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District Planning for School-wide PBS:

· Although the unit of implementation for school-wide positive behavior support is the individual school building, district-level structures and supports are needed to ensure sustainability of effective practices over time in individual schools. 

· District leaders establish priorities that influence policy and resource allocation for critical features of school-wide PBS including staff development, evaluation, coaching, etc.  

· Sustaining and scaling-up of effective practices requires a district leadership team of school and community leaders.

· Families and community members knowledgeable about effective practices and data-based decision-making can assist with visibility and political support for effective practices.

· District leadership teams should model data-based decision-making in setting priorities for use of resources, performance criteria for administrators, etc. 

· For example, district-level leadership teams should review data from individual schools within a district to identify positive outcome trends that need to be replicated (i.e. reductions in suspensions, increases in academic performance). Teams should also identify trends that need to be changed such as increases in truancy, over-representation of sub-groups in discipline incidents, etc.

· Roles of PBIS Coordinators at state, regional and district levels includes developing knowledge and application of data-based decision-making among district leaders, with the focus on improving social and academic outcomes of all students. 

 Guiding District-Level Planning for School-wide PBS in IL:

A Two-Year Case Example

Overview

The state-level PBIS initiative in Illinois has organized annual PBIS planning summits for district-level planning teams for the past two years. The goal of these summits is to assist districts to assess and plan integration of related school improvement initiatives that use instructional approaches to improve social and academic achievement of students. A key feature is supporting data-based decision-making with regards to student achievement at the district level. 

These summits occurred in two locations in the state (North and South) in February 2003 and February 2004. Approximately 20 district teams have participated each year to develop district-level implementation strategies that focus on how to: 

· Integrate data-based decision-making and outcome-based practices throughout district structures 

·  ensure efficient use of resources and coordination with related initiatives

· expand and sustain implementation of effective practices as part of a comprehensive school improvement plan.

Composition of a District Team

Districts eligible to participate in IL District Planning Summits have district leadership teams that: a) have initiated a district-level planning team of 4-8 people; b) assess and plan how to sustain and expand PBIS efforts district-wide c) link related initiatives that can efficiently impact safe and effective learning and teaching environments to maximize academic achievement and social competence of all students.  Recommended team members include: 


1.    District level representatives who have primary responsibility for:

· student achievement, instruction, and discipline, (i.e. superintendents, 

assistant superintendents, etc.), 

· related initiatives such as Safe Schools, No Child Left Behind, 21st Century Schools, Flexible Service Delivery, Student Assistance 

Programs, and Special Education,

2. PBIS Coach supporting and guiding PBIS implementation at the district level 
3. School Board member, parent representative, community-based leader.

Preparing the Team for Data-based Decision-making

District leadership teams are encouraged to provide the support and leadership needed to ensure effective outcomes are replicated across the district by encouraging  building-level leadership teams to adopt effective practices. District level teams were encouraged to look at building-specific data to identify similarities or differences among schools in their district with regards to:

1. suspensions/expulsions, office discipline referrals, detentions, attendance or other discipline indicators

2. academic achievement including ISAT scores

3. special education referral rates, LRE rates or drop out/graduation rate. 

4. differences in referral rates/patterns to alternative schools

District teams were also asked to:

· review relevant school-improvement data including: discipline, academic, least restrictive environment (LRE), and drop-out/graduation data. 

· identify trends in this data that can guide district-level planning.  

· disaggregate data by subgroups is recommended. 

· examine School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) scores of schools in the district, 

· examine staff survey data, team implementation ratings and levels of implementation.

Setting the Context for District Planning

A one-hour overview presentation sets the context for the one-day team planning. The overview includes a summary of IL PBIS implementation data including multiple-year data, examples of related initiatives to consider integrating through a data-based prevention model, examples of district-level SET and team checklist data with potential questions raised by the data.  Levels of Implementation for several districts present at the summitare typically  also shared. The PPT presentation used in the FY04 IL Distrci Planning Summitt overview is available at www.ebdnewtork-il.org .

Self-Assessment and Action Planning Process and Results

Following the overview, teams worked for approximately one hour to complete a self-assessment process using the “PBS Implementation and Planning Self-Assessment” tool developed by the OSEP Center on School-wide Positive Behavioral Support (.revised for IL District Planning January 2004).

Recommendations for Use of Self-Assessment Tools:

1. Team members may need prompting to assess features at the district level during the self-assessment process as they are used to assessing similar features relative to one building. 

2. Prompt team members to stay focused on completion of all items on the assessment before action planning.

3. Having a facilitator for each team is helpful. The facilitator can provide the ongoing prompts and reminders for items #1 and #2 and assist in brainstorming strategies.  

Each team then provides a brief summary of the results of their self-assessment process. Examples of the planning process and strategies developed are provided below.
1. A blueprint feature focused on as a priority by a majority of teams in both 2003 and 2004 was development of a district Leadership Team that plans around PBIS. District-level planning for PBIS was a new concept for many participants who had primarily focused more on individual schools in their planning activities to date. Districts that already had some semblance of a district-level planning team (typically the larger districts) also prioritized this feature. This included several teams each year who were often were more of an initiative leadership team (i.e. PBIS Coach(s), Special Education Director, Principals of implementing schools) than a team representing a full range of stakeholders (i.e. general education leaders, family, community). Teams that included one or more general education leaders developed more specific strategies for key features such as evaluation, training and coaching. Examples of resulting strategies include:

a. Repositioning district-level planning through a team that represented greater general education leadership.  Reasons for prioritizing this feature included more efficient integration of related initiatives (i.e. No Child Left Behind) blending of staff development and management-information resources/priorities.

b. Strategies for engaging superintendents and other general education leaders, school board/political members, families and community representatives in the district planning teams were pervasive both years.  

c. Teams also focused on setting regular meeting schedules and prioritizing agenda items for the team. Examples of agenda items prioritized for the teams included: 

i. planning to complete the self-assessment with a newly constructed team with greater general education and community representation.

ii. examine existing district discipline policy

iii. recommend changes to district management-information system 

iv. outline a 3-5 year district plan, 

v. utilize district website for communication of PBIS, 

vi. identify implementation strategies of schools succeeding to guide support to other schools 

(ADDITIONAL 2004 EXAMPLES TO BE ADDED)

1) Political Support was discussed by several districts, mostly in combination with development of the leadership team. Strategies (some included under other features) included:
a) Engaging larger groups of stakeholders including community members, family representatives and school board members.

b) Developing communication strategies with school boards

2) Examples of strategizing to enhance training and coaching features included:

a) Chicago determined a formula of coaching to commit to for principals involved in the next group of schools starting PBIS (i.e. one day per week). Blending “coaches” across related initiatives (i.e School-based Problem-solving, wraparound, PBIS ) for training and implementation was identified This integrated approach to support scaling-up was prioritized in 2003 and 2004. (Implementation in selected sites is scheduled for Fall 2004).

b) Rockford (2003) planned how to blend the roles of the district PBIS Coach with the district Problem-solving Coordinator. They also 

c) Several districts planned how to include all district Special education staff into the training with PBIS schools as preparation for these staff to help with start-up and coaching in additional buildings. 

d) Champaign planned how to ensure how new staff in buildings (since initial training) will receive “level 1” PBIS training by the District Coach. In addition to ongoing building training, practice refinement sessions for those developing skills with targeted interventions, and training for other district leaders were discussed. 

e) Harrisburg, a small district in Southern IL, decided to train one person per building to be able to train within the building. They also planned how to provide training to the district leadership team. (ADDITIONAL 2004 EXAMPLES OT BE ADDED)
3) Districts that focused on evaluation as a key feature tended to be districts that had: a) previously engaged in some level of district-planning, b) multiple buildings involved in implementation, and c) a commitment to expand and or improve implementation. During the overview that proceeded the team self-assessment activity, examples of district-level implementation data for several districts were shared. Teams were encouraged to use district implementation data to guide their planning. 

a) Several districts (during 2003 and 2004 Summits) discussed looking more closely at buildings who were making greater progress to identify features to focus on with buildings showing less success (see PPT presentation for aggregate SET scores and Levels of Implementation from participating districts.  

b) Holding buildings accountable for on-going self-assessments was also discussed. Several teams planned to use implementation data at principals meetings to emphasize district. 

c) Using data to celebrate successes and recognizing accomplishments publicly (i.e. school board meetings, district-level meetings, websites, community newsletters) was also highlighted. 

d) Several districts spent time discussing how their current district management systems could be altered to provide more timely data back for principals to use regularly at the building level .
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