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1. A Sustainability Plan was created at the end of 2016-2017 school year by the PIs. Information on this plan
included which components schools plan to continue in the 2016-2017 school year, by whom, when it will be
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allocated funds to support CSESA components (e.g. writing a grant for materials, district paying for staff to “experienced an influx and increase of litigation which directly impacted networks, SCI
attend trainings). monetary funds and other means of support given to the school.




Sustainability of EBPs by High School Personnel
Instructing Students with ASD

Beth Pavez, Ph.D.' Laura J. Hall, Ph.D.;, Bonnie Kraemer, Ph.D.1, Christopher Brum, Ph.D.},

\ &
(’/‘-1 | .
k The Center on Secondary Education for
// Students with Autism Spectrum Disorders

S AN DIEGO STATE The research reported here was supported by the Institute of Education Sciences, U.S.
Ka ra H u m e P h o D. 2 Sa m u e I I_. Od O m P h . D . 2 Department of Education through Grant R324C120006 awarded to UNC-Chapel Hill.
. ) ; i ) ) ] . The opinions expressed represent those of the authors and do not represent views of the

UN IVERSITY San Diego State University!, University of North Carolina 2 Institute or the U.S. Department of Education.

RESULTS

The purpose of this research is to evaluate the sustained use of evidence-based . . .
PUrp : : : ) . : Timeline of data collection Sustained Interventions of Nine used in CSESA Interventions Reported as Sustained in Year Three
practices (EBPs) with fidelity by high school personnel working with students with
autism spectrum disorders (ASD) that participated in a randomized controlled T School Year2  Sehool Year 3 " " " o
trial (RCT) of a comprehensive educational intervention once the support from the Site | Interventions | Interventions | Total number | of planned Site A SiteB  SiteC SiteD  Site E
researchers/coaches was withdrawn. Randomized contrl potine plannedto | planned and | interventions | interventions AAL X X X
Studies devoted to factors that sustain EBPs are scarce despite the imperative s s he Ongoing dat oohort e sustain Sustained | sustained | sustained
o o o o o .y Ohm:t collection by ohort 1 sites
need to determine if effective practices are continually used once support from W0sitesstartin | CQRGA staff author inchudes CSR X X
o o o intervention an includes: *Follow u
researchers, trainers, and coaches is withdrawn. AU | +Coaching implementatio A 6 5 6 36
Beginning data | [ og Entries nferview data Peer Supports X* X
(Aarons et al., 2011; Hunter, Han, Slaughter, Godley & Garner, 2015). collection by CSESA. | e ey rministered 2 - c - o€
-EBPI distributed to | Checklists fidelity data for
e components C 6 6 6 34 Peer Networks X X X X
RESEARCH QUESTIONS - - _ . -
CSESA and Dissertation Data collection timeline SCI X X ¥
E 5 4 4 80
 To what extent did school personnel maintain the use of CSESA interventions - PRISM < " " " "
identified in their school’s sustainability plan for San Diego schools once coaching ) ) i
supports were terminated? Nine Interventions Implemented in CSESA Selfdivocted [P < < <
o . . . ClI-aIrccCic S
* Was component fidelity maintained or were interventions modified for the context am W o Percentage of F'd(?hty Score for f)bservat:ons on
after coaching ended for schools in San Diego, and if so, how? . CSR-HS B:'S:d"ce' Sustained Interventions Work-based X X X X
* According to the component implementers and site coordinator in San Diego, :’E';;tsi)‘es o \];Vorkci Self Learning
. . . cCr daScC Cll-
. What WEI.'e the main factors that.support the sustained use and fidelity of CSESA . <chool CS PRIS suppo  Peer Learni Directe  * Denotes Not originally planned
interventions, and what was the impact of CSESA on school personnel and school sttt AAL R M rts Networks SCI ng  dIEPs
culture in the follow-up year? 67
/o™ Teaming and Impact Survey
IVI ETH 0 D 4 Peer & Social Transition and A " 91%*
Competence | 69 Site Teaming M ImpactM Overall M
Concurrent mixed-methods study investigates the sustainability of a comprehensive . SCLH - 80% % 67% %
i [ ° e - s
treatment package for high school students with ASD once coaching supports are * Peer . WBLE B *OF 94%* % 73%** 89%* A 3.2 4.0 3.5
withdrawn for 5 intervention high schools in San Diego, California. supports/N ) BRAL | 75%*
\ / C % 940 X
- . & B 4.0 3.5 3.8
PARTICIPANTS Summary of Key Findings 67%* c 1 g - Ny
. o o . o o - - E * 0194* . . .
45 personnel including special education teachers, general education teachers, Four out of five schools sustained two thirds of * Denotes High Fidelity :
speech and language pathologists, and school psychologists that comprise the A- t}1e interventions they were coached on. #* Denotes Moderate Fidelity D 3.0 78 7.9
teams in the schools **Interventions confirmed with a fidelity ‘ ‘ :
.. ' , . . : . observation all achieved a fidelity score of 2.0 or
-All loyed f the 5 intervention high schools in S Y
participants were employed 1n one of the S intervention high schools in dan E 4.0 3.8 3.9

Diego more out of 3.0, which is considered moderate to A-Team Attrition and CSESA Staff changes across three years
high

. . o o Site n n n n n
-Each.sch.ool site has an A-team lead, or site coordlnatorowho.w.as responsible for the %When fidelity was moderate, the lower scoring Afeam - Afeam Members  Aeam C?E;T:r:::tc . fhsiflsgitaff
organization of many different aspects of the study, and is a liaison between the items did not affect the overall fidelity of the core 2014-2015 2016-2017 attrition
o [ [ ] o [ ] A 10 8 4*** 1 2
*All participation was voluntary and school personnel provided informed consent to <*There was a positive correlation between the ; i i - ) 1
be a part of the CSESA study. mean score of the Teaming and Impact Survey and c 8 7 R 0 1
the number of intervention that sustained in year D 7 5* 2 2 2 Notes: * New member added
I N STRU M E NTS th E 3 g * ok k 1 1 ** Two new members added and one left
ree. ***Denotes those who responded to follow-up inquiries
1. A Sustainability Plan was created at the end of 2016-2017 school year by the PIs. Information on this plan
included which components schools plan to continue in the 2016-2017 school year, by whom, when it will be
continued, if anyone else will be trained, and resources or supports that are needed by either CSESA or the D I SCU SS I O N
school district.
coaching, whether it was specific to an intervention to an evidence-based practice, how often school personnel who implemented it will most likely not follow through with implementation ACLOrs 1Innuending sustainavuity the lowest sustained interventions The two sites (D, E)
were coached, how long they were coa}ched, and th.e role of the A-team member that was c.oached. once support is no longer available (Gersten, Chard, & Baker, 2000; Hunter . . . s .
3. Follow-up CSESA Intervention Interview Probe designed for the purposes of this study which asks A-team et al., 2015). ‘ C OHIplBXity of the Intervention with a high level of attrition had the lowest sustained
members to identify for each component whether or not it sustained in the follow up year, if so, which students . ’ . . . . . . . interventions
from CSESA continue to receive the intervention, and if any non-CSESA students now are receiving the Evidence of rapport at Sites B and C which sustained the most interventions 4 Competence of the Personnel implementing
intervention, and if to their knowledge any modifications to the components were made. Clear relationship that when Teaming or Rapport was stronger, more ‘ the Iintervention B
L : : ) enefits for Students
4. Ftdelz{y clfeckllsts for e.sach. of the C§ESA interventions were created. for the CSESA study by the l?Is. The interventions sustained (i.e. Site A after year one, Site B and Site C). ) Expectancy theorv. individuals are motivated to
checklists include specific information such as how often in the previous two weeks from observation the L . . .. ‘ Teamlng and Rapport P y y.’ : . .
student received the intervention, how long each session lasts, how many aspects of the specific interventions Admlnlstrat.lve Support IS k.ey from the beginning .and all the way through & Attriti d Staff Ch perform at a certain level if they believe that there is a
core features areas are being adhered to the levels of prompting being used, and the type of reinforcement the completion of intervention, not only once fundlong has ended (Aarons et riton an a ANges positive correlation between their effort and their
5. The Teaming and Impact survey contains 12 Likert-type questions such as: Describe the quality of collaboration al., 2011; Gersten et al., 2000, Horner, Sugai and Fixson, 2017). ‘ Administrative Support performance (Lunenburg, 2011)
of the A-team at your school during the two years of the project, Rate the ease of finding time to meet with Site D perfectlv exemblifies this dilemma. ST
various A-team members and component leads for planning during the CSESA project, How would you rate . p . Y P . o . . @ Benefits for Students N This th.eory Sup[.)or?s even the .m:;e complex
your school/district administration support of the CSESA project? And Has school/administration/staff *+district cut back on critical administrative positions, interventions continuing such as: AAL, CSR, peer
allocated funds to support CSESA components (e.g. writing a grant for materials, district paying for staff to “experienced an influx and increase of litigation which directly impacted networks, SCI
attend trainings). monetary funds and other means of support given to the school.




