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Key findings—implementation fidelity drivers 
 

Key finding 1 

Recommendation:  
Continue supporting schools via 
cohort training as it remains very 
successful in helping schools in 
achieving implementation fidelity 

 Even with all the problems associated with COVID-19 starting in March of 
the 2019-20 school year, cohort training helped more than 7 out of 10 Cohort 
14 schools (71%, 32 out of 45) achieve implementation fidelity by the end 
of the school year.  

 On average, with Cohorts 14 and 15 combined, cohort schools’ highest TFI 
Tier 1 score was almost 10 percentage points higher than non-cohort 
schools newly implementing PBIS (62% vs. 53%, respectively). 43% of all 
schools in cohort training had achieved implementation fidelity as of the 
2019-20 school year, whereas only 30% of non-cohort schools had. 

Key finding 2 

Recommendation:  
District-level support currently 
fuels much of the sustained 
successful PBIS implementation 
across Minnesota schools, but 
most of the highly successful 
districts are very large. MDE 
should find ways to support 
districts that do not have big 
district resources in continuing to 
engage with and assess PBIS 
implementation fidelity. 

 It appears to be difficult for smaller districts to sustain PBIS implementation 
once they have completed training. The schools that manage to achieve 
Sustaining School status are highly concentrated in a small number of 
large school districts. While 46 school districts contain at least one 
Sustaining School, two-thirds of Sustaining Schools (104 out of 155) 
come from just seven large school districts. 

 Outside of cohort training, it is rare for smaller school districts to start their 
own PBIS initiatives. Four large schools districts house 30 out of the 35 
non-cohort schools that were in their first or second year of assessing 
implementation fidelity and that didn’t go on to join Cohort 16 in 2020-
2021. 

Key finding 3 

Recommendation:  
Schools struggle to regularly 
assess implementation fidelity 
after cohort training ends. Create 
support structures for schools 
outside of cohort training to 
facilitate ongoing assessment of 
and other efforts toward 
improving PBIS implementation 
fidelity.  

 More than 3.5 times as many schools are in the Reconnecting Schools 
group (n=564), schools that inconsistently submit fidelity assessments 
and do not reach implementation fidelity when they do, than are in the 
Sustaining Schools group (n=155), schools that consistently submit 
fidelity assessments and were at fidelity in the 2019-20 school year . 

 Lack of fidelity assessment is the main driver for Reconnecting School 
status. Most Reconnecting Schools (92%) are categorized as such because 
they did not submit a fidelity assessment at all during the 2019-20 school 
year or because they assess fidelity infrequently. Only 8% of Reconnecting 
Schools are categorized as such because they assessed, but did not 
achieve, implementation fidelity in 2019-20. 

 Cohort-trained schools that did not assess fidelity during the 2019-20 school 
year constitute by far the largest group of Reconnecting Schools (82%). 
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Key findings—organizational and leadership drivers 
 

Key finding 1 

Recommendation:  
Regional Implementation 
Projects (RIPs) and the SLT 
should continue to develop 
networks of trainers, external 
coaches, and SWIS facilitators to 
ensure statewide coverage.   

 Virtual meeting platforms such as Zoom have transformed work during 
the COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, the SLT should consider whether it 
continues to be a priority for trainers, external coaches, and SWIS facilitators 
to be located within one hour of the schools they serve. Furthermore, this 
could create an opportunity for cross-regional exchanges for school teams, 
trainers, and external coaches to see what other schools in other regions 
are doing with their PBIS initiatives.  

 Regardless of location, the training and coaching work group should 
continue to expand their numbers of qualified trainers, external coaches, 
and SWIS facilitators statewide to best serve school teams. 

Key finding 2 

Recommendation:  
Implement a formal system of 
tracking for trainers, external 
coaches, and SWIS facilitators, 
and align with Blueprint 
standards. 

 Currently, the RIPs track trainer, external coach, and SWIS facilitator 
information by name, location, and school profession. However, this is not 
formalized across regions or statewide. The SLT could consider building 
this information into the current PBIS database in order to systematically 
track this information as well as to track other details to align with Blueprint 
requirements (such as more detailed demographic information). 

 The training and coaching work group should also consider creating an 
Affirmative Action Plan to align with Blueprint standards.  

Key finding 3 

Recommendation:  
Consider reconnecting with 
institutes of higher education 
(IHEs) and other educator 
preparation programs to 
strengthen requirements and 
classes around PBIS knowledge 
and skills for new teachers and 
school staff. 

 Measuring inputs, outputs, and outcomes regarding goals for educator 
preparation programs has been on hold due to staffing changes and the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 

 The SLT and their evaluation contractor should reconnect with and survey 
these programs regarding their requirements for PBIS components as 
part of their programs, such as classroom management, in order to collect 
and use data around this component of the Blueprint.  

 Alternatively, the SLT should consider this component of the Blueprint, 
and whether it remains a priority for the next 3-5 years or should be put 
on hold to concentrate on other more pressing needs. 
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Introduction 
This Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) school status report provides a 
summary of the current status of all schools implementing PBIS in Minnesota, including 
participation in the Minnesota Department of Education’s training sequence, implementation 
fidelity assessment scores, and outcomes. In particular, this report highlights the patterns 
and trends in PBIS engagement, implementation, and outcomes in Minnesota. The Minnesota 
PBIS evaluation helps us to understand the relationships between training, implementation 
fidelity, and outcomes. Also, this report relates these types of data and outcomes back to the 
PBIS Blueprint, specifically pertaining to the Evaluation Capacity and Organizational 
Leadership components. This report is intended for all stakeholders to better understand the 
status of PBIS in Minnesota. 

As a general note, it is important to consider the ways in which the disruptions caused by 
the COVID-19 pandemic may have affected participating schools’ engagement with PBIS 
fidelity assessment and the level of PBIS implementation in Minnesota schools. All Minnesota 
school districts moved to a distance or hybrid learning model in March 2020. The spring 
months are when schools that are not currently in training most often submit their fidelity 
assessments. Several schools in the North region could not attend MDE cohort training, and 
most schools were struggling to adjust to distance and hybrid learning models. In addition, 
PBIS fidelity assessments simply are not as well suited to a hybrid or distance learning model. 
While we specifically call out COVID-19 as a potential cause for some low implementation 
fidelity results and low participation in the assessments, it is an important factor to keep in 
mind throughout while reading this report and interpreting results. 

About the Minnesota PBIS Blueprint 
The Statewide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Blueprint provides 
states, districts, and school teams with guidance around training, professional development, 
organizational leadership, and evaluation. According to the Center on Positive Behavioral 
Interventions and Supports, the Blueprint helps teams to “assess, develop, and execute 
their PBIS implementation and action plans” and helps to ensure that PBIS implementation 
is “stronger, more sustainable, and culturally relevant” (Center on Positive Behavioral 
Interventions and Supports, 2021). The Statewide Leadership Team (SLT) is responsible 
for updating Minnesota’s PBIS Blueprint to reflect current best practices. The Minnesota 
PBIS Blueprint acts as a logic model that outlines areas for measurement (e.g., types of 
schools, types of systems), goals for that particular area, and inputs and expected outputs 
to achieve the goal. Student outcomes are also included where applicable. The Minnesota 
PBIS Blueprint can be found in the Appendix. 

This report uses PBIS implementation fidelity data, Office Discipline Referral (ODR) data 
outcomes, and training survey data to demonstrate progress on the Minnesota PBIS Blueprint 
goals, inputs, outputs, and student outcomes for each bucket to illustrate how well PBIS is 
being implemented in Minnesota.
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Implementation of PBIS in Minnesota schools: 
Competency drivers 
This part of the Blueprint outlines the activities around professional development, coaching, 
technical assistance, evaluation and performance feedback, and content expertise in 
Minnesota schools.  

This section of the report will outline goals, inputs, outputs, and student outcomes for the 
following competency drivers: New Schools, Reconnecting Schools, Sustaining Schools, 
classroom systems (all schools), and advanced tiers. 

Statewide implementation patterns 
For the purposes of this report, we have categorized schools into four different groups 
based on the pattern of their engagement with PBIS implementation fidelity assessments 
(TFI, BoQ, and/or SET) and MDE cohort training. The groups are defined as follows: 

 New Schools 

− Schools that were in MDE cohort training during the 2019-20 school year 

− Non-cohort schools that have submitted their first PBIS fidelity assessment(s) 
during the 2018-19 and/or 2019-20 school years 

 Sustaining Schools 

− Schools that have previously completed cohort training and were at fidelity 
during the 2019-20 school year 

− Non-cohort schools that have completed fidelity assessments in at least 3 out of 
the last 5 school years and were at fidelity during the 2019-20 school year 

■ Reconnecting Schools 

− Schools that have previously completed cohort training that were either not at 
fidelity or did not submit an assessment during the 2019-20 school year 

− Non-cohort schools that have previously engaged with PBIS fidelity assessments, 
but were either not at fidelity during the 2019-20 school year or they engaged 
with fidelity in only 2 or fewer school years out of the last 5 

 Unengaged Schools 

− Schools that have never been through MDE cohort training and/or have never 
submitted a PBIS fidelity assessment  
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As of the end of the 2019-20 school year, just over 40% of public K12 schools (878 out 
of 2,120) in the state of Minnesota had at some point engaged with PBIS implementation 
fidelity assessment (TFI, BoQ, and/or SET) either through formal MDE cohort training or by 
submitting fidelity assessments via PBISApps (Figure 1). Of those 878 schools, 84% (n=737) 
were in or had completed MDE cohort training. The remaining 16% (n=141) engaged 
with PBIS fidelity assessments independently of cohort training, by submitting fidelity 
assessments on their own. 

1. Schools ever engaged with PBIS fidelity assessment 

 n % 

Ever engaged 878 41% 

Never engaged 1242 59% 

Total number of K12 public schools in Minnesota 2120 100% 

Using the groupings above, we see that nearly two-thirds (64%, n=564) of the 878 schools 
that have at some point engaged with PBIS implementation fidelity are Reconnecting 
Schools (Figure 2). The remaining one-third (36%, n=314) of schools are about evenly 
split between New Schools (18%, n=159) and Sustaining Schools (18%, n=155). Given 
how much larger the Reconnecting Schools group is than the Sustaining Schools group, 
this indicates that schools may have a difficult time consistently assessing and achieving 
fidelity without support either from MDE or another entity. 

2. Statewide PBIS school implementation fidelity engagement patterns 

PBIS-engaged schools only n % 

New 159 18% 

Sustaining 155 18% 

Reconnecting 564 64% 

Total 878 100% 
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In general, the schools that have engaged with PBIS implementation fidelity are representative 
of Minnesota schools statewide in terms of region and school type (Figures 3 and 4). 
However, elementary schools are somewhat over-represented and Alternative Learning 
Centers or Alternative Learning Programs (ALCs/ALPs) under-represented relative to all 
schools statewide (Figure 4). 

3. PBIS region of schools ever PBIS engaged 

 
Schools ever  
PBIS engaged 

All 
Minnesota 

schools 
 n % % 

Metro 375 43% 45% 

North 268 31% 32% 

South 235 27% 24% 

Total 878 100% 100% 
Note. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
 

4. School type – schools ever PBIS engaged 

 
Schools ever  
PBIS engaged 

All 
Minnesota 

schools 
 n % % 

Elementary schools (Grades PK-6) 504 57% 48% 

Junior high schools / middle schools 
(Grades 5-9) 

124 14% 12% 

Senior high schools (Grades 9-12) 79 9% 11% 

Secondary schools (Grades 7-12) 77 9% 11% 

Special education 36 4% 2% 

ALC/ALP 33 4% 14% 

Other/Unknown* 25 3% 3% 

Total 878 100% 100% 
*Includes school types such as student correctional programs, residential and day treatment programs, “miscellaneous” 
programs, community/adult education programs, and K-12 schools. 
Note. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
 

During the 2019-20 school year, 330 schools completed at least one PBIS fidelity 
assessment. That figure represents 16% of all 2,120 Minnesota schools, and 38% of the 
878 schools that have ever engaged with PBIS implementation fidelity. Of those 330 schools, 
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most were either Sustaining Schools (47%, n=155) or New Schools (40%, n=131). 
Reconnecting Schools (13%, n=44) made up a much smaller portion of those completing 
assessments in 2019-20 (Figure 5).  

5. Implementation group of schools assessing fidelity (TFI, BoQ, and/or SET) 
during the 2019-20 school year 

 n % 

New Schools 131 40% 

Sustaining Schools 155 47% 

Reconnecting Schools 44 13% 

Total 330 100% 

Because there are 131 schools in their first or second year of fidelity assessment, it appears 
that there is strong interest in engaging with PBIS in the state of Minnesota. However, 
noting from Figure 2 that only 22% of schools (155 out of 719) not newly implementing 
PBIS are Sustaining Schools, it is clear that most schools that have completed the two-year 
training struggle to maintain a pattern of regular assessment and fidelity of implementation 
after the training is completed. The absence of strong and continuing support from district 
offices, district co-ops, MDE and/or other external coaching supports is a contributor to 
low implementation fidelity and participation in assessments.  

Each implementation group (New, Sustaining, and Reconnecting) and their patterns of 
assessment and implementation fidelity will be discussed in more detail below. 

New Schools 
New Schools includes schools that participated in MDE cohort training during the 2019-
20 school year (Cohorts 14 & 15) and any non-cohort schools that completed their first 
PBIS assessment during the last two school years (2018-19 or 2019-20). While schools 
going through cohort training represent a majority (72%) of New Schools, over one-quarter 
of schools beginning PBIS fidelity assessment are completing these outside of MDE cohort 
training (Figure 6). Schools in cohort training and non-cohort schools will largely be 
discussed separately due to the unique level of support received by these groups and the data 
calendar that is used during MDE cohort training that does not apply to non-cohort schools. 

6. MDE cohort training status of New Schools (2019-2020) 

 n % 

Schools completing cohort training 115 72% 

Non-cohort schools 44 28% 

Total 159 100% 
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Schools in training – Cohorts 14 & 15 
The 2019-20 school year was the 15th year of MDE PBIS cohort training. Cohorts 14 and 
15 account for 115 schools from a range of regions and school types (Figures 7 and 8).  

Please note that while technically there were 115 schools listed as in training in Cohorts 
14 and 15, in the fidelity assessment tables that follow, only schools that actually attended 
training are included. Schools with no record of having attended training were excluded 
from fidelity assessment analyses so that results were not negatively affected by schools 
that did not participate in training. 

7. PBIS region by cohort 

 
Cohort 14 

(2018-2020) 
Cohort 15 

(2019-2021) 
 n % n % 

Metro 20 43% 16 24% 

North 19 40% 38 56% 

South 8 17% 14 21% 

Total 47 100% 68 100% 
Note. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
 

8. School type by cohort 

 
Cohort 14 

(2018-2020) 
Cohort 15 

(2019-2021) 
 n % n % 

Elementary schools (Grades PK-6) 25 53% 39 57% 

Junior high schools / middle schools 
(Grades 5-9) 

6 13% 7 10% 

Senior high schools (Grades 9-12) 6 13% 5 7% 

Secondary schools (Grades 7-12) 6 13% 9 13% 

Special education 2 4% 5 7% 

ALC/ALP 0 0% 1 1% 

Other/Unknown* 2 4% 2 3% 

Total 47 100% 68 100% 
*Includes school types such as student correctional programs, residential and day treatment programs, “miscellaneous” 
programs, community/adult education programs, and K-12 schools. 
Note. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding.  
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Training attendance 

Training attendance is tracked for both school teams and their administrators, whose support 
is a key feature of schools that successfully implement PBIS. In a normal year, school 
teams and administrators in their first year of training (Cohort 15) are scheduled to attend 
six days of PBIS training. School teams and administrators in their second year (Cohort 14) 
are scheduled to attend three days of training, totaling nine days of training across both 
years. While their support is key to the success of PBIS implementation, administrators 
typically attend training less frequently than PBIS teams. 

COVID-19 and the resulting shift to distance learning disrupted training for some teams 
in the North region, not allowing them to finish the full training sequence. This should be 
kept in mind when viewing the training attendance charts below (Figures 9 and 10).  

9. Cohort 14 team and administrator training attendance 

 

10. Cohort 15 team and administrator training attendance 
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Tiered Fidelity Inventory assessments 

The Tiered Fidelity Inventory, or TFI, is used to measure implementation fidelity across 
all three tiers of PBIS. Schools participating in PBIS cohort training are trained on Tier 1 
interventions, and complete Tier 1 of the TFI at three points during each school year as 
part of their training. It is important for school teams to complete the TFI or another 
fidelity assessment to help them learn where their school is currently at and to use the 
results to address targeted areas in need of improvement to reach full implementation 
fidelity by the end of the two-year training program. During the full two-year training 
sequence schools should complete six TFIs.  

While COVID-19 disrupted TFI training schedules for some schools in the North region, 
almost 70% of Cohort 14 schools (31 out of 45) and more than 80% of Cohort 15 schools 
(54 out of 65) completed all TFIs in the training sequence (Figure 11). Lower rates of TFI 
completion in the North region are likely due to disruption of training in spring 2020. 

11. TFI completion during training sequence 

 Metro North South Statewide 
 n % n % n % n % 
Cohort 14         

Six TFIs completed 14 70% 11 65% 6 - 31 69% 
Five TFIs completed 5 25% 1 6% 1 - 7 16% 
Four or fewer  
TFIs completed  

1 5% 5 29% 1 - 7 16% 

Total 20 100% 17 100% 8 - 45 100% 
Cohort 15         

Three TFIs completed 16 100% 25 71% 13 93% 54 83% 
Two TFIs completed 0 0% 6 17% 0 0% 6 9% 
One or fewer  
TFIs completed 

0 0% 4 11% 1 7% 5 8% 

Total 16 100% 35 100% 14 100% 65 100% 
Note. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
 

The SLT has established Tier 1 “target” scores for each TFI administration during the 
training sequence. Statewide mean Tier 1 scores for both Cohort 14 and Cohort 15 track 
very closely with these targets (Figures 12, 13). In Cohort 14, mean Tier 1 scores are very 
similar across regions. In Cohort 15, schools from the North region scored about 10 
percentage points lower than the Metro and South regions across TFI administrations.  
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12. Mean TFI Tier 1 ratio during training sequence – Cohort 14 

 

13. Mean TFI Tier 1 ratio during training sequence – Cohort 15 

 

According to the Center for Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, classroom 
systems and supports are critical to students and staff success (National Center on Positive 
Behavioral Interventions and Supports, 2021). When PBIS is implemented in the classroom, 
individual student outcomes improve (National Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions 
and Supports, 2021). Some PBIS classroom practices include: 3-5 posted positive classroom 
expectations, prompts and active supervision, acknowledgements for expected behavior, 
and others (National Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, 2021). 
School teams can evaluate their classroom systems using a variety of implementation 
fidelity tools including the TFI and the SAS. Over time, the Classroom Procedures item 
on the TFI has shown consistent improvement for schools in training, with an end of 
training average score of 1.6 for Cohort 14 teams. Cohort 15 teams are following a 
similar trend to Cohort 14 schools (Figure 14).  
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14. Mean TFI Tier 1 item 1.8 classroom procedures by cohort 

 

Self-Assessment Survey 

The Self-Assessment Survey, or SAS, examines the status and need for improvement of 
four behavior support systems: school-wide, non-classroom, classroom, and individual 
students. This is a survey of all school staff that identifies staff priorities for action planning, 
especially from staff members who are not currently on the PBIS team. Teams in training 
received support to administer and use the SAS twice during their first year and once during 
their second year. 

COVID-19 and its associated disruptions of training and school may have had a large impact 
on completion of the SAS during the 2019-20 school year. Two-thirds of Cohort 15 
schools (65%, 42 out of 65) were not able to submit both a Fall and a Spring SAS in 
2019-20. Similarly, almost two–thirds of Cohort 14 schools (64%, 29 out of 45) did not 
submit a SAS in 2019-20. Overall, during the full course of training, 36% of Cohort 14 
schools and 35% of Cohort 15 schools have been able to follow the SAS data calendar 
(Figure 15). 

15. Schools completing number of SAS recommended by data calendar 
during full course of training 

 Metro North South Statewide 
 n % n % n % n % 
Cohort 14         

Yes 6 30% 7 41% 3 - 16 36% 
No 14 70% 10 59% 5 - 29 64% 
Total 20 100% 17 100% 8 - 45 100% 

Cohort 15         
Yes 6 38% 9 26% 8 57% 23 35% 
No 10 63% 26 74% 6 43% 42 65% 
Total 16 100% 35 100% 14 100% 65 100% 

Note. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding.  
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Outcomes - Office Discipline Referral (ODR) data 

One goal of PBIS is to increase the efficiency with which schools respond to students’ 
behavioral support needs (Sailor et al., 2009). This efficiency can be maximized by 
minimizing the number of students who need support beyond the Universal Tier 1 level. 
The hallmark conceptual triangle of PBIS suggests that, when PBIS is implemented 
effectively, on average, 80-90% of students are socially and behaviorally successful in 
school with Universal Tier1 support alone, 5-15% require additional support in the form 
of targeted interventions, and 1-5% require intensive individualized support (Sugai et al., 
2002). 

In the 2019-20 school year, fewer than half of Cohort 14 schools (22 out of 47) and only 
one-quarter of Cohort 15 schools (17 out of 68) submitted ODR data through SWIS or 
the Wilder ODR reporting portal. While noting the low response rate and that it may have 
been caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, ODR-submitting schools in training have ODR 
results that, on average, fall within the targets laid out above (Figure 16), indicating that 
Tier 1 systems are successfully supporting the student body. 

16. ODR triangle data – schools in training 

 

New Schools – non-cohort 
As of the 2019-20 school year, 44 schools that are not part of an MDE training cohort had 
submitted their first PBIS fidelity assessment during one of the last two school years (25 in 
2018-19 and 19 in 2019-20). Only six of the schools that first engaged with PBIS fidelity 
assessment in 2018-19 also engaged in 2019-20. 

How these schools came to engage with PBIS is an important question to answer. Nine of 
these schools went on to join Cohort 16 in 2020-21. Of the remaining 35 schools that did 
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not go on to join MDE cohort training, the majority of non-cohort schools newly 
engaging with PBIS (30 out of 35) are concentrated within a small number of large 
school districts that may provide district support and technical assistance for schools to 
implement (Figure 17).  

17. School district of non-cohort New Schools (excludes schools later joining 
Cohort 16) 

District name # of Schools 

Mankato Public School District 16 

Lakeville Public School District 4 

St. Paul Public School District 4 

Duluth Public School District 3 

Duluth Public Schools Academy 3 

All Saints Academy 1 

Arcadia Charter School 1 

Bemidji Public School District 1 

Intermediate School District 287 1 

Mid-State Education District 1 

Total 35 

Note. All Saints Academy and Arcadia Charter School are charter schools that constitute their own school districts. 
 

Tiered Fidelity Inventories 

All 44 non-cohort New Schools completed at least one TFI during the last two school 
years. As noted above, only six completed a TFI in both years. Among non-cohort 
schools, it is rare to complete more than one TFI during a single school year. In 2018-19, 
out of the 25 schools that completed a TFI in that year, only 3 schools completed more 
than one TFI. In 2019-20, out of 25 schools that completed a TFI in that year, only 5 
schools completed more than one TFI (Figure 18). Overall, non-cohort schools complete 
TFI assessments at a far lower rate within school years and less consistently across school 
years compared to schools going through MDE cohort training.  



 

PBIS End of Year Status Report 2019-20 13 | Wilder Research, April 2021 

18. Number of TFIs completed by school year – non-cohort New Schools 

School year 
# of 

schools 

2018-19  

One TFI completed 22 

More than one TFI completed 3 

Total 25 

2019-20  

One TFI completed 20 

More than one TFI completed 5 

Total 25 

In terms of TFI scores, non-cohort schools newly assessing implementation fidelity fare 
somewhat worse in comparison to their MDE cohort school counterparts. The mean of 
non-cohort schools’ highest TFI Tier 1 score was almost 10 percentage points lower than 
that of schools in MDE cohort training (combining year one and year two schools). Similarly, 
the percentage of schools ever reaching fidelity in the last two years was about 10 percentage 
points lower among non-cohort schools (Figure 19). Based on these results, it appears that 
the support provided during MDE cohort training is associated with higher Tier 1 scores 
and likelihood of achieving implementation fidelity. 

19. TFI Tier 1 score and % reaching fidelity – New Schools by cohort status 

Cohort status 

Maximum 
TFI Tier 1 

score 
(Mean) 

Schools ever 
reaching fidelity 

Total # of 
schools 

n % N 

Non-cohort 53% 13 30% 44 

MDE Cohort Schools (C14 & C15) 62% 47 43% 110 

Other implementation and outcome data 

Similarly to cohort schools, SAS and ODR data collection may have been substantially 
curtailed by the COVID-19 pandemic. While 19 non-cohort New Schools submitted SAS 
data in 2018-19, only 6 did so in 2019-20. Only 10 non-cohort New Schools submitted 
ODR data in 2019-20. In both cases, this is not enough data to analyze results.  
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Sustaining Schools 
Sustaining Schools include all schools who meet any of the following criteria: 

 Schools that had previously completed MDE cohort training and achieved 
implementation fidelity during the 2019-20 school year 

 Non-cohort schools that have completed fidelity assessments in at least 3 out of the 
last 5 school years and achieved implementation fidelity during the 2019-20 school year 

In total, there were 155 Sustaining Schools as of the end of the 2019-20 school year. Four 
out of five (80%, 124 out of 155) Sustaining Schools are former cohort training members 
(Figure 20). In fact, all Sustaining Schools come from districts that have sent at least one 
school through MDE cohort training. In other words, every school that has achieved 
Sustaining School status comes from a district to which MDE has provided support 
through the cohort training program.  

20. Characteristics of Sustaining Schools 

 

Sustaining  
schools 

All 
Minnesota 

schools 
n % % 

Training status    
Cohort trained 124 80% - 
Non-cohort 31 20% - 
Total 155 100% - 

PBIS region    
Metro 113 73% 45% 
North 32 21% 32% 
South 10 6% 24% 
Total 155 100% 100% 

School type    
Elementary schools (Grades PK-6) 102 66% 48% 
Junior high schools / middle schools 
(Grades 5-9) 

25 16% 12% 

Senior high schools (Grades 9-12) 11 7% 11% 
Secondary schools (Grades 7-12) 3 2% 11% 
Special education 6 4% 2% 
ALC/ALP 6 4% 14% 
Other/Unknown* 2 1% 3% 
Total 155 100% 100% 

*Includes school types such as student correctional programs, residential and day treatment programs, “miscellaneous” 
programs, community/adult education programs, and K-12 schools. 
Note. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
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Geographically, three-quarters of Sustaining Schools (73%, 113 out of 155) are in the 
Metro region (Figure 20). Taking a closer look reveals that Sustaining Schools in 2019-
20 are highly concentrated among a very small number of school districts.  

In total there are 46 districts with a Sustaining School, but fully two-thirds of all Sustaining 
Schools (67%) come from just seven school districts. Among non-cohort Sustaining Schools 
it is even starker, with 29 out of the 31 coming from either St. Paul Public School District 
(20) or Osseo Public School District (9, Figure 21). For both cohort and non-cohort schools, 
district-level support appears extremely important for consistently and successfully 
implementing PBIS. 

21. School districts of Sustaining Schools 

District Name 

All 
Sustaining 

Schools 

Non-cohort 
Sustaining 

Schools only 
St. Paul Public School District 40 20 
Osseo Public School District 21 9 
Burnsville Public School District 10 0 
Eastern Carver County Public Schools 10 0 
Bloomington Public School District 8 0 
St. Cloud Public School District 8 0 
Eden Prairie Public School District 7 0 
All other school districts 51 2 
Total 155 31 

Fidelity assessment 

In order to be categorized as a Sustaining School, a school must have achieved PBIS 
implementation fidelity in the 2019-20 school year. The overall pattern is clear with 
regards to consistency of implementation fidelity assessment and level of implementation 
fidelity among Sustaining Schools – schools that assess fidelity regularly are also those that 
achieve implementation fidelity (Figure 22). This pattern will hold true later when looking 
at Reconnecting Schools. 

Cohort-trained and non-cohort Sustaining Schools are strikingly similar in terms of their 
engagement with and level of implementation fidelity. This could be partly because nearly 
all non-cohort Sustaining Schools are in two school districts (St. Paul and Osseo) where 
many schools have also gone through cohort training. If strong district-level support is 
driving PBIS engagement in these schools, then it makes sense that cohort-trained and 
non-cohort Sustaining Schools would have similar engagement with and levels of 
implementation fidelity.  
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22. Fidelity assessment summary – Sustaining Schools 

 
Cohort-trained 

schools 
Non-cohort 

schools 
All Sustaining 

Schools 

 n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean 

# of years in last 5 assessing fidelity 
(TFI, BoQ, or SET) 

2 years 2 2% 0 0% 2 1% 

3-4 years 61 49% 26 84% 87 56% 

5 years 61 49% 5 16% 66 43% 

Mean 124 4.3 31 4.0 155 4.2 

# of years in last 5 at fidelity  
(TFI, BoQ, or SET) 

1-2 years 30 24% 6 19% 36 23% 

3-4 years 55 44% 23 74% 78 50% 

5 years 39 31% 2 6% 41 26% 

Mean 124 3.6 31 3.5 155 3.6 

Most recent TFI 

Mean Tier 1 total ratio 116 85% 30 87% 146 86% 

Item 1.8 classroom procedures 

Schools fully 
implementing  

86 80% 27 90% 113 82% 

Mean score 116 1.8 30 1.9 146 1.8 

Note. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
 

SAS completion was low among Sustaining Schools, with only 22% of schools (34 out of 
155) completing at least one SAS during the 2019-20 school year. Three Sustaining Schools 
assessed their fidelity using only BoQ or SET assessments rather than the TFI. 

Outcomes - Office Discipline Referral (ODR) data 

Sustaining Schools submitted ODR data at a surprisingly high rate considering the extent 
of the disruptions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic at the end of the 2019-20 school 
year. Of the 155 Sustaining Schools, 101 (65%) submitted ODR data either through 
SWIS or the ODR reporting portal in the PBIS database. On average, ODR-submitting 
Sustaining Schools are within the targets laid out by Sugai et al., (2002), indicating that 
Tier 1 systems are successfully supporting the student body.  
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23. ODR triangle data – Sustaining Schools 

 
 

Reconnecting Schools 
Reconnecting Schools encompasses a broader range of schools than the New or 
Sustaining Schools groups. Specifically, it includes the following schools: 

 Cohort-trained schools that have completed training and either: 

− Submitted a fidelity assessment during the 2019-20 schools year, but did not 
achieve implementation fidelity, or  

− Did not submit a fidelity assessment at all during the 2019-20 school year 

 Non-cohort schools that have previously engaged with PBIS fidelity assessments and 
either: 

− Submitted a fidelity assessment during the 2019-20 school year, but did not achieve 
implementation fidelity 

− Did not submit a fidelity assessment at all during the 2019-20 school year  

− Submitted fidelity assessments in 2 or fewer school years out of the last 5, regardless 
of whether or not they achieved implementation fidelity in the current year 

The vast majority of Reconnecting Schools (88%, 498 out of 564) are cohort-trained 
schools. In terms of region and school type, Reconnecting Schools roughly mirror 
Minnesota schools overall. However, they do have a lower percentage of ALCs/ALPs than 
the state overall. By region the Metro is somewhat over-represented while the South is 
somewhat under-represented (Figure 24).  
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24. Characteristics of Reconnecting Schools 

 

Reconnecting Schools 

All 
Minnesota 

schools 

n % % 

Training status  

Cohort-trained 498 88% - 

Non-cohort 66 12% - 

Total 564 100% - 

Region  

Metro 214 38% 45% 

North 165 29% 32% 

South 185 33% 24% 

Total 564 100% 100% 

School type  

Elementary schools 
(Grades PK-6) 310 55% 48% 

Junior high schools/ middle 
schools (Grades 5-9) 80 14% 12% 

Senior high schools  
(Grades 9-12) 52 9% 11% 

Secondary schools  
(Grades 7-12) 58 10% 11% 

Special education 21 4% 2% 

ALC/ALP 25 4% 14% 

Other/Unknown* 18 3% 3% 

Total 564 100% 100% 

*Includes school types such as student correctional programs, residential and day treatment programs, “miscellaneous” 
programs, community/adult education programs, and K-12 schools. 
Note. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
 

Grouping the Reconnecting Schools using the bulleted criteria above, we see that more than 
8 out of 10 Reconnecting Schools (82%, 460 out of 564) are cohort-trained schools that did not 
submit a fidelity assessment in 2019-20. Less than 1 out of 10 (7%, 38 out of 564) are cohort-
trained schools that submitted a fidelity assessment, but did not achieve implementation 
fidelity. Only 12% of Reconnecting Schools are non-cohort schools (Figure 25).   
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25. Reconnecting Schools subgroups 

 n % 

Cohort-trained - assessed, but did not 
achieve implementation fidelity in 2019-20 

38 7% 

Cohort-trained - did not assess fidelity  
in 2019-20 

460 82% 

Non-cohort - assessed in 2019-20 and 3+ 
out of last 5 years, but did not achieve 
implementation fidelity in 2019-20 

6 1% 

Non-cohort - assessed 3+ out of last 5 
years, but no fidelity assessment in 2019-20 

14 2% 

Non-cohort - assessed fidelity in 2 or fewer  
out of last 5 years 

33 6% 

Non-cohort - assessed fidelity previously, 
but not in last 5 years 

13 2% 

Total 564 100% 

Fidelity assessments 

Overwhelmingly, the Reconnecting Schools group is made up of schools that did not assess 
fidelity at all in 2019-20 and that have a recent history of irregularly assessing fidelity (if 
at all). Schools that assessed fidelity in 2019-20 but did not achieve implementation fidelity 
make up a small portion of all Reconnecting Schools (8%, 44 out of 564). On average, 
Reconnecting Schools have assessed fidelity in 1.6 out of the last 5 years (Figure 26). 

26. PBIS implementation fidelity assessment summary – Reconnecting 
Schools 

 
Cohort-trained 

schools 
Non-cohort 

schools 
All Reconnecting 

Schools 

 n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean 

Assessed implementation fidelity in 2019-20 

Yes 38 8% 6 9% 44 8% 

No 460 92% 60 91% 520 92% 

Total 498 100% 66 100% 564 100% 

Achieved implementation fidelity in 2019-20 

Yes 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

No 498 100% 66 100% 564 100% 

Total 498 100% 66 100% 564 100% 
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26. PBIS implementation fidelity assessment summary – Reconnecting 
Schools (continued) 

 
Cohort-trained 

schools 
Non-cohort 

schools 
All Reconnecting 

Schools 

 n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean 

# of years assessed fidelity in last 5 

0 years 153 31% 13 20% 166 29% 

1-2 years 215 43% 33 50% 248 44% 

3-4 years 116 23% 20 30% 136 24% 

5 years 14 3% 0 0% 14 2% 

Mean (years) 498 1.6 66 1.8 564 1.6 

# of years in last 5 at fidelity  
(TFI, BoQ, or SET) 

0 years 235 47% 32 48% 267 47% 

1-2 years 206 41% 21 32% 227 40% 

3 or more years 57 11% 13 20% 70 12% 

Mean (years) 498 1.0 66 1.1 564 1.0 

*Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
 

It is technically possible for a non-cohort school that achieved implementation fidelity in 
2019-20 to be in the Reconnecting Schools group if they assessed fidelity in two or fewer 
years out of the last five. However, none actually did so. As in the Sustaining Schools 
group, this data supports the idea that there is a relationship between how often fidelity is 
assessed and the level of implementation fidelity.  

As discussed in previous sections, it is possible that the COVID-19 pandemic and the 
resulting push to distance learning in spring 2020 may have prevented some schools from 
submitting fidelity assessments. More than one-quarter of Reconnecting Schools (27%, 
153 out of 564) assessed fidelity in 2018-19, but did not assess fidelity in 2019-20. It will 
be worth watching in future years to see whether the Sustaining Schools group grows 
relative to the Reconnecting Schools group. Will schools resume regular assessment or 
will the “temporary” disruption to PBIS assessment caused by the COVID-19 pandemic 
become permanent?  

Figure 27 shows the most recent TFI assessment completed by Reconnecting Schools, 
excluding assessments completed during cohort training. Over half of Reconnecting 
Schools (54%, 304 out of 564) have never submitted a TFI outside of cohort training. 
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While a very select few schools still assess fidelity using the BoQ or SET, nearly all 
schools have transitioned in recent years to using the TFI to assess fidelity. Out of 213 
Reconnecting Schools that have never completed a TFI, only six schools (3%) completed 
any type of fidelity assessment in the last two years and only ten schools (5%) completed 
any type of fidelity assessment in the last three years. 

On average, Reconnecting Schools were approaching PBIS implementation fidelity as of 
their most recently submitted TFI outside of cohort training, with an average Tier 1 score 
of 66%. 

27. Most recent TFI outside of cohort training – Reconnecting Schools 

 
Cohort-trained 

schools 
Non-cohort 

schools 
All Reconnecting 

Schools 

 n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean 

Year completed 

2019-20 38 8% 6 9% 44 8% 

2018-19 68 14% 19 29% 87 15% 

2017-18 or earlier 106 21% 23 35% 129 23% 

Never submitted TFI 
outside of cohort training 286 57% 18 27% 304 54% 

Total 498 100% 66 100% 564 100% 

Tier 1 scores 

Mean Tier 1 total ratio 202 66% 48 63% 250 66% 

Item 1.8: Classroom 
Procedures       

Schools fully 
implementing  106 52% 21 44% 127 51% 

Mean score 202 1.5 48 1.4 250 1.5 

*Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
  



 

PBIS End of Year Status Report 2019-20 22 | Wilder Research, April 2021 

Outcomes - Office Discipline Referral (ODR) data 

Of the 564 total Reconnecting Schools, 171 (30%) submitted ODR data for the 2019-20 
school year either through SWIS or the ODR reporting portal in the PBIS database. On 
average, ODR-submitting Reconnecting Schools are within the targets laid out in Sugai et al., 
2002 (Figure 28), indicating that Tier 1 systems are successfully supporting the student body. 

28. ODR triangle data – Reconnecting Schools 

 

 

TFI – advanced tiers 
The TFI is divided into three sections that measure all three tiers of PBIS implementation: 
Tier 1: Universal PBIS features; Tier 2: Targeted PBIS features; and Tier 3: Intensive PBIS 
features (Algozzine et al., 2019). PBIS Tier 2 practices and systems provide targeted supports 
for students who are not successful with the universal supports in Tier 1. The focus of Tier 2 
is to support students who are at risk for developing more serious problem behaviors, before 
the behaviors become serious enough to warrant individualized assessment and interventions. 
Tier 2 supports could include group interventions including practicing social skills, self-
management, and/or other academic supports (National Center on Positive Behavioral 
Interventions and Supports, 2021).  Tier 3 Intensive interventions are designed for students 
who engage in highly disruptive and sometimes dangerous or risky behaviors and who have 
not responded to Tier 1 and Tier 2 interventions. Tier 3 interventions involve more 
individualized and intensive supports to improve individual students’ behavior and academic 
outcomes (National Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, 2021).  

Overall, 432 schools in Minnesota have assessed Tier 2 implementation fidelity at some 
point using the TFI. However, the rates of assessment and level of Tier 2 implementation 
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fidelity vary substantially by school group. Perhaps not surprisingly, New Schools have 
both the lowest rates of TFI Tier 2 completion (32% ever completed, 16% in 2019-20) and 
the lowest levels of Tier 2 implementation fidelity, with a mean score of 56% on their 
most recent Tier 2 TFI. Reconnecting Schools, most of which have completed cohort 
training, fare slightly better. While 42% of Reconnecting Schools have completed Tier 2 
TFIs, a majority of these were submitted two or more years ago, with an overall mean 
score only slightly better than New Schools (62% vs. 56%, respectively, Figure 29).  

Sustaining Schools, on the other hand, have completed Tier 2 TFI’s more often, more 
recently, and with scores that demonstrate a higher level of implementation fidelity. More 
than 9 out of 10 Sustaining Schools (93%) have ever submitted Tier 2 TFIs. Almost 
three-quarters (74%) did so during the 2019-20 school year. The mean scores of Sustaining 
Schools’ most recent Tier 2 TFI was 76% (Figure 29). 

29. TFI Tier 2 assessment by school group 

 New Schools 
Sustaining 

Schools 
Reconnecting 

Schools 

 n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean 

Tier 2 TFI ever completed? 

Yes 51 32% 144 93% 237 42% 

No 108 68% 11 7% 327 58% 

Total 159 100% 155 100% 564 100% 

Number of Tier 2 TFIs ever completed 

None 108 68% 11 7% 327 58% 

1-2 48 30% 30 19% 148 26% 

3-4 3 2% 36 23% 61 11% 

5 or more 0 0% 78 50% 28 5% 

Mean 159 0.4 155 4.4 564 1.0 

Year of most recent Tier 2 TFI 

2019-20 26 16% 115 74% 27 5% 

2018-19 20 13% 23 15% 84 15% 

2017-18 or earlier 5 3% 6 4% 126 22% 

Never completed 108 68% 11 7% 327 58% 

Total 159 100% 155 100% 564 100% 

Most recent Tier 2 TFI 

Tier 2 total ratio 51 56% 144 76% 237 62% 

*Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding.  
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Patterns in the rate of completion and level of implementation fidelity between the school 
groups on TFI Tier 3 are essentially the same as those described above for Tier 2, although 
overall fewer schools have completed TFI Tier 3 (Figure 30). 

30. TFI Tier 3 assessment by school group 

 New Schools 
Sustaining 

Schools 
Reconnecting 

Schools 

 n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean n 
% / 

Mean 

Tier 3 TFI ever completed? 

Yes 36 23% 119 77% 163 29% 

No 123 77% 36 23% 401 71% 

Total 159 100% 155 100% 564 100% 

Number of Tier 3 TFIs ever completed 

None 123 77% 36 23% 401 71% 

1-2 36 23% 52 34% 107 19% 

3-4 0 0% 31 20% 38 7% 

5 or more 0 0% 36 23% 18 3% 

Mean 159 0.2 155 2.7 564 0.7 

Year of most recent Tier 3 TFI 

2019-20 11 7% 82 53% 18 3% 

2018-19 22 14% 24 15% 70 12% 

2017-18 or earlier 3 2% 13 8% 75 13% 

Never completed 123 77% 36 23% 401 71% 

Total 159 100% 155 100% 564 100% 

Most recent Tier 3 TFI 

Tier 3 total ratio 36 56% 119 73% 163 62% 

*Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding.  
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Implementation of PBIS in Minnesota schools: 
Organizational and leadership drivers 
This section of the report focuses on the organizational and leadership drivers of the 
Minnesota PBIS Blueprint. There are four overarching components: 

 Training capacity 

 External coaching capacity 

 SWIS (School-wide Information System) capacity  

 Educator preparation programs with and without PBIS competencies in licensure 
standards 

The goals, inputs, outputs, and expected outcomes of each area are outlined below along 
with supporting data for each outcome, if available. Once again, due to the ongoing COVID-19 
pandemic, staffing changes, and other circumstances, the measurement and implementation 
of the goals for some of the components has changed considerably this school year.  

Training, external coaching, and SWIS capacity 
Training, external coaching, and the 
availability of SWIS facilitators are key 
components of supporting schools statewide 
who are implementing PBIS. People in these 
roles help to support schools both in and out 
of training and with their data system if they 
use SWIS. (However, schools can still 
receive advice and coaching around data 
systems from others if they do not use SWIS.) 

To build a qualified network of trainers, the 
Blueprint outlines the following goals: 

 Continue to build a network of trainers 
statewide who have PBIS content 
expertise, local contexts, and availability 
to help schools and districts. 

 Increase the number of trainers that 
reflect the diversity of Minnesota 
educators, students, and families.  

Trainers facilitate sessions at regional 
trainings to teach school teams how to 
implement PBIS.  

External coaches are district or regional 
coaches who have the knowledge and 
experience to support school teams, 
districts, and regions to build and sustain 
their PBIS initiative. These coaches do 
not work in the building and do not have a 
dedicated role on a school or district 
PBIS team. 

SWIS facilitators teach and support school 
teams, districts, and regions how to use 
and operate the SWIS system. 

SWIS is a data system that tracks student 
behavior and provides data to school 
teams so they can make decisions based 
on this data. 
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In order to achieve these goals, RIPs and the SLT have a trainer workgroup that tracks 
trainer locations and demographics, and then shares that information with the SLT. The 
purpose of tracking trainer demographics is to ensure that trainers represent the backgrounds 
and experiences of PBIS school and district team members. Below is a list of desired 
trainer demographics, including professional role, grade level expertise, school location 
and type, and personal demographics (Figure 31). 

31. Desired trainer demographics  

Professional: 

General education teacher 

Special education teacher 

Administrator 

School psychologist 

Social worker 

School counselor 

Mental health provider 

Internal or external coach 

Paraprofessional childhood 

 
Grade level: 

Early childhood 

Elementary 

Middle school 

High school 

Post-secondary school 

 

Personal demographics: 

Location: 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

School setting: 

General education 

Special education 

Charter school 

ALC or Setting IV 

Residential or correctional  

ELL 

High Poverty or HHM 

Race: 

American Indian 

Asian/Pacific Islander 

Black 

Latino/Latina 
 

Other important characteristics: 

LGBTQ 

Multilingual 

Disability status 
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Currently, this demographic data is not formally tracked for trainers, external coaches, or 
SWIS facilitators. The Blueprint also indicates that an Affirmative Action Plan should be 
considered when hiring new trainers, external coaches, and SWIS facilitators. The training 
and coaching work groups are continuing to develop this plan.  

The Blueprint also specifies that regions should select trainer interns who live in areas 
that are no more than a one hour drive from current cohort training sites. This is to ensure 
that school teams in each region are able to attend trainings without traveling a great distance, 
which has historically been an issue for schools in Greater Minnesota. Additionally, the 
Blueprint suggests that new school teams should not travel more than one hour to attend 
regional, district, or co-op PBIS trainings. There were not any trainer interns for the 
2019-2020 school year.  

In order to build a network of external coaches and SWIS facilitators, the Blueprint states 
that RIPs will: 

 Build regional coaching supports across Minnesota for schools and districts that do 
not yet have their own external coaches to facilitate fidelity assessments and/or have 
local capacity to use data and problem-solve around student outcomes. 

 Provide professional development around Classroom Systems, use a tool (such as 
Classroom-wide Function-related Intervention Teams (CW-FIT)) to train and coach 
internal PBIS coaches on classroom walkthroughs, and use the data to precision 
problem-solve within the Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) framework to 
identify professional development needs of school building staff. 

Similar to the trainer component, the RIPs and MDE convene a work group related to 
SWIS facilitation and coaching to focus on supporting both internal and external PBIS 
coaches as well as SWIS facilitators. This workgroup meets regularly to build and 
strategize supports for district, co-op, and/or “neighbor exchange” capacity to facilitate 
fidelity assessments and support SWIS within the regions.  

The Blueprint also indicates that in order to support school teams, regions should hire 
external coaches and SWIS facilitators who live in areas that are not more than a 45-
minute drive from districts or co-ops that have external co-ops or “neighbor exchanges,” 
which is a similar requirement for trainers. For all regions, most PBIS employees serve in 
multiple roles of trainers, external coaches, and SWIS facilitators. Given the COVID-19 
pandemic and the advent of virtual meeting spaces (e.g., Zoom, WebEx, Microsoft Teams), 
the SLT should discuss whether this requirement is still necessary.  

For the 2019-2020 school year, there were a total of 29 trainers, 29 coaches, and 24 
SWIS facilitators around the state of Minnesota (Figure 32). Most trainers and external 
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coaches are concentrated in the North region; however, it is important to note that trainers, 
coaches, and SWIS facilitators can serve schools that are not necessarily located in their 
region if there is a need.  

32. Trainers, external coaches, and facilitators by region 

 Trainers External coaches SWIS facilitators 
 n n n 

Metro 9 6 9 

North* 13 15 4 

South 7 8 11 

Total 29 29 24 
*For the North region, trainers can act as external coaches if needed. These staff are included in both columns as a trainer 
and an external coach..  
 

Please see Figure 33 for a map that shows trainer, external coach, and SWIS facilitator 
locations. There is a need for more trainers, external coaches, and SWIS facilitators in 
west central, northwest, and northeastern Minnesota in order to meet the goals outlined in 
the Blueprint.  
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33. Minnesota regional implementation projects for SW-PBIS 
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Educator preparation programs 
The Blueprint outlines two specific buckets regarding educator preparation programs for 
institutions of higher education (IHEs): those with PBIS competencies in their licensure 
standards (for special education and school psychology programs) and those without 
competencies in their licensure standards (for general education, educational administration, 
and related services other than school psychology).  

The goals of these two buckets are the same: 

 Connect with schools and districts that implement PBIS, the RIP in their area, and 
PBIS Minnesota 

 Increase coverage of PBIS competencies in courses 

 Contain at least one faculty member who has expertise in PBIS 

 Provide at least one faculty member who contributes to PBIS efforts at the state, 
regional, district/co-op, or school level 

 Produces graduates who are competent beginners in terms of PBIS knowledge and skills  

By achieving these goals, the SLT hopes that preparation programs will increase the 
teaching, development, and assessment of PBIS knowledge and skills in their program, 
that program faculty will increase the support they provide at state, regional, district/co-
op, and school levels. They also hope that these goals will lead to an increase in new 
graduates who are competent in PBIS with strong classroom management and PBIS 
knowledge and skills to either seamlessly join schools who are already implementing 
PBIS or serve as a catalyst for use of these approaches in schools that are not.   

Previously, MDE surveyed elementary and special educator preparation programs to gauge 
the extent to which classroom management knowledge and skills were being covered and 
also to assist programs in teaching this type of content, if needed. However, this work has 
been paused for the time being due to staff turnover at MDE and the ongoing COVID-19 
pandemic. 

We suggest that MDE and the SLT consider re-booting these data collection efforts in the 
2021-2022 school year to measure inputs, outputs, and outcomes in order to best achieve 
their goals outlined in the Blueprint relating to educator preparation programs.  
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Issues to consider 
Based on the patterns and trends in PBIS engagement, implementation, and outcomes in 
Minnesota that are described in this report, are a few things the Minnesota PBIS Statewide 
Leadership Team (SLT), including the Minnesota Department of Education (MDE) and 
the Regional Implementation Partners (RIPs) should consider related to the Implementation 
Fidelity and Organizational Leadership components of the Blueprint.  

Implementation fidelity 
Continue supporting schools via cohort training. As exhibited by the data above, these 
trainings are successful in helping schools to achieve PBIS implementation fidelity. 
Schools in Cohorts 14 and 15 combined had higher average TFI Tier 1 scores compared 
with non-cohort schools that were newly implementing. Moreover, 43% of all schools in 
cohort training achieved implementation fidelity as of the 2019-20 school year compared 
to 30% of non-cohort schools.  

Continue to engage and support smaller districts in their PBIS implementation.  It 
appears to be difficult for smaller districts to sustain PBIS implementation once they have 
completed training. Forty-six school districts in Minnesota contain at least one Sustaining 
school, however two thirds of Sustaining Schools (104 out of 155) come from just seven 
large school districts. MDE and the RIPs should consider specialized supports for smaller 
districts to help them to sustain their PBIS initiative since district-level support helps to 
fuel successful PBIS implementation across Minnesota schools.  

Consider additional supports for schools outside of cohort training. Schools struggle 
to regularly assess implementation fidelity after cohort training ends. Since regular data 
collection and use is a hallmark of PBIS which is a key indicator of initiative sustainability, 
MDE and the RIPs should consider additional structural changes for schools who are out 
of training. Some of these changes could include asking schools to commit to submitting 
data for at least three years after training, informal check-ins from RIPs to see how schools 
are doing, offering online training content from RIPs for schools to participate in, etc. 
The RIPs do continue to provide some coaching support to some school teams after their 
initial cohort training, but perhaps a formalized, statewide system to reach schools out of 
training would garner a greater participation rate from schools out of training.   
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Organizational and leadership drivers 
Continue to develop networks of trainers, external coaches, and SWIS facilitators to 
ensure statewide coverage. In order to align with the Blueprint, the SLT, MDE, and RIPs 
should continue their work to recruit trainers, external coaches, and SWIS facilitators that 
are available to all regions. However, with the proliferation of virtual meeting platforms 
(such as Zoom), the SLT should consider whether or not   it is required for these types of 
PBIS support personnel to be present in every region within a one-hour drive from the 
schools they serve.  The SLT should discuss and consider editing this Blueprint item to 
align with this new reality. 

Implement a formal system to track trainers, external coaches, and SWIS facilitators. 
Currently, the RIPs track name, location and school profession for each of these roles. 
However, this is not formalized across regions or statewide. This information could be 
built into the current PBIS database in order to systematically track this information. This 
could be a one-stop shop to tracking needed information about trainers, external coaches, 
and SWIS facilitators, as well as to include all types of desired demographic information. 
Furthermore, the SLT should consider creating an Affirmative Action plan to align with 
Blueprint standards and to ensure that there are PBIS coaches, external trainers, and 
SWIS facilitators that look like and represent Minnesota teachers and students.  

Consider reconnecting with institutes of higher education (IHEs) and other educator 
preparation programs to strengthen requirements and classes around PBIS knowledge 
and skills for new teachers and staff.  This work has been on hold due to the ongoing 
COVID-19 pandemic and a staff departure from MDE. In order to align with the Blueprint, 
the SLT could consider surveying programs regarding their PBIS curriculum components 
and requirements in order to collect and use this data. Alternatively,  the SLT should discuss 
whether this continues to be an ongoing priority for the next 3-5 years and consider 
eliminating this from the Blueprint (for the time being)  in order to address other, more 
pressing needs. 
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Appendix 
A1. PBIS Blueprint: Implementation Fidelity Drivers 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Student outcomes 

New schools 
Never trained to 
implement  
Universal Tier 1 
PBIS , or 

Never met Tier 1 
PBIS fidelity after 3 
annual fidelity 
assessments. 

Schools teams will: 
Reach Tier 1 fidelity in two years 
or less 

Independently sustain Tier 1 
fidelity annually after training is 
complete or with regional 
support provided as needed and 
indicated by data (e.g., develop 
a system to identify schools not 
likely to complete an annual 
fidelity assessment independently 
during training) 

MDE Management and RIP 
teams will support: 
Regional cohort SW-PBIS 
training and coaching or 
Co-op SW-PBIS Implementation 
and coaching or 
District SW-PBIS 
Implementation Team training 
and coaching 

Alternative cohort training/ 
coaching pathways (e.g., district 
training cohort, district trains 
own schools) 

Schools teams will: 
Meet fidelity with regional and/or 
district/co-op implementation 
supports during training and 
Independently sustain fidelity 
annually or with regional or 
district support only as needed 
and indicated by data after 
training 

Prepare to select Tier 2 and 3 
practices for students that align 
with their Tier 1 practices and 
identified student need 

Beyond regional implementation 
supports, schools demonstrate 
that more than 80% of students 
benefit from school wide PBIS 
at fidelity without targeted or 
intensive supports as measured 
by X (ODR rates, suspension 
rates, attendance rates etc.). 

Support the social, emotional, 
and behavioral needs of all of 
their students, with at least 80% 
demonstrating benefit from Tier 
1 PBIS alone 

Classroom 
systems 

Each cohort-participating school 
will have at least one internal 
coach able to work directly with 
teachers (train, support and 
evaluate the implementation 
of PBIS classroom systems, 
practices/procedures within a 
school) 

Revise internal coaching scope 
and sequence to include 
identifying, using and measuring 
the implementation of PBIS 
classroom systems and 
contextualize to local 
school/teacher needs 

Ensure developing regional 
external coaching systems are 
structured to include explicit 
support for internal coaches to 
identify, train, coach and 
measure implementation of 
PBIS  

Each school will have at least 
60% of classrooms using 
“identified” trained PBIS 
classroom systems practices/ 
procedures by the end of cohort 
involvement; or 1.5 average on 
Tier I TFI item #1.8 across 6 
administrations 
Sustaining Schools will 
demonstrate an average score 
of 1.5 or higher on Tier I TFI 
item #1.8 across 3 
administrations (can pull recent 
TFI data and determine a 
statewide baseline to work from) 

 

  

https://www.pbis.org/school/pbis-in-the-classroom
https://www.pbis.org/school/pbis-in-the-classroom
https://www.pbis.org/school/pbis-in-the-classroom
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A1. PBIS Blueprint: Implementation Fidelity Drivers (continued) 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Student outcomes 

Classroom 
systems 
(continued) 

At least one Regional 
Implementation Project will have 
developed sufficient capacity to 
provide support to internal 
coaches (both new and 
experienced) to effectively, 
efficiently, and consistently coach 
the use PBIS of classroom 
systems practices/procedures 

or  
Sustaining Schools that have 
internal coaching FTE where 
classroom systems is still low as 
measured by things like TFI #8 

Classroom systems 
practices/procedures 

Consultation with PBIS National 
Center staff expertise/research/ 
training/coaching on emerging 
evidence-based PBIS 
classroom practices and fidelity 
measures 

  

Reconnecting 
Schools* 
Were trained to 
implement some or 
all of Universal Tier 
1 PBIS, and 

Met/approached 
Tier 1 PBIS fidelity 
at least once 

Examples: 
School completed or 
partially completed 
training and met 
fidelity, but is no 
longer collecting 
fidelity 

Schools will: 
Connect with the tools and 
products that they used to reach 
or approach Tier 1 fidelity 

Share missing tools/products 
from Universal Tier 1 of PBIS 
Implementation and current 
fidelity data with district/co-op 
and/or Regional Implementation 
Project (RIP) 

Receive support to build missing 
tools, and reach fidelity in one 
year or less 

Sustain fidelity annually without 
regional support, and with or 
without district support after 
training 

Regional cohort SW-PBIS 
training and/or coaching to 
address specific tool/product 
missing, and support school 
back up to Tier 1 fidelity, or 

- e.g., survey tool for products 
created during Universal Tier 
1 implementation tied to TFI 
Tier 1 items, or 

- Develop tool that maps 8 
steps of implementation to 
TFI data (similar to MRIP 
mapping other fidelity tools 
to TFI), and teams attend the 
days of training that meet 
those needs after taking a 
TFI 

Schools will: 
Meet fidelity with regional and/or 
district/co-op implementation 
supports during training 

Sustain fidelity annually without 
regional support, and with or 
without district support after 
training 

Beyond regional implementation 
supports, schools demonstrate 
that more than 80% of students 
benefit from school-wide PBIS 
at fidelity without targeted or 
intensive supports as measured 
by X (ODR rates, suspension 
rates, attendance rates, etc.) 

https://www.pbis.org/school/pbis-in-the-classroom
https://www.pbis.org/school/pbis-in-the-classroom
https://www.pbis.org/topics/classroom-pbis
https://www.pbis.org/school/pbis-in-the-classroom
http://sgiz.mobi/collab/PBIS-Next-Right-Steps?__sg_test_notify=MDE.PBIS%40state.mn.us
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A1. PBIS Blueprint: Implementation Fidelity Drivers (continued) 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Student outcomes 

Reconnecting 
Schools* 
(continued) 
School did not 
complete training 
and did not meet 
fidelity 

* Think 3 tiers of 
need and supports 
for these schools 

Support the social, emotional, 
and behavioral needs of all of 
their students, with at least 80% 
demonstrating benefit from Tier 
1 PBIS alone 

Prepare to select Tier 2&3 
practices for students that align 
with their student needs and 
Tier 1 practices 

District/co-op SW-PBIS 
Implementation Team to prioritize 
supports. 

Develop a calendar that guides 
Sustaining Schools in annual 
data collection/fidelity 

Contact schools quarterly to 
determine if there is an unmet 
need that can be addressed at a 
regional level 

Ensure that teams and contacts 
are up to date with the PBIS 
systems 

  

Sustaining Schools 
Trained to 
implement Tier 1 
PBIS and met 
fidelity, or 

Met Tier 1 PBIS 
fidelity after 
assessing for at 
least three years 
without training 
supports, and 

Still measuring 
fidelity annually 

Schools will: 
Sustain fidelity annually without 
regional support, and with or 
without district support 

Support the social, emotional & 
behavioral needs of all of their 
students, with at least 80% 
demonstrating benefit from Tier 
1 PBIS alone (as measured by 
X) 

Select Tier 2 and 3 practices for 
students that align with their Tier 
1 student needs and PBIS 
practices 

Sustainability meetings with a 
predictable scope and sequence 
or based on prioritized data 

Annual PBIS Summer Institute 

Recognition of Exemplar Schools 
and Districts/Co-ops meeting both 
fidelity/capacity and student 
outcomes (both ‘applying’ and 
‘not yet applying’) 

Regional external coaching 
system to support data-
identified need (e.g., prompting 
annual fidelity measurement) 

Schools will: 
Meet fidelity with regional and/or 
district/co-op implementation 
supports during training 

Sustain fidelity annually without 
regional support, and with or 
without district support after 
training 

Increase in number of exemplar 
schools and districts/co-ops 
(both applying and non-applying) 

Beyond regional implementation 
supports, schools demonstrate 
that more than 80% of students 
benefit from school wide PBIS 
at fidelity without targeted or 
intensive supports, as measured 
by X (ODR rates, suspension 
rates, attendance rates, etc.). 
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A1. PBIS Blueprint (continued) 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Student outcomes 

Advanced Tiers  
Trained to 
implement Universal 
Tier 1 PBIS and 
met Tier 1 PBIS 
fidelity, or 

Met Tier 1 PBIS 
fidelity after 
assessing for at 
least three years 
without training 
supports, and 

Still measuring 
fidelity annually 

And… 

Have begun to 
select/align Tier 2/3 
practices 

Schools will: 
Select and implement Tier 2 and 
3 practices for students that 
align with their Tier 1 practices 

Annually assess Tier 2 and 3 
implementation fidelity data 
(e.g., TFI) 

Monitor practice-fidelity data on 
at least one Tier 2 practice and 
at least one Tier 3 practice 

Regional cohort Tiers 2 and 3 
training (and coaching when 
district cannot yet provide) 

Co-op Tiers 2 and 3 training 
(and coaching when district 
cannot yet provide), or 
District Tiers 2 and 3 
Implementation Team training 
and coaching 

Schools will: 
Meet Tier 2 and 3 fidelity with 
regional and/or district/co-op 
implementation supports during 
training 

Sustain Tier 2 and 3 fidelity 
annually without regional 
support, and with or without 
district support after training 

Have fidelity data on at least 
one Tier 2 practice and/or one 
Tier 3 practice during training 

Students are accurately identified 
and provided  Tier 2 or 3 support 
with fidelity 

Suspension rates per hundred 
for schools are below statewide 
and/or region-wide rates 

District/Co-op 
implementation 
Have at least two 
sustaining Tier 1 
PBIS schools, and 
have built a team 
with members that 
have at least one of 
the following 
competencies: 

Fluency with PBIS 

District/Co-op will: 
Use a district/co-op application 
or Give/Get with RIP & MDE to 
adapt to local context with 
alignment 

Support 60% or more of their 
selected schools to reach and 
sustain fidelity annually 

 

District/co-op external coaching 
support provided by RIP coaches 
as needed based on data 

RIP helps district/co-op SW-
PBIS Implementation Team to 
prioritize supports as needed 
based on data 

District actions plans around two 
DCAs the first year, then annual 
DCAs each year after that 

RIP member participates in 
regular meetings to monitor 
district-wide implementation 
data until district/co-op team can 
support at least 60% of schools 
within district/co-op 

RIP helps administer and 
facilitate DCA annually (twice 
the first year) until district reaches 
80 on DCA 

District overall suspension rates 
per hundred (RPH) are no more 
than __RPH 
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A1. PBIS Blueprint: Implementation Fidelity Drivers (continued) 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Student outcomes 

Knowledge and use 
of implementation 
cycles 

Employ 
improvement cycles 

Solve problems that 
impact schools by 
guiding policy and 
funding streams, 
while sharing 
districtwide or co-
op-wide data to 
Regional 
Implementation 
Projects (RIPs) 
when requiring a 
systems 
intervention 

Use District Capacity 
Assessment (DCA) [for future 
reference] annually to measure 
capacity to support schools to 
implement SW-PBIS 

Build internal district/co-op 
capacity to train, coach and 
evaluate with 2-3 dedicated 
trainer candidates, external 
coach and dedicated 
data/evaluation 

Have tools to answer questions 
about student outcomes around 
equity, and capacity to use PBIS 
tools to address equity 

‘New Schools’ in district will: 

Apply for training using school 
application 

TFI Baseline 

‘Reconnecting Schools’ in 
district will: 
TFI Baseline (within past year) 

Action plan based on TFI results 

 District can support 60% or 
more of schools to support at 
least 80% of students with 
schoolwide PBIS as measured 
by ODRs 

 

  

http://implementation.fpg.unc.edu/resources/district-capacity-assessment-dca
http://implementation.fpg.unc.edu/resources/district-capacity-assessment-dca
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A2. PBIS Blueprint: Organizational & Leadership Drivers 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Student outcomes 

Educator 
preparation 
programs with 
PBIS competencies 
in licensure 
standards 
Special education  

School psychology 

Educator preparation 
programs will: 
Connect with schools and 
districts that implement PBIS, 
the Regional Implementation 
Project in their area, and PBIS 
Minnesota 

Increase coverage of PBIS 
competencies 

Contain at least one faculty 
member who has expertise in 
PBIS 

Provide at least one faculty 
member who contributes to PBIS 
efforts at the state, regional, 
district/co-op, or school level 

Produce graduates who are 
competent beginners in terms of 
PBIS knowledge and skills 

Special education teacher and 
school psychology preparation 
programs in Minnesota 
universities 

State, regional, district/co-op, 
and school PBIS staff 

PBIS training and coaching 

PBIS materials 

PBISMN will: 
Survey educator preparation 
programs regarding PBIS 
content in programs 

Provide initial and ongoing 
standard or customized PBIS 
training and support for 
preparation program faculty 

Provide opportunities for PBIS-
trained preparation program 
faculty to support PBIS efforts at 
the state, regional, district/co-
op, or school level 

Preparation programs increase 
the teaching, development, and 
assessment of PBIS knowledge 
and skills in preparation 
programs 

Preparation program faculty 
increase the support they 
provide at the state, regional, 
district/co-op, and school levels 

There is an increase in 
preparation program graduates 
who are initially competent in 
PBIS 

Educator 
preparation 
programs without 
PBIS competencies 
in licensure 
standards: 
General education  

Educational 
administration 

Educator preparation 
programs will: 
Connect with schools and 
districts that implement PBIS, 
the Regional Implementation 
Project in their area, and PBIS 
Minnesota 

Increase coverage of PBIS 
competencies 

General education teacher and 
related services professional 
preparation programs in 
Minnesota universities 

PBISMN will: 
Identify PBIS standards in 
current educator licensure 
requirements 

Generate PBIS standards to 
include in revisions of licensure 
requirements 

Licensure requirements for PBIS 
knowledge and skills are 
increased 

Preparation programs increase 
the teaching, development, and 
assessment of PBIS knowledge 
and skills in preparation 
programs 

Preparation program faculty 
increase the support they 
provide at the state, regional, 
district/co-op, and school levels 
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A2. PBIS Blueprint: Organizational & Leadership Drivers (continued) 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Student Outcomes 

Educator 
preparation 
programs without 
PBIS competencies 
in licensure 
standards: 
(continued) 
Related services 
other than school 
psychology 
 

Contain at least one faculty 
member who has expertise in 
PBIS 

Provide at least one faculty 
member who contributes to 
PBIS efforts at the state, regional, 
district/co-op, or school level 

Produce graduates who are 
competent beginners in terms of 
PBIS knowledge and skills 

Educator preparation agencies 
and organizations, e.g., 
Minnesota Professional Educator 
Licensing and Standards Board, 
Minnesota Board of School 
Administrators, Minnesota 
Association of Colleges for 
Teacher Education, Minnesota 
Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development, 
Minnesota Council for 
Exceptional Children 

State, regional, district/co-op, and 
school PBIS staff 

PBIS training and coaching. 

PBIS materials 

Collaborate with educator 
preparation agencies and 
organizations to increase 
requirements for PBIS knowledge 
and skills in preparation 
programs 

Provide initial and ongoing 
standard or customized PBIS 
training and support for 
preparation programs and faculty 

Provide opportunities for PBIS-
trained preparation program 
faculty to support PBIS efforts at 
the state, regional, district/co-
op, or school level 

There is an increase in 
preparation program graduates 
who are initially competent in 
PBIS 
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A3. PBIS Blueprint: Organizational & Leadership Drivers 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Implementation elements 

Training capacity 
Network of trainers  

RIPs have: 
Continued to build a network of 
trainers across Minnesota with 
content expertise, 
understanding of local context, 
and availability to schools and 
districts 

Trainers that reflect the diversity 
of Minnesota educators, 
students & families 

Map active trainers and current 
location that trainer workgroup 
can update, and share with SLT 
annually and as requested 

Select trainer interns who live 
in areas that are currently more 
than a one-hour drive from 
current cohort training sites 

Select trainers from professional 
demographics to better mirror 
the experiences below: 

- General education teacher 
- Special education teacher 
- Administrator 
- School psychologist 
- Social worker 
- School counselor 
- Mental health provider 
- Internal or external coach 
- Paraprofessional childhood 

Use an Affirmative Action Plan 
or similar tool for trainer selection 
to better mirror the diversity of 
Minnesota 

At least __% of ‘New School’ 
teams will travel no more than 
one hour for regional, district or 
co-op trainings 

At least __ districts will move 
from having 0% of schools 
trained to at least 1% to 59% 
schools trained by Fall 2021  

At least one intern trainer that is 
trained for state level cohorts, but 
also serves as a district or co-op 
trainer for at least one local 
cohort 

Balanced trainer demographics 
among the following grade levels: 

- Early childhood 
- Elementary schools 
- Middle schools 
- High schools 
- Secondary schools 

 

Policy and systems alignment 

Personnel readiness/selection 

Professional development 

Evaluation and performance 
feedback  

Content expertise 

  

https://mn.gov/mdhr/certificates/resources/aap-template.jsp
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A3. PBIS Blueprint: Organizational & Leadership Drivers (continued) 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Implementation elements 

Training capacity 
Network of trainers  

(continued) 

  Balanced trainer demographics 
among the following school 
demographics: 

- Rural 
- Suburban 
- Urban 
- General education 
- Special education 
- Charter 
- ALC or Setting IV 
- Residential or correctional 
- ELL 
- High poverty or HHM 
- American Indian 
- Asian/Pacific Islander 
- Black 
- Disability status 
- Latino/Latina 
- LGBT 
- Multilingual 

Measured increase in diversity 
of trainers, including but not 
limited to the following 
demographics: 

- American Indian 
- Asian/Pacific Islander 
- Black 
- Disability status 
- Latino/Latina 
- LGBT 
- Multilingual 
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A3. PBIS Blueprint: Organizational & Leadership Drivers (continued) 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Implementation elements 

External Coaching 
& SWIS Capacity 
Network of external 
coaches for 
facilitation of PBIS 
fidelity 

Network of SWIS 
facilitators 

RIPs will: 
Build regional coaching supports 
across Minnesota for schools and 
districts that do not yet have 
their own external coaches to 
facilitate fidelity assessments 
and/or have local capacity to 
“precision problem-solve” 
student outcomes 

RIPs that provide classroom 
systems professional 
development will use a tool like 
CW-Fit to train and coach 
internal coaches on classroom 
walkthroughs and use the data 
to precision-problem solve with 
MTSS for PD around building-
level staff needs 

Develop SWIS Facilitator & 
External Coaching Workgroup 
to focus support on building 
district, co-op and/or ‘neighbor-
exchange’ capacity to facilitate 
fidelity assessments and SWIS 

Map regionally funded and 
district-funded external coaches, 
along with current location, that 
SWIS Facilitator & External 
Coaching Workgroup can 
update, and share with SLT 
annually and as requested 

Hire external coaches who live 
in areas that are currently no 
more than 45-minute drive 
from districts or co-ops that 
have external coaches or 
‘neighbor exchanges’ 

Provide FTE for SWIS facilitators 
who live in areas that are 
currently no more than 45-
minute drive from districts or co-
ops that have external coaches or 
‘neighbor exchanges’ at the 
following levels: 

- 15-20 hours per new 
school per year 

- 5 hours per trained school 
per year 

- 5-10 hours per year for 
SWIS facilitator 
Professional Development 

’New Schools’ will administer & 
action plan w/data from: 

- Three (3) TFIs for progress 
monitoring; and   

- One (1) TFI w/fidelity 
walkthrough annually 

’Reconnecting’ or ‘Sustaining’ 
schools will administer & action 
plan w/data from: 

- At least one (1) TIC/TFI for 
progress monitoring; and 

- One (1) TFI, SET or BoQ 
w/fidelity walkthrough 
annually 

90% of ‘New’ or 
‘Reconnecting’ schools in MN 
that request SWIS get: 

- Readiness, 
- Licensing, 
- Swift at SWIS training, 
- Coaching teams to use 

SWIS data for decision-
making   

- (3+ meetings first year) 
- Follow-up readiness review, 

in their first year 
 

Policy and systems alignment 

Personnel readiness/selection 

Coaching and technical 
assistance 

Evaluation and performance 
feedback 

Content expertise 

https://www.pbisapps.org/Applications/Pages/The-SWIS-Facilitator.aspx
http://www.pbismn.org/documents/dataCalendarAtAGlance_Training2015_16.pdf
http://www.pbismn.org/documents/dataCalendarAtAGlance_Sustaining2015_16.pdf
http://www.pbismn.org/documents/dataCalendarAtAGlance_Sustaining2015_16.pdf
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A3. Figure title (continued) 

Buckets Goals Inputs Outputs Implementation elements 

External Coaching 
& SWIS Capacity 
Network of external 
coaches for 
facilitation of PBIS 
fidelity 

Network of SWIS 
facilitators 

(continued) 

 Develop FTE ratio of SWIS 
facilitators per district/school in 
more densely populated areas 
to meet exchange levels outlined 
above 

Develop an annual recruitment 
pool of students for SWIS 
facilitators from at least one IHE 

80% of ‘Sustaining Schools’ in 
Minnesota that have been using 
SWIS get: 

- User training, TA, and 
updates to each authorized 
user 

- Team coaching and updates 
for continuous quality 
improvement 

- Systems refinement, 
documentation, and 
procedures related to the 
quality of decision systems 

- Annual readiness reviews, 
communication, coaching, 
new user training, and other 
tasks to maintain 
implementation fidelity each 
year 
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