback 
for self- 
improvement 
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2.Change 
Facilitation 

 

Evidence 
(measured by observed behaviors, conversations, artifacts etc) 

 

 

Entry Points 

 
 

Unacceptable 
(Harmful) 

Components 

a. Coach analyzes 
data, evolving and 
fluid situations, and 
systems for the 
conditions of 
change 

   

 

 

b. Coach generates 
productive 
disequilibrium 

   

 

c.  Coach expects, 
attends and 
mitigates 
resistance to 
change 
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3.Coaching 
Conversation 
Facilitation 

 

Evidence 
(measured by observed behaviors, conversations, artifacts etc) 

 

 
Entry Points 

 

 
Unacceptable 

(Harmful) 

Components 

a. Coach structures 
conversations 
around a cyclical 
model 

   

 
b. Coach promotes 

reflection 

   

 
c. Coach stays 

focused on goals 

   

 
d. Coach challenges 

assumptions 

   

 
e. Coach pushes for 

details and depth 

   

 
f. Coach maintains 

rapport and trust 
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4.Communication 
Skills 

 

Evidence 
(measured by observed behaviors, conversations, artifacts etc) 

 

 

Entry Points 

 
 

Unacceptable 
(Harmful) 

Components 

a. Coach 
communicates 
effectively in 
multiple contexts 
outside the 
coaching 
conversation 
(e.g., delivering 
PD, written and 
verbal 
communication, 
etc.) 

   

 
 

5.High Leverage 
Strategic 
Action 

 

Evidence 
(measured by observed behaviors, conversations, artifacts etc) 

 

 
Entry Points 

 

 
Unacceptable 

(Harmful) 

Components 

a. Coach supports 
client to develop 
action plans and 
goals that include 
evidence based, 
high quality 
educational 
practices 

   



 

Appendix 8 

implemented 
with fidelity. 

   

 

 

6.Relationship 
Development 

 

Evidence 
(measured by observed behaviors, conversations, artifacts etc) 

 

 

Entry Points 

 
 

Unacceptable 
(Harmful) 

Components 

 
a. Coach builds trust, 

rapport and respect 
with clients and 
stakeholders 

   

 

7.Knowledge 
Base 
Development 

 

Evidence 
(measured by observed behaviors, conversations, artifacts etc) 

 

 
Entry Points 

 

 
Unacceptable 

(Harmful) 

Components 

a. Coach understands 
systemic 
oppression and 
how it is 
interwoven and 
affects all pieces of 
a system 
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b. Coach 
understands a 
range of coaching 
approaches 

   

 

c. Coach understands 
the innovation or 
practice on which 
they coach 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The contents of this practice profile were developed under a grant from the U.S. Department of Education, #H323A120015. However, those 
contents do not necessarily represent the policy of the U.S. Department of Education, and you should not assume endorsement by the 
Federal Government. 
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COACH SELF-REFLECTION LOG 
 

Complete this reflection log within twenty-four hours of each unique team coaching session. Your timely 
response is important in providing relevant data to drive your own practice and future professional 
development opportunities. 

 
Include: 
Coach name: 
School coached: 
Date of coaching session: 

 
Celebrate your team (short answer) 

 
The coaching strategies I used today reinforced my progress towards the umbrella goal. 1-5 rating Evidence 
(short answer) 

 
The coaching strategies I used today reinforced my progress towards my personal goal. 1-5 rating Evidence 
(short answer) 

 
Consider the dynamics of the team and select any needs or concerns (red flags) - that surfaced today: 
(checkboxes to include the following) 

○ Unclear Vision/Mission/Values 
○ Unhealthy Conflict 
○ Unclear or Immeasurable Goals 
○ Unable to Set Purpose/Priority 
○ Conversations are not Data-Driven 
○ Undefined Continuum of Support for Students with IEPS 
○ Inconsistent Shared Leadership 
○ Not Addressing Unproductive or Harmful Beliefs and Practices 
○ Other: (short answer space) 

(Optional) Additional Details about above concerns: 

Select any one component from the seven competencies that you used successfully during your coaching 
today. (checklist of each component of the 7 competencies) 

 
Evidence of success (short answer) 

 
Select any one component from the seven competencies that you should have implemented, or was 
challenging to implement, during your coaching today. (checklist of each component of the 7 competencies) 

 
How could the implementation of above stated component changed behaviors or outcomes? (short answer) 

 
 

The contents of this practice profile were developed under a grant from the U.S. 
Department of Education, #H323A120015. However, those contents do not 
necessarily represent the policy of the U.S. Department of Education, and you 
should not assume endorsement by the Federal Government. 
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Milwaukee Public Schools, Supplemental Data 
One LEA, Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS), was monitored jointly by WDPI staff funded by 
Special Education and Title I.  The two teams collaborated on monitoring activities and attended 
monthly meetings onsite with MPS’ Advance Team, the team responsible for district 
improvement activities.  MPS set formative and summative data metrics related to improvement.   

Related to formative measures, MPS completed 34 of 37 activities tracked in a customized 
improvement planning tool developed by WestEd called Tracker.   

Related to summative measures, MPS set goals related to literacy, math, and college readiness 
during this reporting period: 

In year four of the five-year MPS District Improvement Plan, the district will 
demonstrate academic growth and increased proficiency scores as evidenced by: 

•  A minimum of a 10 percent reduction in the average achievement gap of 
MPS students at all grade levels in both mathematics and literacy and a 10 
percent increase in student on target/proficient scores. 

• A 10 percent increase in students meeting readiness on the ACT by providing 
support, aligned to Educator Effectiveness to all teachers and leaders, to 
ensure high quality instruction occurs in every classroom. 
 

Related to reading, five grade levels exceeded the goal of 10% gap closure from fall to spring in 
reading.  Four grade levels closed gaps but did not reach the 10% goal.  1 grade level expanded 
the gap from fall to spring.  The district-wide average gap closure of 14.7% exceeded the 10% 
goal.  See chart, below, for details:  
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Another way of analyzing the data is to focus on students in the system; during the reporting 
period, an additional 1,269 students are on target or above in reading: 

 

 

 

MPS demonstrated largest gap percentage changes in literacy for their youngest students: 

 

 

 

 

Related to math, four grade levels exceeded the gap closure goal of 10% and four grade levels 
closed gaps but did not reach the 10% goal.  Three grade levels grew the gaps from fall to spring.  
Additional details in chart, below: 
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Another way of analyzing the data is to focus on students in the system; during the reporting 
period, an additional 854 students are on target or above in math: 
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Coaching Supports, Supplemental Data 
 
Universal Feedback Data 

 
Data from the Coach Universal Feedback Form (CUFF) revealed that clients were rating coaches 
the lowest on prompts asking about data and students with IEPs. These questions are aligned 
most closely with competencies, 2.a. and 7.a. The CUFF prompt 1 states, “Coach monitors the 
use of data in discussions.”  which aligns most closely to component 2.a. of the CCPP, “Analyzes 
data, evolving and fluid situations, and systems for the conditions of change.”  The CUFF prompt 
3 states, “Coach supports our team to stay focused on students with IEPs.” and directs users to 
think about students with IEPs which aligns with component 7.a. of the CCPP, “Understands 
systemic oppression and how it is interwoven and affects all pieces of a system.” 

Coach Cycle Q1: Data Q2:   
Goal 

Q3:   
IEP 

Q4:  
Trust 

Q5:   
Feedback 

Q6: 
Relatable 

Q7: 
Emotions 

A 1 3.204 3.590 3.545 3.772 3.441 3.795 3.883 

B 1 3.68 3.74 3.79 3.95 3.74 4.0 4.0 

C 1 3.73 3.93 3.73 3.8 3.6 3.8 3.8 

D 1 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.9 4.0 

E 1 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.6 3.2 3.5 3.9 

F 1 4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 

G 1 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

H 2 3.8 3.9 3.8 3.9 3.6 4.0 4.0 

I 2 3.35 3.75 3.62 3.9 3.53 3.83 3.86 

J 2 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 

K 2 3.6 3.9 3.6 3.8 3.6 3.8 4.0 

Ratings: 1=not at all, 2=rarely, 3=some of the time, 4=most of the time 
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Coach Observation Form Data:  

 
 
Data from Observation: Each entry point from coaching observations since the September, 
2017 were analyzed and coded in relation to the CCPP. Of the total number of entry points (11), 
18% were connected to component 7.a. “Understands systemic oppression and how it is 
interwoven and affects all pieces of a system.” and 18% were connected to component 2.a. 
“Analyzes data, evolving and fluid situations, and systems for the conditions of change.”  
Furthermore, after reading through the entry points, three additional entry points were dual 
coded as 2.a given that they also directly related to entry points regarding data which would 
put the total number of entry points related to data at 7 out of 11, or 64%. 
 
Coach Self-Reflection Log Data: 
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The Statewide Collaborative Coaching Partners convened to provide input and feedback related 
to the toolkit development and will continue to serve as thought partners and channels to 
usability testing groups in the field. Responses to feedback opportunities will be used to inform 
future iterations of the CCPP tools. Several samples of direct feedback from this group are 
included below: 

 

I think a “fidelity rubric” needs to be rolled out with extreme care and caution and lots of 
explanation - just like the word “data” fidelity means different things to different people. 

Core competencies in general would give coaches and all other stakeholders an idea of 
what coaches actually do. Making that clear would make it easier to identify potential 
coaches too.  

The “entry points” is a powerful way to think about constructive feedback. 

Is there a specific data tool/protocol for supporting team discussions - connections 
between data focus & focus on kids with IEPs - systemic oppression. 

I do believe there needs to be accountability measures for all teachers, coaches included. 
However, I think the “system of coaching” needs to be carefully evaluated, as discussed 
in this room, prior to a decision being made as to whether or not is effective. What is the 
tie and resources being allocated? What understanding do all people have on the role of 
coaching in the school/district?  
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A cohort of coaches from CESA 7 provided specific feedback on the Coaching Needs Assessment 
tool.  Below are the feedback questions as well as sample responses:   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Feedback Question: Sample Response: 

Some self-assessments do not include a 
space to consider rationale connected to the 
rating. How does considering your personal 
rationale affected how you self assessed?  

 “I think one of the frustrations with my 
position in my district is there is not a clear 
rationale--or goal of the position.  Having a 
better understanding of the reason for this 
position is helpful.” 

Was the self-assessment process helpful as a 
precursor to setting an individual goal? If so, 
how? If not, what might be more helpful 
instead?  

 “Yes!  The self-assessment teases out the 
various core competencies requiring you to 
narrow the focus of your goal.” 

The rating scale measures level of support 
needed rather than a likert scale of weakest 
to strongest in skills. Is this an effective way 
to inform professional growth 
conversations? If not, what might work 
better?  

 “Yes, it communicates to value of we can’t 
do anything alone and even coaches need 
coaches.  It caused me to think about who 
could support me.” 

If the rating scale were changed to a likert, 
would it have changed how you self-
assessed? 

 “Yes. . . it would have been more 
evaluative than reflective.  Reflective leads 
to action.” 

How, if at all, does this tool help you address 
your coaching needs?  

  “It pushed me to be more reflective in my 
practice and also look at the big picture of 
me as a coach.”  
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160 participants attended the August 2017, the The Art of Coaching Teams Institute hosted by 
Federal Investment in Statewide Systems Change (FISSC). Sample feedback gathered from 
participants are included in the table below: 
 
 

Clearly distinguishing the roles between "leading, teaching, mentoring, and 
consulting" and how they are different from "coaching". 

Distinguishing between coaching and technical assistance. 

I would like more information about coaching for equity that is inclusive of 
every student and teacher. 

More information on Culture and how to coach with a Culturally Responsive 
lens. 

Additional strategies for interrupting personal emotional tension to be able to 
effectively communicate. 
Examples and strategies on the topic of creating a culture of trust. 

Strategies for conflict. 
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