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Introduction
Instructions
Provide sufficient detail to ensure that the Secretary and the public are informed of and understand the State’s systems designed to drive improved results for students with disabilities and to ensure that the State Educational Agency (SEA) and Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) meet the requirements of IDEA Part B. This introduction must include descriptions of the State’s General Supervision System, Technical Assistance System, Professional Development System, Stakeholder Involvement, and Reporting to the Public.
Intro - Indicator Data
Executive Summary

Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
676
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.
The New York State Education Department (NYSED) provides general supervisory oversight of special education programs and services through various approaches including data collection, review and analysis, fiscal monitoring, self-reviews, on-site monitoring reviews, desk audits, State complaints investigations and impartial hearing decisions. Various monitoring protocols are used to conduct self-reviews and on-site reviews of the special education programs provided by public school districts, Boards of Cooperative Educational Services, approved private day and residential schools, State-supported and State-operated schools, other State agency educational programs, correctional facilities, and approved preschool programs. Districts and programs are selected for on-site reviews based on a variety of information, including but not limited to, annual determinations under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR) data related to performance and compliance outcomes, and any areas of unresolved noncompliance with special education laws and regulations that exceed twelve months. Information from regional partners (e.g., technical assistance providers, District Superintendents and leadership in the Big 5 City School Districts) is also considered in the selection of schools and programs to be reviewed. NYSED's Special Education Quality Assurance (SEQA) Unit (six regional offices located across New York State (NYS)) and Nondistrict Unit (NDU) coordinate the monitoring review process and also provides technical assistance to parents, school district personnel, and private providers. SEQA and NDU Regional Associates are also assigned as State complaint investigators. 

Through August 16, 2019, NYSED was using a data-based computer system, Comprehensive Special Education Information System (CSEIS), to track all monitoring reviews conducted across the State, as well as the investigation of State Complaints. Each monitoring review and State Complaint was individually logged, and data was entered at all critical stages (date of initiation, final report issued, compliance issues identified, compliance assurance plans with due dates of corrective action(s), date of resolution, etc.). SEQA and NDU supervisors used CSEIS as a means to monitor the timelines of the monitoring reviews, State Complaints and the required follow up on the corrective actions identified. As of August 21, 2019, NYSED transitioned to a new data-based computer system, Special Education Quality Assurance Information System (SEQAIS). This upgraded system now generates and maintains final signed correspondence specific to compliance monitoring and will soon be able to interact with other NYSED data systems to facilitate data reporting.  

Special Education mediation, by State law, is conducted by regional community dispute resolution centers. Through contract with the NYS Dispute Resolution Association, NYSED ensures data collection, outreach to increase awareness and use of mediation, recruitment and training of special education mediators. Mediation is a cost to the State, and not to families or schools. A mediation Request for Proposal was issued in June 2019 to ensure continuation of contracted services related to outreach, data collection and recruitment, and training of special education mediators. 

NYSED has a two-tier due process system with independent hearing officers at Tier 1 and a State Review Office at Tier 2. For Tier 1, NYSED has regulatory procedures for conducting hearings and appeals, and it certifies, trains and investigates complaints against impartial hearing officers. Based on the findings of a study of the Impartial Hearing Office procedures of a large city school district with a significant number of impartial hearings, a compliance assurance plan was developed in May 2019 requiring the district to identify steps it will take to address issues identified in the report that impact the timeliness of impartial hearings. NYSED is taking steps to recruit, train and certify new due process impartial hearing officers to address the high volume of due process complaints filed. NYSED continues to examine its two-tier due process system with consideration of possibly moving to a one-tier system and has taken steps to strengthen the first tier.
Technical Assistance System
The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAs.
The information provided in this section correlates to the information provided under "Professional Development System." 

NYSED Office of Special Education (OSE) staff provide ongoing technical assistance (TA) to parents, school personnel and others. OSE ensures NYS laws and regulations are consistent with federal requirements and that policy guidance documents are developed and disseminated. These documents serve to ensure consistency in guidance. NYSED's Blueprint for Improved Results for Students with Disabilities (http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/publications/2015-memos/blueprint-for-improved-results-for-students-with-disabilities.html), developed in consultation with stakeholders, is a State-wide framework of expectations for administrators, policy makers and practitioners to improve instruction and results for students with disabilities. Focused on seven research and evidence-based principles, the Blueprint guides NYSED in its work specific to policy and professional development (PD) priorities and initiatives and is used by its funded TA networks in work with districts, students and families.

NYSED's direct engagement with multiple federally funded TA centers has continued throughout this year. Areas of focus included due process impartial hearings; compliance monitoring; least restrictive environment; child find; disproportionality; data-driven decision making; and the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). NYSED is actively participating in regular calls with United States Department of Education (USDOE) Office of Special Education Program (OSEP) staff to obtain TA and guidance to improve results for students with disabilities. NYSED is working closely with several national TA centers, including the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), the IDEA Data Center (IDC), the National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), and the Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR) to obtain TA specific to areas of identified need.

NCSI and IDC have come to NYS multiple times to assist in facilitation of stakeholder meetings and data analysis specific to the SSIP and disproportionality. NYSED staff participate in frequent conference calls with  these centers to obtain TA on improving outcomes specific to participation in State assessments, suspension disproportionality and early childhood transition. NYSED staff also worked closely with CIFR to obtain TA necessary to address fiscal issues. 

NYSED also utilized the TA of Dr. Anne Louise Thompson through her work with WestEd and NCSI to assist with restructuring NYS’s Commissioner’s Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services to more closely align with federal and state requirements, establish clearly defined member roles and expectations, and provide more opportunities for stakeholder engagement.

Please see the attachment section for a comprehensive list of the TA sources from which NYS received assistance; and the actions NYSED took as a result of that TA. 

NYSED provides a comprehensive array of PD and TA resources. These include, but are not limited to:

Accessible Instructional Materials (AIM) - Provides accessible versions of instructional materials to students who are blind or otherwise unable to use printed materials.

Center for Autism and Related Disabilities (CARD) - Provides evidence-based training and support to families and professionals, and through ongoing research, contributes knowledge to the field of autism spectrum disorders.

Intensive Teacher Institute in Bilingual Special Education (ITI-BSE) -  Created to assist with the shortage of certified bilingual and English as a second language (ESL) special education teachers, bilingual teachers of the speech and hearing handicapped, and bilingual pupil personnel professionals. This State-funded program provides tuition assistance for 15 credits of specialized coursework and facilitates the bilingual certification process for professionals currently working in NYS public schools or approved preschools.

Speech-Language and Bilingual Speech-Language Personnel Development Technical Assistance Center (SLPD-TAC) - Provides coursework and supports needed to obtain initial or professional certification in teaching students with speech and language disabilities and licensure in Speech-Language Pathology with the goal of increasing the number of the individuals with bilingual extensions for employment in New York City (NYC) public schools. 

New York City Preschool Bilingual/ESL Technical Assistance Center - Created to increase the capacity of approved preschools located in NYC to serve preschool students with disabilities with limited English proficiency by providing training to preschool providers and referrals to ITI-BSE.

Technical Assistance Center on Disproportionality (TACD) at New York University – Through June 30, 2019, TACD’s work included building the capacity of regions and districts in understanding the root cause of and systemically addressing disproportionate assignment of various subgroups in special education. TACD also developed and provided comprehensive TA and PD to NYS school districts addressing issues of disproportionality. 

Early Childhood Direction Centers (ECDCs) – Through June 30, 2019, provided information about programs and services for young children, ages birth through five, who have physical, mental, or emotional disabilities and help families obtain services for their children. 

Impartial Hearing Officers (IHO) - NYSED and Special Education Solutions, L.L.C., have partnered to provide training and resources needed to serve as Special Education IHOs. 

Mediation Services for Special Education – Special education mediation for parents and school districts throughout NYS is provided by local Community Dispute Resolution Centers (CDRCs) which provide dispute resolution services through the Unified Court System of the State of New York.  CDRC mediators receive training in special education through a contract with OSE.

Special Education Parent Centers - Through June 30, 2019, 14 regional centers provided parents of children with disabilities with information, resources, and strategies to communicate effectively and worked collaboratively with schools and stakeholders to advocate and actively participate in their children’s education program. 

Response to Intervention (RtI) - Through December 31, 2018, supported capacity-building efforts of NYS schools to implement proven and promising practices within a RtI model and provided indirect TA and PD to NYS schools on RtI-related topics. 

Transition Services PD Support Center - Through December 31, 2018, provided a web-based resource for transition services and planning for all school districts, as well as training for NYSED's RSE-TASC transition specialists. 

Response to Intervention (RtI) - Middle School Demonstration Project - Supports capacity-building efforts of NYS schools to implement proven and promising practices within a RtI model and provides indirect TA and PD to NYS schools on RtI-related topics

Intensive Teacher Institute for Teachers of the Blind and Visually Impaired (ITI-TVI) - Designed to address the shortage of TVI’s across the State and provides tuition assistance to students and teachers interested in becoming TVIs and are willing to serve as TVIs in NYS for two years following completion of the program. 

To ensure that support to local educational agencies (LEAs) is timely, of high quality and is based on evidence-based practices, NYSED has developed research-based tools to guide our work (e.g., Quality Indicator Review and Resource Guides; Explicit and Specially Designed Instructional Walk Through Tool; and Diagnostic Tool of School District Effectiveness (DTSDE)). 

The deployment of TA resources to the field is determined annually through a regional planning process to ensure coordination and best uses of NYSED resources. Current year data is considered in selecting LEAs where resources would be best targeted.
Professional Development System
The mechanisms the State has in place to ensure that service providers have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabilities.
Through June 30, 2019, NYSED’s largest investment of IDEA funds supported 10 Regional Special Education Technical Assistance Support Centers (RSE-TASC). RSE-TASCs were staffed with teams of special education specialists, including school improvement, behavior, nondistrict, bilingual special education, and transition specialists. The teams provided regional training to school personnel on research based instructional strategies and individualized education program (IEP) development to support students with disabilities in participating and progressing in the curriculum to meet the NYS Learning Standards. Through a regional planning process, which included participation from RSE-TASC specialists and NYSED's other funded networks (Early Childhood Direction Centers, Special Education Parent Centers, etc.), NYSED staff and district superintendents, the resources of each RSE-TASC and funded network were deployed. 

As the contract cycle for the RSE-TASC and other State-funded TA centers came to an end in 2019, NYSED capitalized on this opportunity to reassess the best approach to providing support to its stakeholders and constituents. Beginning July 1, 2019, OSE implemented a coordinated and cohesive network of support focused on enhancing services and supports for students with disabilities ages birth to 21. The network, called the OSE Educational Partnership (http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/ed-partnership/home.html), is designed to increase district capacity using an intensive and embedded team approach to TA and PD that is implemented with consistency across NYS. The OSE Educational Partnership supports implementation of NYSED’s priority areas related to student performance, least restrictive environment, disproportionality and transition planning and services. NYSED ensures its TA providers receive high quality ongoing PD through five funded Technical Assistance Partnerships (TAPs) for Equity, Data, Transition, Behavior, and Academics. The TAPs, all of which are Institutes of Higher Education, are integral in the development of training and resource materials for the field and the TA providers and meet throughout the year with NYSED staff and regional TA providers to ensure that evidence-based supports are being implemented with fidelity. Regional Teams provide direct training and support to families, approved preschool and school-age programs, public schools and districts, and community partners. Members of the Regional Teams work together to promote meaningful systems change; expand family and community engagement within the educational system; provide information and training in the areas of literacy, behavior, transition, specially designed instruction, and equity; as well as provide information and training about service options for students from early childhood and school-age education to engagement in post-school opportunities. 

Please see the attachment section for additional information on the OSE Educational Partnership, including a description of the staff that comprise the Regional Partnership Centers and the Early Childhood and School Age Family and Community Engagement Centers. Through the OSE partnership, NYSED provides ongoing regional PD to parents and schools to enhance parent participation in the special education process and to enhance the knowledge, skills and capacity of educators to improve results for students with disabilities. The following are examples of PD trainings available on an ongoing basis at the regional level throughout the State. The trainings are vetted by NYSED to ensure statewide consistency in the information provided.

Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS) Model: Designed to take a holistic approach to identifying and addressing students’ unique needs, using a lens that is responsive to every student’s social identity, culture and language. The MTSS Model is used in conjunction with PD to support regional teams, districts and schools as they implement MTSS as part of NYSED’s SSIP.

School-Level MTSS Self-Assessment: Instrument designed to assist schools in the development of MTSS action plans and monitor the implementation progress of their MTSS systems. Used in a pilot schools as part of NYSED’s SSIP. 

The Special Education Process for Principals: Designed to deepen a school principal’s understanding of the special education process. Key information regarding special education law and regulations is included to ensure each principal understands his or her role and responsibility in relation to the education of students with disabilities. 

Transition Assessments to Inform the Development of the Individualized Education Program (IEP): Provides school personnel with information on identification and selection of transition assessments and how information from such assessments relates directly to IEP development. 

Accessible Instructional Materials (AIM): Designed to inform schools, students and families about AIM and provides in-depth information about what accessible instructional materials are, who can benefit from them, and how to get them. 

Developing a Quality IEP: Provides in-depth information about the State's IEP form and IEP development. 

Testing Accommodations: Provides detailed information about the decision-making process and types of testing accommodations. 

Training of the Parent Member of the Committee on Preschool Special Education (CPSE) or Committee on Special Education (CSE): Provides the background and tools necessary to be an effective parent member of the CPSE/CSE and assists in building an effective relationship between the parent member and other members of the Committee.

CPSE and CSE Chairperson Training: Multi-day training program for CPSE and CSE chairpersons with a best practices approach to the CPSE/CSE process and their role as a chairperson.

Functional Behavioral Assessment (FBA) and Behavioral Intervention Plan (BIP) Toolkit: Orientation to FBAs and BIPs for school staff and families. This training provides an introduction to the elements of FBAs and BIPs and is used as a foundation for additional in-depth trainings.

FBA/BIP Progress Monitoring: Intensive multi-day training to assist schools in the implementation of FBAs and BIPs and the subsequent progress monitoring of behavioral interventions.

Explicit Direct Instruction: Provides school staff, particularly special education teachers, with strategies to meet the specific learning needs of students with disabilities.

Classroom Management Training: Training program for classroom teachers, both in special and general education, to address behavioral needs of their students within the classroom environment.

Self-Determination Training: Provides schools and families with the tools to assist students with disabilities advocate for themselves throughout their educational career and as they transition to adult outcomes.

Transition Assessment Training: Provides school personnel with assistance in the provision of transition evaluations and resulting recommendations for students with disabilities of transition age.

Transition in the IEP: Provides schools with PD regarding how to include appropriate transition information in a student’s IEP.

Specially Designed Instruction: Training resource for special education teachers to provide high-quality differentiated instruction to students with disabilities in various settings, including general education classrooms and special classes.

Navigating Adult Services: Training developed to assist both families and schools in the transition of students with disabilities that may require the assistance of adult agencies when they exit school.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.
Throughout the year, NYSED works with its Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services, which is the IDEA State Advisory Panel, to review SPP/APR data results, obtain input on proposed targets and revisions to the SPP and discuss improvement activities. CAP is continuously kept apprised regarding progress and issues reflected in the APR in order to obtain its insights and input in determining improvement strategies and need for revisions.

During the 2018-2019 school year, staff met with CAP to discuss their recommendations for NYS’s due process system, timely evaluations (SPP Indicator 11), the 1.0 percent participation cap on alternate assessments, the distribution of funds under Part B of IDEA, and possible root causes leading to significant disproportionality and also engaged CAP in discussions on how to improve performance on specific SPP indicators. Based on these discussions, a Student Performance Outcomes subcommittee of CAP has been established starting with the 2019-20 school year. The purpose of the subcommittee is to focus on data relative to the SPP/APR, conduct analysis around identified areas of concern, make recommendations, and advise the Department regarding target setting. 

At other meetings throughout the year, the State shares APR outcomes on compliance and outcome indicators with the Youth Advisory Panel, which consists of youth either currently attending high school or having exited high school within the past two years, and its funded technical assistance providers to discuss improvement strategies. The APR outcomes are also shared with the NYS Board of Regents and District Superintendents, who serve as chief executive officers of the board of cooperative educational services, regional representatives of the Commissioner of Education, and educational leaders for local districts.
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part B results indicators (y/n)
NO
Reporting to the Public
How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY17 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days following the State’s submission of its FFY 2017 APR, as required by 34 CFR §300.602(b)(1)(i)(A); and a description of where, on its Web site, a complete copy of the State’s SPP, including any revision if the State has revised the SPP that it submitted with its FFY 2017 APR in 2019, is available.
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/sedcar/state.htm

https://data.nysed.gov/ (links to all years and all data, some of which must be filtered and data displays built)

https://data.nysed.gov/reportcard.php?instid=800000081568&year=2017&createreport=1&38ELA=1&38MATH=1&48SCI=1&cohort=1&nysaa=1. Shows 2016-17 participation and performance for statewide assessments including results on the New York State Alternate Assessment (NYSAA) by grade and subject.

http://data.nysed.gov. Shows school district report card data and special education reports. 

For special education reports, follow these steps:

1. From data.nysed.gov, click on "DISTRICTS" in heading
2. Click on a district.
3. Click on a year.
4. Click on Special Education Data.
Note: FFY2018 data will be posted no later than June 1, 2020.

For report card data, follow these steps:

1. From data.nysed.gov, click on "DISTRICTS" in heading
2. Click on a district.
3. Click on a year.
4. Click on School Report Card under 'School Data'.
5. Build the report you want to see with the available data.

The complete copy of the SPP/APR can be found at http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/.

Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 
The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2018 and 2019 is Needs Assistance. In the State's 2019 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities. The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance. The State must report, with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year 4; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); (3) a summary of the SSIP's coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities are impacting the State's capacity to improve its SiMR data.

Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

Intro - OSEP Response
The State's determinations for both 2018 and 2019 were Needs Assistance.  Pursuant to section 616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), OSEP's June 20, 2019 determination letter informed the State that it must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance. The State provided the required information.

States were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information.  The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.

Intro - State Attachments 
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Indicator 1: Graduation
Instructions and Measurement
[bookmark: _Toc392159259]Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 
Results indicator: Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) graduating from high school with a regular high school diploma. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department of Education (Department) under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
Measurement
States may report data for children with disabilities using either the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the ESEA or an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate under the ESEA, if the State has established one.
Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.
Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), and compare the results to the target. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma. If there is a difference, explain.
Targets should be the same as the annual graduation rate targets for children with disabilities under Title I of the ESEA.
States must continue to report the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for all students and disaggregated by student subgroups including the children with disabilities subgroup, as required under section 1111(h)(1)(C)(iii)(II) of the ESEA, on State report cards under Title I of the ESEA even if they only report an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the purpose of SPP/APR reporting.
1 - Indicator Data 
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	46.40%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	47.17%
	50.48%
	55.39%
	55.57%
	57.71%

	Data
	47.17%
	52.65%
	52.86%
	52.55%
	55.35%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	57.82%
	60.02%



Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
USED requires targets for this indicator to match accountability graduation targets, which in New York is 80% or a 10 % improvement for the four-year graduation rate. Targets for this indicator represent a 10% gap reduction over prior year for the 4 yr graduation rate and are adjusted annually as necessary.

Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma
	18,571

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate
	32,631

	 SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695)
	10/02/2019
	Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table
	56.91%



FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort eligible to graduate
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	18,571
	32,631
	55.35%
	57.82%
	56.91%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
Graduation rate data for students with disabilities is calculated the same as for all students. In New York State, to be included in the counts of high school graduates, students, including students with disabilities, must earn either a Regents or local diploma. Students with disabilities who earn a non diploma graduation credential are not considered high school graduates. Detailed information on graduation requirements can be found at:
http://www.nysed.gov/common/nysed/files/programs/curriculum-instruction/diploma-and-credentials-summary-requirements.pdf

Graduation requirements for students can be found at: http://www.p12.nysed.gov/ciai/gradreq/intro.html
Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? (yes/no)
NO
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

[bookmark: _Toc382082358]1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

1 - OSEP Response
The State revised its target for FFY 2018 and provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.

   
[bookmark: _Hlk21352084]1 - Required Actions

[bookmark: _Toc392159262]

Indicator 2: Drop Out
Instructions and Measurement
[bookmark: _Toc392159263]Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
OPTION 1:
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), using the definitions in EDFacts file specification C009.
OPTION 2:
Use same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012.
Measurement
OPTION 1:
States must report a percentage using the number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out in the numerator and the number of all youth with IEPs who left high school (ages 14-21) in the denominator.
OPTION 2:
Use same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012.
Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.
OPTION 1:
Use 618 exiting data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018). Include in the denominator the following exiting categories: (a) graduated with a regular high school diploma; (b) received a certificate; (c) reached maximum age; (d) dropped out; or (e) died.
Do not include in the denominator the number of youths with IEPs who exited special education due to: (a) transferring to regular education; or (b) who moved, but are known to be continuing in an educational program.
OPTION 2:
Use the annual event school dropout rate for students leaving a school in a single year determined in accordance with the National Center for Education Statistic's Common Core of Data.
If the State has made or proposes to make changes to the data source or measurement under Option 2, when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012, the State should include a justification as to why such changes are warranted.
Options 1 and 2:
Data for this indicator are “lag” data. Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), and compare the results to the target.
Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth and, if different, what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs. If there is a difference, explain.
2 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	16.00%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	15.00%
	14.50%
	14.00%
	14.00%
	13.50%

	Data
	13.94%
	13.05%
	12.55%
	12.66%
	11.70%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	13.00%
	13.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 targets were developed in consultation with stakeholders. The State relies on its Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services (see introduction section) as its primary stakeholder group for purposes of target discussions. For this indicator, an internal workgroup analyzed historical targets and actual data and shared draft targets with CAP for consideration, discussion and recommendation. CAP discussed historical trends and the State's new policies that are expected to engage students to remain in school including, but not limited to, the Skills and Achievement Commencement Credential; the Career Development and Occupational Studies Commencement Credential; initiatives to increase student access to Career and Technical Education courses and work-based learning; and alternative pathways to a regular high school diploma. CAP suggested targets for dropout considering regional disparities and disparities by Need/Resource Capacity districts.

The FFY2018 target was extended for FFY2019 after consultation and discussion with CAP.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 2
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	20,315

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by receiving a certificate (b)
	3,066

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c)
	258

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d)
	3,584

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e)
	62



Has your State made or proposes to make changes to the data source under Option 2, when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012? (yes/no)
NO
Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
YES
Change numerator description in data table (yes/no)
YES
Change denominator description in data table (yes/no)
YES
If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
[bookmark: _Hlk494379356]New York State's (NYS) Measurement: Percent of "total cohort" of students with disabilities who drop out as of August after four years of first entering 9th grade or, for ungraded students with disabilities, after four years of becoming 17 years of age. In NYS' Calculation for Drop Out Rate for FFY 2018 Reporting for this FFY 2018 APR, the 2014 district total cohort is the denominator. The 2014 district total cohort consists of all students, regardless of their current grade level, who met one of the following conditions:
First entered 9th grade at any time during the 2014-15 school year (July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015); or, in the case of ungraded students with disabilities, reached their 17th birthday during the 2014-15 school year; or

Ungraded students are included in the 2014 cohort if their birth date is between July 1, 1996 and June 30, 1997 (inclusive). Students who have spent at least one day in district schools or out-of-district placements during year 1, 2, 3, or 4 of high school are included in the district total cohort unless they transferred to another diploma-granting program outside the district. For the 2014 Total Cohort, years 1, 2, 3, and 4 are the 2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-17 and 2017-18 school years, respectively. A student will be included in the district total cohort if the student's enrollment record in the district shows that the student was enrolled for at least one day (not including July and August) and the reason for ending enrollment in the district was not one of the following: transferred to a school in another district, a nonpublic school, or a school outside NYS; died; transferred by court order; or left the United States.

The numerator for the computation of the rate of dropping out is the number of total cohort students with disabilities who dropped out as of August after four years of first entering 9th grade or, for ungraded students with disabilities, after four years of becoming 17 years of age.
 
[bookmark: _Toc392159265]FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out
	Total number of High School Students with IEPs by Cohort
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	3,747
	33,852
	11.70%
	13.00%
	11.07%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
Definition of Dropout: Information pertaining to the rules for reporting dropout data can be found throughout the Student Information Repository System (SIRS) Manual at http://www.p12.nysed.gov/irs/sirs/. The definition of "dropout" may be found Appendix VI: Terms and Acronyms:
"A dropout is any student, regardless of age, who left school prior to graduation for any reason except death or leaving the country and has not been documented to have entered another program leading to a high school diploma or an approved program leading to a high school equivalency diploma. The New York State Education Department (NYSED) reports an annual and cohort dropout rate. A student who leaves during the school year without documentation of a transfer to another program leading to a high school diploma or to an approved high school equivalency program or to a high school equivalency preparation program is counted as a dropout unless the student resumes school attendance before the end of the school year. The student's registration for the next school year does not exempt him or her from dropout status in the current school year. Students who resume and continue enrollment until graduation are not counted as dropouts in the cohort dropout calculation. In computing annual dropout rates, students who are reported as having been counted by the same school as a dropout in a previous school year are not counted as a dropout in the current school year."
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)
NO
[bookmark: _Toc382082362][bookmark: _Toc392159270][bookmark: _Toc365403651]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

2 - OSEP Response
 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
2 - Required Actions


Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs
[bookmark: _Toc392159271]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A – Reserved
B. Participation rate for children with IEPs
C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.
(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
3B. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS185 and 188.
Measurement
B. Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in an assessment) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The participation rate is based on all children with IEPs, including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.
Instructions
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Include information regarding where to find public reports of assessment participation and performance results, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f), i.e., a link to the Web site where these data are reported.
Indicator 3B: Provide separate reading/language arts and mathematics participation rates, inclusive of all ESEA grades assessed (3-8 and high school), for children with IEPs. Account for ALL children with IEPs, in all grades assessed, including children not participating in assessments and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.
3B - Indicator Data
Reporting Group Selection
Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator.
	Group
	Group Name
	Grade
 3
	Grade
 4
	Grade
 5
	Grade 
6
	Grade 
7
	Grade 
8
	Grade
 9
	Grade 10
	Grade 11
	Grade 12
	HS

	A
	Grade 3-8
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	HS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X



Historical Data: Reading 
	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3-8
	2005

	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Grade 3-8
	95.00%
	Actual
	93.94%
	80.80%
	76.18%
	71.13%
	71.66%

	B
	HS
	2005

	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	B
	HS
	90.00%
	Actual
	91.14%
	90.94%
	90.69%
	90.53%
	94.90%



Historical Data: Math
	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3-8
	2005
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Grade 3-8
	96.00%
	Actual
	92.14%
	76.81%
	74.15%
	69.75%
	70.73%

	B
	HS
	2005
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	B
	HS
	91.00%
	Actual
	95.17%
	94.13%
	94.06%
	94.48%
	97.15%



Targets
	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Grade 3-8
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	HS
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Grade 3-8
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	B >=
	HS
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
The targets for this indicator are set by the United States Department of Education at 95%. The State shares results for this indicator with
the State's Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services - see Introduction on Stakeholder Involvement.
[bookmark: _Toc392159273]
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Grade 3-8
	243,098
	176,905
	71.66%
	95.00%
	72.77%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	HS
	27,774
	26,560
	94.90%
	95.00%
	95.63%
	Met Target
	No Slippage




FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Grade 3-8
	243,267
	174,950
	70.73%
	95.00%
	71.92%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	HS
	27,715
	27,019
	97.15%
	95.00%
	97.49%
	Met Target
	No Slippage



Regulatory Information
The SEA, (or, in the case of a district-wide assessment, LEA) must make available to the public, and report to the public with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessment of nondisabled children: (1) the number of children with disabilities participating in: (a) regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations in order to participate in those assessments; and (b) alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards; and (2) the performance of children with disabilities on regular assessments and on alternate assessments, compared with the achievement of all children, including children with disabilities, on those assessments. [20 U.S.C. 1412 (a)(16)(D); 34 CFR §300.160(f)] 

Public Reporting Information
Provide links to the page(s) where you provide public reports of assessment results. 
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/sedcar/state.htm

https://data.nysed.gov/ (links to all years and all data, some of which must be filtered and data displays built)

https://data.nysed.gov/reportcard.php?instid=800000081568&year=2017&createreport=1&38ELA=1&38MATH=1&48SCI=1&cohort=1&nysaa=1. Shows 2016-17 participation and performance for statewide assessments including results on the New York State Alternate Assessment (NYSAA) by grade and subject.

http://data.nysed.gov. Shows school district report card data and special education reports. 

For special education reports, follow these steps:

1. From data.nysed.gov, click on "DISTRICTS" in heading
2. Click on a district.
3. Click on a year.
4. Click on Special Education Data.
Note: FFY2018 data will be posted no later than June 1, 2020.

For report card data, follow these steps:

1. From data.nysed.gov, click on "DISTRICTS" in heading
2. Click on a district.
3. Click on a year.
4. Click on School Report Card under 'School Data'.
5. Build the report you want to see with the available data.
[bookmark: _Toc382082367][bookmark: _Toc392159276]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions
Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2019 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f). In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) for FFY 2018.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR 
Data is available at http://www.p12.nysed.gov/sedcar/state.htm
3B - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to provide OSEP with a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). The State provided the required information.
3B - Required Actions



Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs
Instructions and Measurement 
[bookmark: _Toc384383330][bookmark: _Toc392159282][bookmark: _Toc382082372]Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A – Reserved
B. Participation rate for children with IEPs
C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.
(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
3C. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS175 and 178.
Measurement
C. Proficiency rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs scoring at or above proficient against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs who received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.
Instructions
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Include information regarding where to find public reports of assessment participation and performance results, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f), i.e., a link to the Web site where these data are reported.
Indicator 3C: Proficiency calculations in this SPP/APR must result in proficiency rates for reading/language arts and mathematics assessments (combining regular and alternate) for children with IEPs, in all grades assessed (3-8 and high school), including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.
3C - Indicator Data
Reporting Group Selection
Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator.
	Group
	Group Name
	Grade
 3
	Grade
 4
	Grade
 5
	Grade 
6
	Grade
 7
	Grade
 8
	Grade
 9
	Grade 10
	Grade 11
	Grade 12
	HS

	A
	Grade 3-8
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	HS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Historical Data: Reading 
	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3-8
	2012
	Target >=
	11.17%
	13.00%
	16.00%
	20.00%
	23.00%

	A
	Grade 3-8
	12.39%
	Actual
	11.17%
	13.83%
	15.69%
	16.95%
	20.25%

	B
	HS
	2012
	Target >=
	62.73%
	63.00%
	63.00%
	63.50%
	64.00%

	B
	HS
	65.62%
	Actual
	62.73%
	70.87%
	70.98%
	74.75%
	72.55%


Historical Data: Math
	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3-8
	2012
	Target >=
	15.32%
	15.50%
	16.00%
	19.00%
	19.00%

	A
	Grade 3-8
	14.26%
	Actual
	15.32%
	17.84%
	18.34%
	18.78%
	20.96%

	B
	HS
	2012
	Target >=
	63.29%
	64.00%
	64.50%
	65.00%
	65.50%

	B
	HS
	50.22%
	Actual
	63.29%
	68.46%
	67.16%
	64.49%
	62.75%


Targets
	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Grade 3-8
	23.00%
	23.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	HS
	66.00%
	70.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Grade 3-8
	23.00%
	23.00%

	Math
	B >=
	HS
	66.00%
	66.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
See Introduction for Stakeholder input. FFY 2013 -FFY2018 Targets for improvement for this Indicator for Grades 3-8 were established consistent with the Annual Measurable Objectives targets for the subgroup of students with disabilities in New York State's approved Elementary and Secondary Education Act Waiver.

After consultation and discussion with the Commissioner's Advisory Panel for Special Education Services the FFY2019 target for High School ELA was set at 70% and FFY2018 targets were extended for FFY2019 for all other groups.


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	Number of Children with IEPs Proficient
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Grade 3-8
	176,905
	35,380
	20.25%
	23.00%
	20.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	HS
	26,560
	19,166
	72.55%
	66.00%
	72.16%
	Met Target
	No Slippage




FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	Number of Children with IEPs Proficient
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Grade 3-8
	174,950
	37,514
	20.96%
	23.00%
	21.44%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	HS
	27,019
	17,601
	62.75%
	66.00%
	65.14%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage




Regulatory Information
The SEA, (or, in the case of a district-wide assessment, LEA) must make available to the public, and report to the public with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessment of nondisabled children: (1) the number of children with disabilities participating in: (a) regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations in order to participate in those assessments; and (b) alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards; and (2) the performance of children with disabilities on regular assessments and on alternate assessments, compared with the achievement of all children, including children with disabilities, on those assessments. [20 U.S.C. 1412 (a)(16)(D); 34 CFR §300.160(f)]

Public Reporting Information
Provide links to the page(s) where you provide public reports of assessment results. 
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/sedcar/state.htm

https://data.nysed.gov/ (links to all years and all data, some of which must be filtered and data displays built)

Statewide Assessment Performance of All Students, General Education Students and Students with Disabilities: https://data.nysed.gov/assessment38.php?subject=ELA&year=2019&state=yes and https://data.nysed.gov/assessment38.php?subject=Mathematics&year=2019&state=yes
https://data.nysed.gov/assessment38.php?subject=ELA&year=2019&state=yes

Statewide Assessment Participation of All Students, General Education Students and Students with Disabilities: https://data.nysed.gov/essa.php?instid=800000081568&year=2019&createreport=1&EMpart=1

LEA Assessment Performance and Participation of All Students, General Education Students and Students with Disabilities: https://data.nysed.gov/lists.php?type=district. Users must navigate to a specific district and click on '3-8 ELA Assessment Data', '3-8 Math Assessment Data' or 'School Report Card'.

http://data.nysed.gov. Shows school district report card data and special education reports. 

For special education reports, follow these steps:

1. From data.nysed.gov, click on "DISTRICTS" in heading
2. Click on a district.
3. Click on a year.
4. Click on Special Education Data.
Note: FFY2018 data will be posted no later than June 1, 2020.

For report card data, follow these steps:

1. From data.nysed.gov, click on "DISTRICTS" in heading
2. Click on a district.
3. Click on a year.
4. Click on School Report Card under 'School Data'.
5. Build the report you want to see with the available data. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3C - Prior FFY Required Actions
Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2019 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f). In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) for FFY 2018.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR
Data is available at http://www.p12.nysed.gov/sedcar/state.htm

3C - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to provide OSEP with a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). The State provided the required information.
    
3C - Required Actions



Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion
[bookmark: _Toc384383331][bookmark: _Toc392159283]Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:
A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))
Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable))] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.
Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons:
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the LEAs
In the description, specify which method the State used to determine possible discrepancies and explain what constitutes those discrepancies.
Indicator 4A: Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation (based upon districts that met the minimum n size requirement, if applicable). If significant discrepancies occurred, describe how the State educational agency reviewed and, if appropriate, revised (or required the affected local educational agency to revise) its policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, to ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices comply with applicable requirements.
Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If discrepancies occurred and the district with discrepancies had policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and that do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for 2017-2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
[bookmark: _Toc384383332][bookmark: _Toc392159284]4A - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2016
	6.22%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	4.70%
	4.50%
	4.50%
	6.22%
	4.25%

	Data
	4.70%
	4.12%
	4.27%
	6.22%
	5.32%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	4.00%
	4.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
An internal work group analyzed historical targets and actual data to create proposed FFY 2013- FFY 2018 targets. The draft targets were shared with the State's Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services, which is the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act State Advisory Panel. Results for this indicator were also shared with the State's technical assistance providers, including the Technical Assistance Center on Disproportionality (TAC-D) and behavior specialists from the Regional Special Education-Technical Assistance Support Centers (RSE-TASC) (see Introduction section). Discussions in target setting included a review of historical trends and the State's resources dedicated to improve behavior practices in schools, including but not limited to the State funded Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) technical assistance center, regional behavior specialists who are assigned to schools with high suspension rates, and the TAC-D. Also considered was the State's work, through the Office of Student Support Services, relating to "Safe Schools". Stakeholder input stressed that, because the State has targeted technical assistance to address suspension concerns, we should set our targets to be more rigorous than historical trend analysis alone would lead us to.

FFY 2018 targets were extended for FFY 2019 after consultation and discussion with CAP.

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)
YES
If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.
26

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	17
	653
	5.32%
	4.00%
	2.60%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology
In New York State, the rates of suspensions and expulsions of students with disabilities out of school for more than 10 days in a school year are compared among the school districts in the State. For the baseline year 2004-05 through 2006-07, significant discrepancy was defined as a suspension rate of greater than three times the baseline statewide average (i.e., a rate of 4.0 percent or higher). The 2004-05 baseline statewide average suspension rate was 1.34 percent. School districts with at least 30 school-age students with disabilities that had a suspension rate of 4.0 percent or higher were identified as having significant discrepancy in their rate among school districts. A minimum number of 30 students with disabilities is used since small numbers of students with disabilities may distort percentages. Beginning in 2007-08, significant discrepancy is defined as a suspension rate of greater than two times the baseline statewide average (a rate of 2.7 percent or higher).

Criteria for notification:
o Minimum of 10 students with disabilities suspended out of school for more than 10 days;
o Minimum of 30 students with disabilities were enrolled on 10/4/17; and
o The suspension rate is two times or higher than the baseline Statewide average in the 2004-05 (base) school year. The 2004-05 Statewide average suspension rate was 1.34 percent. Schools districts with a suspension rate of 2.7 percent or higher are notified they have a significant discrepancy.
[bookmark: _Toc384383334][bookmark: _Toc392159286]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)


Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017- 2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
For each school district identified by its data as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for students with disabilities, the State ensures that a review is conducted of the district’s policies, procedures and practices related to the development and implementation of individualized education programs (IEPs), the uses of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards among students with disabilities subject to discipline. The State provides for the review of policies, procedures and practices each year a school district’s data shows a significant discrepancy in its suspension rates for students with disabilities, as follows:

The first year a district’s data indicates a significant discrepancy, the State requires the district to complete a State-developed self-review monitoring protocol, which requires the review of specific policies, practices and procedures related to discipline of students with disabilities, including requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. The monitoring protocol for this review is available at: http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed /spp/indicators/4.htm. A report of the results of this review is submitted by the district to the State. At the time of submission, school districts that identify issues of noncompliance are notified through a written finding of noncompliance that they must correct all instances of noncompliance immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date contained in the district’s notification (always within one year). The results from this review are reported to the State for follow-up and corrective actions if compliance issues are identified within one year or sooner.
For subsequent years in which a school district’s data indicates significant discrepancies, the State conducts the monitoring review of the district’s policies, procedures and practices.

Six (6) of the 17 school districts identified based on 2017-18 data had their review of policies, procedures and practices conducted through a self-review.

11 of the 17 school districts identified based on 2017-18 data had a review of their policies, procedures and practices conducted through a State monitoring review.

The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).
If YES, select one of the following:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Of reviews conducted in FFY 2018, 8 of the 17 school districts were identified as having one or more inappropriate policies, procedures and/or practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral supports and interventions, and/or procedural safeguards. These school districts were notified through written findings of noncompliance that they must correct their policies, practices and procedures immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date in their notification (within one year of being notified of noncompliance).

The State has verified that each non compliant district is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system, and had corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the local educational agency, consistent with Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008 (OSEP Memo 09-02). Verification included, but was not limited to, the review of revised policies and procedures, IEPs, behavioral intervention plans and other documents as related to the findings of noncompliance, showing the correction of noncompliance for individual students and all students.
[bookmark: _Toc381956335][bookmark: _Toc384383336][bookmark: _Toc392159288]
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	60
	60
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
When the State identifies school district policies, procedures and practices that are not consistent with State and federal requirements, the State requires the school district to (1) document the steps the district will take (i.e., corrective actions required and improvement activities recommended) to correct findings of noncompliance; (2) correct all instances of noncompliance immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date contained in the State's notification to the district (within one year); and (3) provide the State with an assurance and documentation that the school district has corrected all issues of noncompliance.

The State verified that the districts with one or more findings of noncompliance had revised their policies, procedures and practices to ensure that the district is correctly implementing the requirements. Verification of the correction of noncompliance included, but was not limited to, review of subsequent year data, review of revised policies and procedures and a sample of revised IEPs, behavioral intervention plans and other documents showing the correction of noncompliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
If the school district identified individual student cases of noncompliance, the State notified the district that it must correct the noncompliance for the individual case(s) immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date contained in the State's notification to the district (within one year). The district was required to provide an assurance and documentation to the State that the school district has corrected all issues of noncompliance.

The State verified that the districts with one or more findings of noncompliance had made corrections to noncompliance for all individual cases. Verification of the correction of noncompliance included, but was not limited to, the review of revised IEPs, behavioral intervention plans, manifestation determination reviews and other documents showing the correction of noncompliance for individual students.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2016
	2
	2
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
When the State identifies school district policies, procedures and practices that are not consistent with State and federal requirements, the State requires the school district to (1) document the steps the district will take (i.e., corrective actions required and improvement activities recommended) to correct findings of noncompliance; (2) correct all instances of noncompliance immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date contained in the State's notification to the district (within one year); and (3) provide the State with an assurance and documentation that the school district has corrected all issues of noncompliance.

The State verified that the districts with one or more findings of noncompliance had revised their policies, procedures and practices to ensure that the district is correctly implementing the requirements. Verification of the correction of noncompliance included, but was not limited to, review of subsequent year data, review of revised policies and procedures and a sample of revised IEPs, behavioral intervention plans and other documents showing the correction of noncompliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
If the school district identified individual student cases of noncompliance, the State notified the district that it must correct the noncompliance for the individual case(s) immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date contained in the State's notification to the district (within one year). The district was required to provide an assurance and documentation to the State that the school district has corrected all issues of noncompliance.

The State verified that the districts with one or more findings of noncompliance had made corrections to noncompliance for all individual cases. Verification of the correction of noncompliance included, but was not limited to, the review of revised IEPs, behavioral intervention plans, manifestation determination reviews and other documents showing the correction of noncompliance for individual students.
4A - Prior FFY Required Actions
None


4A - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.

The State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, on the correction of noncompliance that the State identified in FFY 2018 as a result of the review it conducted pursuant to 34 C.F.R. § 300.170(b).  When reporting on the correction of this noncompliance, the State must report that it has verified that each district with noncompliance identified by the State:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
4A - Required Actions



Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion
[bookmark: _Toc384383338][bookmark: _Toc392159290]Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:
B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))
Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.
Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the LEAs
In the description, specify which method the State used to determine possible discrepancies and explain what constitutes those discrepancies.
Indicator 4B: Provide the following: (a) the number of districts that met the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) the number of those districts in which policies, procedures or practices contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If discrepancies occurred and the district with discrepancies had policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and that do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for 2017-2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
Targets must be 0% for 4B.
4B - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	1.95%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	1.47%
	2.06%
	3.09%
	1.95%
	2.13%






Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%



FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)
YES
If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.
26

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity
	Number of those districts that have policies procedure, or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	17
	8
	653
	2.13%
	0%
	1.23%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES
[bookmark: _Toc392159294]State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology
New York State (NYS) compares the number of students suspended in each race/ethnicity category with the statewide number of all students with disabilities suspended and computes a standard deviation to determine if there is significant discrepancy in suspensions.

Criteria for notification:
o Minimum of 30 students with disabilities were enrolled on 10/4/17; and
o At least 10 students with disabilities of the particular race were suspended; and
o The suspension rate is two standard deviations above the statewide average in the 2017-18 school year. The 2017-18 statewide average suspension rate was 0.783 percent and the standard deviation was 1.149 percent. Schools districts with any group with a suspension rate of 3.08 percent or higher are notified they have a significant discrepancy.
For the school district calculations, the minimum numbers of students with disabilities is used because of the potential for small numbers of students with disabilities to distort percentages.
Reports include significant discrepancies of children in the “two or more races” category for Indicator 4B.

For each school district identified by its data as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of students with disabilities, the State ensures that a review is conducted of the district’s policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and implementation of individualized education programs (IEPs), the use of positive behavioral supports, and procedural safeguards among students with disabilities subject to discipline. The State provides for the review of policies, procedures and practices each year a school district’s data shows a significant discrepancy in its suspension rates for students with disabilities as follows:
The first year a district’s data indicates a significant discrepancy , the State requires the district to complete a State-developed self-review monitoring protocol, which requires the review of specific policies, practices and procedures related to discipline of students with disabilities, including requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, use of positive behavioral supports and procedural safeguards. The monitoring protocol for this review is available at http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/indicators/4.htm. A report of the results of this review is submitted by the district to the State. At the time of submission, school districts that identify issues of noncompliance are immediately notified through a written finding of noncompliance that they must correct all issues of noncompliance immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date in the district's notification (always within 12 months). The results from this review
are reported to the State for follow-up and corrective actions if compliance issues are identified. Districts that are identified with inappropriate policies, procedures and/or practices are identified for purposes of reporting in the State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR) for indicator 4B. For subsequent years in which a school district’s data indicates significant discrepancies , the State conducts the monitoring review of the district’s policies, procedures and practices in the areas as identified above.
Data Source:
For 4B, NYS uses data collected for Table 5 of Information Collection 1820-0621 (Report of Children with Disabilities Unilaterally Removed or Suspended/Expelled for More than 10 Days) and reported in the annual 618 report to the United States Department of Education. For 4B, NYS also includes data from reviews of policies, practices and procedures as defined in the above measurement for this indicator.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The New York State Education Department (NYSED) established a work group to identify root cause issues related to Indicator 4B and to develop recommendations to improve performance for this indicator. The work group reviewed extensive district data for all districts that had been identified under Indicator 4B from 2006 to present. The analysis of trend data brought the work group to the conclusion that the current monitoring reviews conducted with the identified districts needed revision as many districts were identified for consecutive years. NYSED consequently established another work group to review and revise its Indicator 4B monitoring protocols. Revisions to the Indicator 4B monitoring protocols for State monitoring reviews for districts that have consecutive years of identification have been revised and were implemented in the Spring of 2019. Self Reviews completed by Districts in the first year of identification are being revised for upcoming implementation.

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017-2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
During FFY 2018, twelve (12) school districts were identified by the State as having data showing significant discrepancy based on race/ethnicity in the percent of students with disabilities suspended out of school for more than 10 days based on their 2017-18 school year data. For each school district identified by its data as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of students with disabilities, the State ensures that a review is conducted of the district's policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral supports, and procedural safeguards among students with disabilities subject to discipline. At the time of submission, school districts that identify issues of noncompliance are immediately notified through a written finding of noncompliance that they must correct all issues of noncompliance immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date in the district's notification (always within 12 months). The results from this review are reported to the State for follow-up and corrective actions if compliance issues are identified. Districts that are identified with inappropriate policies, procedures and/or practices are identified for purposes of reporting in the APR for Indicator 4B. The State provides for the review of policies, procedures and practices each year a school district's data shows a significant discrepancy in its suspension rates for students with disabilities as follows:

The first year a district's data indicates a significant discrepancy, the State requires the district to complete a State developed self-review monitoring protocol, which requires the review of specific policies, practices and procedures related to discipline of students with disabilities, including requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, use of positive behavioral supports and procedural safeguards. The monitoring protocol for this review is available at http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/indicators/4.htm. A report of the results of this review is submitted by the district to the State.

For subsequent years in which a school district's data indicates significant discrepancies, the State conducts the monitoring review of the district's policies, procedures and practices in the areas.

One of the 12 school districts was sent a notification with directions to use a State-developed self-review monitoring protocol to review their policies, practices and procedures.

Eleven (11) of the 12 school districts received focused or comprehensive reviews by the State's special education monitoring office to review the district's policies, procedures and practices because these school districts had two or more consecutive years of data with significant discrepancies.

The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).
If YES, select one of the following:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Eight (8) of the 12 school districts had one or more inappropriate policies, procedures and/or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and did not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, and/or procedural safeguards. These school districts have been notified through written findings of noncompliance that they must correct their policies, practices and procedures immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date in the district's notification (always within one year from being notified of noncompliance).

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	24
	18
	0
	6


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State verified that each noncompliant district:
1. Was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and
2. Had corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the local educational agency (LEA), consistent with Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008 (OSEP Memo 09-02).

The State verified, by review of revised policies and procedures and a review of documentation from a sample of student records, that the district is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
The State verified that each noncompliant district:
1. Was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and
2. Had corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008 (OSEP Memo 09-02).

The State verified the findings of noncompliance for each individual case were corrected by review of documentation related to the findings, including but not limited to corrected IEPs, behavioral intervention plans, manifestation determination reviews and documentation that procedural safeguards notices were sent to parents. For noncompliance identified based on self-reviews, when the school district reported correction of noncompliance to the State, the State required an assurance and documentation from the school superintendent that each instance of noncompliance was corrected and that the information reported is accurate.
FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected
There are 6 findings of noncompliance from 1 district that are not yet verified as corrected. The district reported 8 citations to be noncompliant when they completed a self-review. For the 12 months following the self-review, NYSED provided technical assistance, as well as emailed reminders at 3, 6 and 9 months from the date of the identification of the noncompliance. When the district did not resolve any of the noncompliance in 12 months, NYSED initiated a follow-up review. Through this review, NYSED was able to verify correction of 2 of the 8 outstanding citations. The remaining 6 citations are being addressed through a compliance assurance plan. To assist in the resolution of the noncompliance, NYSED is providing technical assistance weekly through on-site visits and phone calls, as well as targeted professional development is being provided by our grant funded network. If the district does not resolve the noncompliance in the coming months, NYSED will place the district under enforcement action consistent with its Procedures for the Resolution of Noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2014
	18
	17
	1

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2014
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State verified that each noncompliant district:
1. Was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and
2. Had corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the local educational agency (LEA), consistent with Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008 (OSEP Memo 09-02).

The State verified, by review of revised policies and procedures and a review of documentation from a sample of student records, that the district is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
1. Was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and
2. Had corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008 (OSEP Memo 09-02).

The State verified the findings of noncompliance for each individual case were corrected by review of documentation related to the findings, including but not limited to corrected IEPs, behavioral intervention plans, manifestation determination reviews and documentation that procedural safeguards notices were sent to parents. For noncompliance identified based on self-reviews, when the school district reported correction of noncompliance to the State, the State required an assurance and documentation from the school superintendent that each instance of noncompliance was corrected and that the information reported is accurate.
FFY 2014
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected
There were 11 findings of noncompliance in one district that were identified in FFY 2014. NYSED met with district administration multiple times and discussed the outstanding noncompliance that had not been resolved. In its monitoring of the district, NYSED incorporated the instances of noncompliance in a Special Education Strategic Action Plan that the district was required to implement. SEQA and the grant-funded network provided in-district training and through record review, SEQA verified compliance for ten (10) of the 11 findings of noncompliance. The remaining issue remains an area where NYSED is providing targeted technical assistance and professional development through our grant-funded networks.
4B - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
4B - OSEP Response
The State reported that noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 and FFY 2014 as a result of the review it conducted pursuant to 34 C.F.R. § 300.170(b) was partially corrected.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each district with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 and FFY 2014:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator) for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the districts identified with noncompliance in FFY 2018 have corrected the noncompliance, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
4B- Required Actions



Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)
[bookmark: _Toc392159295]Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Education environments (children 6-21): Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:
A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;
B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and
C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))
Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS002.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)]times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.
If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA, explain.
5 - Indicator Data 
Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	58.00%
	58.40%
	58.80%
	59.00%
	59.50%

	A
	54.50%
	Data
	58.16%
	57.80%
	57.98%
	58.26%
	58.48%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	21.50%
	21.00%
	20.50%
	20.00%
	19.00%

	B
	25.50%
	Data
	21.47%
	19.80%
	19.82%
	19.56%
	19.04%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	6.10%
	6.00%
	5.80%
	5.60%
	5.40%

	C
	6.90%
	Data
	5.98%
	6.13%
	5.44%
	6.04%
	5.55%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	60.00%
	60.00%

	Target B <=
	18.00%
	18.00%

	Target C <=
	5.00%
	5.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
An internal workgroup analyzed historical targets and actual data to create proposed FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 targets. The draft targets were shared in the fall of 2014 with the State's Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services, which is the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act State Advisory Panel. Discussions regarding target setting included a review of historical trends, regional variations in least restrictive environment data and data disaggregated by Need/Resource capacity. CAP noted the need to target improvement strategies to increase the percentage of students who are in regular classes for 40 to 80 percent of the school day. Final targets were determined following this annual meeting in consideration of stakeholder comments.

FFY 2018 targets were extended for FFY 2019 after consultation and discussion with CAP.

Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	457,354

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	267,584

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	86,707

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools
	21,794

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities
	1,767

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements
	1,288



Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	
	Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	267,584
	457,354
	58.48%
	60.00%
	58.51%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	86,707
	457,354
	19.04%
	18.00%
	18.96%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	24,849
	457,354
	5.55%
	5.00%
	5.43%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The New York State Education Department (NYSED) has an internal workgroup that analyzed root cause issues and proposed recommendations to improve data related to Indicator 5. A Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Self-Assessment Tool is under development to guide school districts, in conjunction with parents and community members, to ensure that preschool students with disabilities (ages 3-5) and school-age students (ages 5-21) are receiving their special education and related services in the least restrictive environment.

See guidance from NYSED regarding LRE and school district responsibilities:
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/publications/2015-memos/least-restrictive-environment-district-responsibilities.html

In addition, beginning with the 2019-20 school year, an LRE/Inclusion Subcommittee has been established as part of the State's Commissioner’s Advisory Panel for Special Education Services.  The purpose of the subcommittee is to review and analyze data relating to LRE and focus on best practices to maximize participation of students with disabilities in general education programs and to ensure that students with disabilities are being provided with opportunities to receive high-quality instruction in the LRE. 

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
5 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
5 - Required Actions



Indicator 6: Preschool Environments
[bookmark: _Toc392159299]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Preschool environments: Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a:
A. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program; and
B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))
Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS089.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education class, separate school or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.
If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA, explain.
6 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 
NO

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	42.90%
	43.50%
	43.50%
	45.00%
	47.00%

	A
	42.20%
	Data
	42.92%
	43.19%
	41.94%
	43.41%
	43.56%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	23.77%
	22.00%
	21.00%
	20.00%
	19.00%

	B
	26.80%
	Data
	23.77%
	22.65%
	23.86%
	22.68%
	22.46%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	50.00%
	50.00%

	Target B <=
	18.00%
	18.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
An internal workgroup analyzed historical targets and actual data to create proposed FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 targets. The draft targets were shared with the State's Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services at one of its 2014 meetings. Discussions on target setting included a review of historical trends and variations in regional least restrictive environment (LRE) data; statewide initiatives to expand State Administered PreKindergarten programs; additional Regional Special Education-Technical Assistance Support Center technical assistance resources to improve behavior supports for preschool children with disabilities; and information obtained from stakeholders at meetings conducted by New York State Education Department (NYSED) in collaboration with Early Childhood Direction Centers in regions of the State where data show disproportionate rates of separate school placements for preschool children with disabilities. Stakeholders from these regional meetings included special education preschool providers, special education directors from the public schools, municipality representatives, early intervention providers, regular early childhood providers, parents, and technical assistance providers.

FFY 2018 targets were extended for FFY 2019 after consultation and discussion with CAP.
[bookmark: _Toc382082378][bookmark: _Toc392159302]
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	73,348

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	a1. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	31,585

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b1. Number of children attending separate special education class
	13,294

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b2. Number of children attending separate school
	3,784

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b3. Number of children attending residential facility
	1



FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	
	Number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. A regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	31,585

	73,348
	43.56%
	50.00%
	43.06%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	17,079
	73,348
	22.46%
	18.00%
	23.28%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
NYSED has established an internal workgroup that has identified root causes related to Indicator 6 and developed recommendations to improve performance on this indicator.
The New York State Board of Regents established an Early Childhood Workgroup Blue Ribbon Committee to develop comprehensive recommendations to address improvements to early learning opportunities to benefit all children. This committee was comprised of stakeholders representing researchers, practitioners, policy makers, elected officials, teachers, school administrators and parents.

Among the committee's recommendations were to create new pilot funding grants to promote preschool inclusion and to invest more funding into greater prekindergarten expansion. NYSED has also created a Special Class in an Integrated Setting workgroup to identify preschool inclusion program models (including staffing needs) that would provide greater flexibility to early childhood programs serving both students with and students without disabilities, while ensuring that the appropriate resources and supports are in place to promote preschool inclusion. This group was comprised of stakeholder organizations representing programs, families and students, school districts, Head Start programs, and private preschool providers. Following recommendations from this group, NYSED continues to pursue regulatory changes offering flexibility in program options and to seek funding to support the necessary costs of operating preschool inclusion models.

Consistent with the recommendations of the New York State Regents’ Early Childhood Blue Ribbon Committee, the Board of Regents 2020-21 State Aid Proposal would proposed to further expand prekindergarten programs by $26 million ($20 million for the addition of 2,000 slots for four-year olds statewide and $6 million for pilot programs to create a single reimbursement structure for prekindergarten inclusion programs by blending existing prekindergarten and preschool special education funding mechanisms).

Through regional meetings with preschool stakeholders, and speaking engagements with preschool coalition groups, NYSED continues the dialogue for how New York State could create new program models for preschool special education and corresponding staffing standards that would better promote preschool inclusion and justify an alternative funding methodology to better reflect program needs and to support the whole class. 

Guidance documents to the field on preschool inclusion are being drafted to include a question and answer portion on the relationship between State Administered Prekindergarten and Special Class in an Integrated Setting programs. The next phase of promoting preschool inclusion is to expand regulatory and funding options for how specially designed instruction and related services can be delivered in more early childhood settings, particularly as school districts serve more preschool students with disabilities in their State Administered Prekindergarten programs. This work will continue through additional stakeholder input and dialogue, participation in cross-systems initiatives with early childhood partners (New York State Council on Children and Families and Early Childhood Advisory Council), and review of evidenced-based information and research materials from national technical assistance centers.

NYSED is continuing specific monitoring efforts of a large city school district to ensure that the district provides each preschool student with a disability a free appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment (LRE). We are specifically working with the district to expand the number of preschool students with disabilities enrolled in Universal Prekindergarten programs to ensure preschool special education programs and services are offered in inclusive settings serving both children with and without disabilities.

In addition, beginning with the 2019-20 school year, an LRE/Inclusion Subcommittee has been established as part of the State’s Commissioner’s Advisory Panel for Special Education Services. The purpose of the subcommittee is to review and analyze data relating to LRE and focus on best practices to maximize participation of students with disabilities in general education programs and to ensure that students with disabilities are being provided with opportunities to receive high-quality instruction in the LRE.
6 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
6 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
6 - Required Actions



Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes
[bookmark: _Toc392159303]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);
B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); and
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
State selected data source.
Measurement
Outcomes:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);
B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy); and
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
Progress categories for A, B and C:
a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.
Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:
Summary Statement 1: Of those preschool children who entered the preschool program below age expectations in each Outcome, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
Measurement for Summary Statement 1: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in category (d)) divided by (# of preschool children reported in progress category (a) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (b) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (d))] times 100.
Summary Statement 2: The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.
Measurement for Summary Statement 2: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (d) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (e)) divided by (the total # of preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e))] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling of children for assessment is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)
In the measurement include, in the numerator and denominator, only children who received special education and related services for at least six months during the age span of three through five years.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. States will use the progress categories for each of the three Outcomes to calculate and report the two Summary Statements. States have provided targets for the two Summary Statements for the three Outcomes (six numbers for targets for each FFY).
Report progress data and calculate Summary Statements to compare against the six targets. Provide the actual numbers and percentages for the five reporting categories for each of the three outcomes.
In presenting results, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.” If a State is using the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary (COS), then the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” has been defined as a child who has been assigned a score of 6 or 7 on the COS.
In addition, list the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator, including if the State is using the ECO COS.
7 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2008
	Target >=
	92.00%
	92.00%
	92.00%
	93.00%
	94.00%

	A1
	83.80%
	Data
	92.31%
	87.00%
	91.18%
	89.67%
	86.33%

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	43.00%
	45.00%
	48.00%
	50.00%
	52.00%

	A2
	55.40%
	Data
	43.32%
	47.02%
	47.79%
	45.79%
	43.58%

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	93.00%
	93.50%
	93.50%
	94.00%
	94.50%

	B1
	85.30%
	Data
	93.15%
	88.64%
	90.86%
	90.76%
	87.85%

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	44.00%
	45.00%
	48.00%
	50.00%
	52.00%

	B2
	55.30%
	Data
	44.03%
	47.40%
	48.22%
	44.53%
	43.65%

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	91.00%
	91.50%
	92.00%
	92.00%
	92.50%

	C1
	82.80%
	Data
	91.54%
	87.60%
	90.15%
	88.81%
	85.80%

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	48.00%
	50.00%
	52.00%
	55.00%
	60.00%

	C2
	63.20%
	Data
	48.17%
	53.72%
	53.01%
	51.25%
	49.44%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Target A2 >=
	56.00%
	56.00%

	Target B1 >=
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Target B2 >=
	56.00%
	56.00%

	Target C1 >=
	93.00%
	93.00%

	Target C2 >=
	64.00%
	64.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
Proposed targets for preschool outcomes were discussed with the State's Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services. Outcomes for this indicator were also shared with the Early Childhood Direction Centers and other New York State Education Department (NYSED) technical assistance providers, including Parent Center representatives. Considerations discussed by stakeholders included the experience of districts in reporting this data; preschool least restrictive environment data and regional meeting/planning initiatives (see Indicator 6); the addition of preschool behavior specialists to the Regional Special Education-Technical Assistance Support Centers; the expansion of State Administered PreKindergarten programs and access by students with disabilities; and the focus on the New York State (NYS) PreKindergarten State Standards.

The preschool outcome results that less than 50% of children with disabilities, by the time they turn age 6 or exit preschool special education services, are functioning at the same level as their nondisabled peers in outcome B - acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy) was discussed from the perspective of the gap in early literacy achievement. This outcome, and the need to focus the State's improvement initiatives in this area, were discussed in the development of Indicator 17.

FFY 2018 targets were extended to FFY 2019 after consultation and discussion with CAP.

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed
5,922
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	34
	0.57%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	520
	8.78%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,802
	47.32%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,964
	33.16%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	602
	10.17%



	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	4,766
	5,320
	86.33%
	95.00%
	89.59%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	2,566
	5,922
	43.58%
	56.00%
	43.33%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication)
	
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	23
	0.39%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	481
	8.12%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,872
	48.50%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,971
	33.28%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	575
	9.71%



	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY  2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	4,843
	5,347
	87.85%
	95.00%
	90.57%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	2,546
	5,922
	43.65%
	56.00%
	42.99%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs
	
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	37
	0.62%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	518
	8.75%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,519
	42.54%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,035
	34.36%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	813
	13.73%



	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY  2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	4,554
	5,109
	85.80%
	93.00%
	89.14%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	2,848
	5,922
	49.44%
	64.00%
	48.09%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage



	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	C2
	The slippage is not statistically significant. As a sampling indicator, fluctuations between years is to be expected. This makes comparisons from year to year and root cause analysis difficult.   In New York, evaluators have the option to use a multitude of assessment tools both for the entrance and exit evaluations. Additionally, an entrance assessment used for a 3 year old may not be an appropriate assessment when the child exits at age 5, resulting in reduced validity when comparing the results of two different assessments. One large city school district accounts for 66% of students not functioning within age expectations Statewide.


Does the State include in the numerator and denominator only children who received special education and related services for at least six months during the age span of three through five years? (yes/no)
YES
	Was sampling used? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	NO


Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates.
Process to collect Entry Assessments:
All preschool children who were initially evaluated on or after March 1, 2006 are required to have entry assessment results. These assessments are conducted by approved preschool evaluators. Results are reported to the Committee on Preschool Special Education (CPSE), which determines if the child is eligible for preschool special education programs and services and the entry levels of functioning in three early childhood outcome areas. Approved preschool evaluators are required to include specific assessment information on the Preschool Student Evaluation Summary Report and fill out the supporting evidence for questions 1a, 2a and 3a of the Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF). CPSEs are required to meet to determine a preschool child's eligibility for preschool special education programs and/or services and, if determined eligible, review the summary evaluation results and reports from the approved evaluator. For preschool children found to be eligible, the CPSEs rate the child's functioning across settings in each of the three outcome areas identified in questions 1a, 2a and 3a of the COSF. All school districts are required to maintain entry level assessment data on all preschool children who are determined to be eligible for preschool special education programs or services.

Annually, a representative sample of school districts are required to collect and submit entry and exit data to NYSED through the Student Information Repository System (SIRS) for preschool children who leave preschool special education services anytime during the school year. 

Process to collect Exit Assessments:
Exit assessments are conducted only for preschool children with disabilities who stop receiving preschool special education services due to program completion or declassification during the school year in which the school district is included in the sample for this indicator. Children in sample school districts with an entry assessment and who participated in preschool special education for at least six months prior to exiting are required to be given exit assessments.

An exit assessment is conducted as part of the Committee on Special Education (CSE) reevaluation process to determine a child's eligibility for school age special education services. The exit assessment provides data in the three early childhood outcome areas. This data reflects the progress a preschool child with a disability has made as a result of receiving preschool special education programs and/or services. Whenever possible and appropriate, the exit and entry assessment instruments should be the same. The results of these assessments must be provided to the CSE. The CSE will review the exit assessment results and determine the child's progress rating in the three identified areas based on rating criteria provided by the State.

Some preschool children with disabilities may be referred to the CPSE for possible declassification prior to aging out of preschool special education programs and/or services. When considering declassification of a preschool child with a disability, the CPSE must arrange for a reevaluation by an approved evaluator selected by the parent. The reevaluation process must include conducting exit assessments that measure the child's progress in the three early childhood outcome areas. Whenever possible, the entry and exit assessment instruments should be the same. The results of the reevaluation and exit assessments must be provided to the CPSE, including the child's parents and the person designated by the municipality in which the child resides. The CPSE must review the reevaluation and assessment results and determine the child's progress rating in each of the three identified areas.
Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no)
YES
[bookmark: _Toc382082381][bookmark: _Toc392159306]List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.
Data Source:
Since the 2007-08 school year, these data are collected at the individual student level through the SIRS. The most current SIRS manual is posted at: http://www.p12.nysed.gov/irs/sirs/. The data is based on using the federally developed COSF.
The State provides directions for completing the COSF; see: http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/7summaryform0809.html.

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:
In NYS, preschool children suspected of having a disability are referred to their local school districts through their district's Committee on Preschool Special Education (CPSE). In accordance with State statute, parents maintain the right to select an evaluator from a list of state-approved evaluators. If, based on the evaluation, the CPSE determines that a child is eligible for special education services, an individualized education program is developed that identifies the recommended special education services for the child. Preschool students with disabilities may receive related services only, Special Education Itinerant Services (SEIS), or be placed in a special class program for either a half or full day, including integrated programs with students without disabilities, when appropriate. NYS's system allows for the provision of related services and SEIS within a regular early childhood program, home, other setting or daycare environments. In NYS, preschool children with disabilities receive their special education services from approved private preschool providers, school districts, Boards of Cooperative Educational Services, or appropriately qualified related service providers on a list maintained by the municipality.

The most frequently administered assessments for 3- and 4-year old children used in the State to assess preschool children with disabilities in the three outcome areas are provided in the chart found on the NYSED website:
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/indicators/documents/assessments-preschool-children-with-disabilities-indicator-7.pdf 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

 
7 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
7 - Required Actions



Indicator 8: Parent involvement
[bookmark: _Toc392159307]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))
Data Source
State selected data source.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling of parents from whom response is requested is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.
Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
If the State is using a separate data collection methodology for preschool children, the State must provide separate baseline data, targets, and actual target data or discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool data collection methodologies in a manner that is valid and reliable.
While a survey is not required for this indicator, a State using a survey must submit a copy of any new or revised survey with its SPP/APR.
Report the number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, age of the student, disability category, and geographic location in the State.
If the analysis shows that the demographics of the parents responding are not representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services in the State, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State distributed the survey to parents (e.g., by mail, by e-mail, on-line, by telephone, in-person through school personnel), and how responses were collected.
States are encouraged to work in collaboration with their OSEP-funded parent centers in collecting data.
8 - Indicator Data
	Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children? 
	NO


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
Results for this indicator were shared and discussed with the State's technical assistance providers, including but not limited to the Special Education Parent Centers. Targets for this indicator were drafted in consideration of historical data trends and improvements in rates of survey completion as a result of outreach to parents by districts and Special Education Parent Centers. Proposed targets were shared and discussed with the State's Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services.

FFY2018 targets have been extended to FFY2019 after consultation and discussion with CAP.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	87.80%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	93.00%
	93.50%
	94.00%
	94.00%
	94.50%

	Data
	93.69%
	93.93%
	93.45%
	93.36%
	93.43%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%










FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities
	Total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	9,653
	9,702
	93.43%
	95.00%
	99.49%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
47,389
Percentage of respondent parents
20.47%
Since the State did not report preschool children separately, discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool surveys in a manner that is valid and reliable.
The New York State Education Department (NYSED) directs school districts to include every preschool and school-age student with a disability who is provided special education programs and services in the eligible population of students from which a random sample must be selected. Based upon this pool of eligible students, districts must use a sampling calculator. Each school district in the sample is required to over-sample by sending the survey to all the parents of preschool and school-age students with disabilities or by sending the survey to ten times the required minimum sample size. The sampling calculator used to determine minimum sample sizes is available at:
http://eservices.nysed.gov/pdsystem/samplesizecalculator.jsp.

While all districts have a choice to either report data on all eligible students for this indicator or submit data on a randomly selected sample of minimum number of students using the sampling guidelines provided by NYSED, the vast majority of school districts submit data on behalf of all eligible students in order to meet the required minimum number.

	Was sampling used? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	NO


Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates.
Survey Instrument
NYSED uses a modified version of the survey developed by the National Center for Special Education Accountability Measures (NCSEAM). Twenty-five (25) items from NCSEAM's Parent Survey - Part B have been selected based on the rules established for item selection to ensure reliability and validity of the use of the survey. The directions, format and wording of some questions were revised slightly.

Timelines for Data Collection and Reporting
The surveys may be distributed between September 1st and August 31st of the year in which a school district is required to report on Indicator 8. Surveys must be postmarked by August 31st of the reporting year.

Report Criteria
The criteria used to determine if a parent has rated his or her school district positively for parental involvement will be as follows: The survey must be completed with a minimum of 15 responses and at least 51 percent of the responses must receive a positive rating of either agree, strongly agree, or very strongly agree. For district reporting, districts that do not have the minimum number of parent surveys returned as indicated in the sampling methodology are reported as not having positive parent involvement, with the reason noted. If a district’s number of completed surveys is less than 90 percent of the required minimum sample size and the district has less than ten students with disabilities during the parent survey year, the district must wait a year and then resubmit.

Technical Assistance
Information to assist districts in meeting their responsibilities for data collection for this indicator is publicly posted at:
http://parentsurvey.potsdam.edu/index_school.htm, and
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/indicators/8.htm.

	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	NO

	The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
	NO


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
Although parent surveys are submitted in sufficient numbers to accurately reflect students served in each district, in districts that are known to have a larger non-White population of students, NYSED will implement additional measures such as increased outreach through email, phone calls and in-person contact to improve demographic representativeness. NYSED will also continue to explore additional strategies to increase parent survey response rates in these districts.

NYSED also plans to leverage its School-Age and Early Childhood Family and Community Engagement (FACE) Centers to encourage participation of all parents in responding to surveys. 
Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
The results for FFY 2017 accurately represent the disability type classification of the students served. The white race is over represented while the black race and Hispanic ethnicity are underrepresented. This is due to one large city school district making up 48% of students with disabilities Statewide but makes up only 1.7% of the returns from the Indicator 8 survey. This large city school district has a high proportion of black and Hispanic students, so it causes the overall state percentages from these groups to be high but this city makes up a relatively small percentage of the survey returns, reducing the percentages of the Black race and Hispanic ethnicity for Indicator 8.

The analysis is based on a review of the data based on the demographic information submitted on parent surveys. 

NYSED includes in the contract for its funded technical assistance providers deliverables to assist and encourage parents of students with disabilities to complete and return the parent survey when requested by their school districts. Surveys are made available to all parents.

In addition to English, the surveys are made available by NYSED in the six predominant languages in this State (Spanish, Russian, Simplified Chinese, Haitian Creole, Bengali, and Urdu). NYSED requires the districts to provide translations to ensure parents who do not read or understand one of these languages have an opportunity to participate in the survey.

Surveys are returned directly to an independent research firm working with NYSED to print, disseminate, collect, analyze and report on the parent survey information. A parent’s individual responses are confidential.

The totally random sampling methodology and required documentation (which districts must maintain for seven years) should minimize selection bias. School districts are encouraged to provide the surveys in a variety of ways to improve the response rate. NYSED attempts to prevent missing data by first describing precisely what the State needs to collect, providing technical assistance and then following up with school districts to request missing data.

School districts are directed to employ a variety of methods to encourage parents to complete the survey, including, but not limited to, using paper surveys, telephone surveys, interview surveys and web-based surveys. Parents are also able to complete the survey through an internet website made available by NYSED. School districts are responsible to ensure a statistically sound return rate.
[bookmark: _Toc381956336][bookmark: _Toc384383342][bookmark: _Toc392159310][bookmark: _Toc382082387]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
8 - OSEP Response
 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target. 


    
8 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2019 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.  


Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation
[bookmark: _Toc384383343][bookmark: _Toc392159311]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality
Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))
Data Source
State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator).
Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2018, describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification as required by 34 CFR §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum n and/or cell size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2018 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2019).
Instructions
Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories.
States are not required to report on underrepresentation.
If the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n and/or cell size. If the State used a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size for any racial/ethnic group.
Consider using multiple methods in calculating disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups to reduce the risk of overlooking potential problems. Describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation.
Provide the number of districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services and the number of those districts identified with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.
Targets must be 0%.
Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken. If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
[bookmark: _Toc384383344][bookmark: _Toc392159312]9 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.18%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.59%
	0.15%
	0.59%
	0.18%
	0.53%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement? (yes/no)
YES
If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.
12
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	23
	6
	664
	0.53%
	0%
	0.90%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Beginning in FFY2018, minimum n and cell sizes were changed, resulting in many more districts being included in the calculation. Last year we had 6 districts notified and this year we had 23. Three (3) districts were identified last year as having disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification; 6 were identified this year.
Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES
Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
[bookmark: _Hlk494459610]Disproportionate Over-Representation in Special Education:
At least 10 students with disabilities enrolled on the first Wednesday in October;
A minimum of 30 students (disabled and nondisabled) of particular race/ethnicity enrolled on the first Wednesday in October;
At least 10 students with disabilities of particular race/ethnicity enrolled in district on the first Wednesday in October; 
At least 30 students (disabled and nondisabled) of all other race/ethnicities enrolled on the first Wednesday in October; and
Either:
The relative risk ratio for any race/ethnic group is 2.5 or higher; or

All students with disabilities in special education are of only one race/ethnic group regardless of the size of the relative risk ratio.
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.
Measurement:
The State Education Department (SED) computed relative risk ratios for each race/ethnicity. The ratios are a comparison of the risk of each race/ethnicity category in special education compared to the risk of all other race/ethnicity categories combined in special education. The ratios indicate how much more or less likely each race/ethnicity is to be in special education compared to all other race/ethnicities combined.

o When a district has at least 10 students with disabilities who are not of a particular race/ethnicity and at least 30 enrolled students with disabilities who are not of a particular race/ethnicity, the district data for a particular race/ethnicity is compared to the district data for all other race/ethnicity categories
o When a district has fewer than 10 students with disabilities who are not of a particular race/ethnicity or fewer than 30 enrolled students with disabilities who are not of a particular race/ethnicity), the relative rate compares the district rate
of the race/ethnicity to the statewide rate for the comparison group

For additional information on relative risk ratios see: https://ideadata.org/resourcelibrary/54480c2b140ba0665d8b4569/.

NYS provides for the review of policies, procedures and practices each year a school district’s data shows a disproportionate representation based on race/ethnicity as follows:
The first year a district’s data indicates disproportionality, the State requires the district to complete a State-developed self-review monitoring protocol, which requires the review of specific policies, procedures and practices to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification. The monitoring protocol for this review is available at http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/9selfreview-Oct12.pdf. A report of the results of this review is submitted by the district to the State. At the time of submission, school districts that identify issues of noncompliance are notified through written findings of noncompliance that they must correct all issues of noncompliance immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date in the district’s notification (always within one year). The results from this review are reported to the State for follow-up and corrective actions if compliance issues are identified within one year or sooner.

13 of the 23 school districts identified based on 2018-19 data had their review of policies, procedures and practices conducted through a self-review.

For subsequent years in which a school district’s data indicates significant discrepancies, the State conducts the monitoring review of the district’s policies, procedures and practices as identified above. Ten of the 23 school districts identified based on 2018-19 data had a review of their policies, procedures and practices conducted through a State monitoring review.

For subsequent years in which a school district’s data indicates significant discrepancies, the State conducts the monitoring review of the district’s policies, procedures and practices as identified above.
[bookmark: _Toc381956337][bookmark: _Toc384383347][bookmark: _Toc392159315]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	1
	1
	
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State has verified that each noncompliant local educational agency (LEA) with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator (1) is correctly implementing specific regulatory requirements (i.e. achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data and (2) corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02. For LEAs identified under this indicator with disproportionality for the first year, the LEAs conducted a self-review protocol that required the selection of a representative student sample to determine individual and systemic compliance with associated regulations. LEAs were required to resolve student specific noncompliance as well as implement amended policies, practices and procedures, if appropriate, to ensure systemic compliance. State monitoring staff provided technical assistance to each LEA during their self-review and subsequent correction of noncompliance. Additionally, for LEAs that were disproportionate under this indicator for two or more consecutive years, the State conducted on-site monitoring that included a review of a representative sample of student records as well as processes, such as pre-referral and referral procedures, and IEP team process, that impacted their policies, practices and procedures under this indicator. State monitoring staff issued compliance assurance plans, when appropriate, and monitored each LEA’s resolution of student specific noncompliance as well as implementation of amended policies, practices and procedures, if appropriate, to ensure systemic compliance. Activities utilized by the State to confirm resolution of systemic noncompliance varied by LEA but could include additional submissions and on-site review of additional student records and observations of IEP teams. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
To verify the correction of noncompliance identified through onsite monitoring, the State followed up with each district to ensure that the compliance assurance plan was fully implemented, and reviewed the district’s revised policies, procedures and practices, including a sample of student records to verify correction of noncompliance and that individual instances of noncompliance had been corrected.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None


9 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018 (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the 6 districts identified in FFY 2018 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that was the result of inappropriate identification are in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
9 - Required Actions



Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories 
[bookmark: _Toc384383348][bookmark: _Toc392159316]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality
Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))
Data Source
State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator).
Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2018, describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification as required by 34 CFR §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum n and/or cell size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2018 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2019).
Instructions
Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories.
States are not required to report on underrepresentation.
If the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n and/or cell size. If the State used a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size for any racial/ethnic group.
Consider using multiple methods in calculating disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups to reduce the risk of overlooking potential problems. Describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation.
Provide the number of districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services and the number of those districts identified with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.
Targets must be 0%.
Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
[bookmark: _Toc384383349][bookmark: _Toc392159317]10 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.71%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	1.32%
	1.18%
	0.44%
	0.71%
	1.24%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%



FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement? (yes/no)
[bookmark: _Hlk20258880]YES
If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.
25
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	29
	6
	651
	1.24%
	0%
	0.92%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES
Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Definition:
Significant disproportionality of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories is defined as a relative risk ratio for any race/ethnicity in a specific disability category being 4.0 or higher. Three years of data is analyzed when calculating risk ratios. 

Measurement:
The State Education Department (SED) computed six relative risk ratios and weighted relative risk ratios for each race/ethnicity. The ratios are a comparison of the risk of each race to be identified by specific disabilities compared to the risk of all other races combined to be identified by specific disabilities. The specific disabilities evaluated were: Emotional Disturbance, Learning Disability, Mental Retardation, Other Health Impairment, Speech or Language Impairment, and Autism. The ratios indicate how much more or less likely each race/ethnicity is likely to be identified by specific disabilities compared to all other race/ethnicities combined.

o When a district has at least 10 students with a specific disability who are not of a particular race/ethnicity and at least 30 enrolled students with a specific disability who are not of a particular race/ethnicity, the district data for a particular race/ethnicity is compared to the district specific disability data for all other race/ethnicity categories.
o When a district has fewer than 10 students with a specific disability who are not of a particular race/ethnicity or fewer than 30 enrolled students with a specific disability who are not of a particular race/ethnicity), the relative rate compares the district specific disability rate of the race/ethnicity to the statewide rate for the comparison group.

For additional information on relative risk ratios see: https://ideadata.org/resourcelibrary/ 54480c2b140ba0665d8b4569/.
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.
The State provides for the review of policies, procedures and practices each year a school district’s data shows a disproportionate representation based on race/ethnicity in the disability category of students with disabilities as follows:
The first year a district’s data indicates disproportionality, the State requires the district to complete a State-developed self-review monitoring protocol, which requires the review of specific policies, practices and procedures to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification. The monitoring protocol for this review is available at http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/indicators/10.htm. A report of the results of this review is submitted by the district to the State. At the time of submission, school districts that identify issues of noncompliance are immediately notified through written findings of noncompliance that they must correct all issues of noncompliance immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date in the district's notification (always within one year).

16 of the 29 school districts identified based on 2018-19 data had their review of policies, procedures and practices conducted through a self-review.

For subsequent years in which a school district’s data indicates significant discrepancies, the State conducts the monitoring review of the district’s policies, procedures and practices. 

13 of the 29 school districts identified based on 2018-19 data had a review of their policies, procedures and practices conducted through a State monitoring review.
[bookmark: _Toc381956338][bookmark: _Toc384383352][bookmark: _Toc392159320]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	17
	9
	0
	8


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State has verified that each noncompliant local educational agency (LEA) with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator (1) is correctly implementing specific regulatory requirements (i.e. achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data and (2) corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02. For LEAs identified under this indicator with disproportionality for the first year, the LEAs conducted a self-review protocol that required the selection of a representative student sample to determine individual and systemic compliance with associated regulations. LEAs were required to resolve student specific noncompliance as well as implement amended policies, practices and procedures, if appropriate, to ensure systemic compliance. State monitoring staff provided technical assistance to each LEA during their self-review and subsequent correction of noncompliance. Additionally, for LEAs that were disproportionate under this indicator for two or more consecutive years, the State conducted on-site monitoring that included a review of a representative sample of student records as well as processes, such as pre-referral and referral procedures, and IEP team process, that impacted their policies, practices and procedures under this indicator. State monitoring staff issued compliance assurance plans, when appropriate, and monitored each LEA’s resolution of student specific noncompliance as well as implementation of amended policies, practices and procedures, if appropriate, to ensure systemic compliance. Activities utilized by the State to confirm resolution of systemic noncompliance varied by LEA but could include additional submissions and on-site review of additional student records and observations of IEP teams. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
All individual student cases have been verified as corrected. To verify the correction of noncompliance the State verified through record reviews that the district had corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected
There are eight (8) findings of noncompliance identified in one district in FFY 2017 that are not yet verified as corrected. The district was placed under enforcement action and required to implement an Action Plan to Resolve Noncompliance. Professional development and training were provided on culturally and linguistically appropriate evaluations.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


10 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None


10 - OSEP Response
The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the 8 remaining districts identified in FFY 2017 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that was the result of inappropriate identification are in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018 (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the 6 districts identified in FFY 2018 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that was the result of inappropriate identification are in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
10 - Required Actions



Indicator 11: Child Find
[bookmark: _Toc384383353][bookmark: _Toc392159321]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find
Compliance indicator: Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system and must be based on actual, not an average, number of days. Indicate if the State has established a timeline and, if so, what is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations.
Measurement
a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.
b. # of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline).
Account for children included in (a), but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.
Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100.
Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Note that under 34 CFR §300.301(d), the timeframe set for initial evaluation does not apply to a public agency if: (1) the parent of a child repeatedly fails or refuses to produce the child for the evaluation; or (2) a child enrolls in a school of another public agency after the timeframe for initial evaluations has begun, and prior to a determination by the child’s previous public agency as to whether the child is a child with a disability. States should not report these exceptions in either the numerator (b) or denominator (a). If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in b.
Targets must be 100%.
Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
[bookmark: _Toc384383354][bookmark: _Toc392159322]11 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	64.20%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	88.07%
	83.84%
	83.30%
	85.10%
	84.00%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%



FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received
	(b) Number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline)
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	17,752
	15,563
	84.00%
	100%
	87.67%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)
2,189
Account for children included in (a) but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.
Please see attached chart.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:
The State used the 60 day timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 
The State provides assurance that it is using its previously approved sampling methodology and only changed the years for which it is used. NYSED collects individual student data through the Student Information Repository System. School districts report specific dates when special education events occur, such as the date of referral, date of written parent consent for an initial individual evaluation and the date of the CPSE or CSE meeting to discuss evaluation results. The State does not have an event for the date the evaluation is completed. Therefore, for purposes of monitoring for this indicator, districts report the date the CPSE or CSE meeting is held to discuss the evaluation results. If the number of days exceeds the State-established timelines, reasons for delays are collected. Some reasons are considered to be in compliance with State requirements and other reasons are not in compliance. If the district has documentation that shows that the evaluation was completed within 60 calendar days from parental consent, but the meeting to discuss the evaluation results was delayed, the district is determined to have evaluated such students in a timely manner. However, absent such documentation, the district is reported as having untimely evaluations.
[bookmark: _Toc381956339][bookmark: _Toc384383357][bookmark: _Toc392159325]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Identification of noncompliance: Each year a school district has data indicating one or more students did not receive their evaluations within the required timeline, the State identifies the school district with (1) noncompliance with section 200.4(b) for timely evaluations of school-age students; and/or (2) noncompliance with section 200.16(c)(2) for timely evaluations of preschool children. Correction of noncompliance is not verified unless the State determines that (1) each student whose evaluation was not timely administered has subsequently received his/her evaluation and (2) based on a sample of records, the district is now timely evaluating all students.

In the State's annual monitoring of one large city school district, the State sends notification to the district each year citing noncompliance if all students did not receive their initial evaluations on time. The State verifies every year that each student has subsequently received his/her evaluation (individual student correction of noncompliance). However, the State has not been able to verify every year that the district is evaluating all students in a timely manner. In the 2012 Annual Performance Report, the State reported findings not yet corrected for all students (see Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2013). Beginning with the FFY 2014 Annual Performance Report, if the State cannot verify the correction of noncompliance for all students, it will report this noncompliance in the current year only, as it is a continuation of the same systemic noncompliance that was identified prior to FFY 2014. Therefore, the findings of noncompliance for
Prior to FFY 2014 have been changed to 0.

NYSED has established an internal work group that has identified root causes related to Indicator 11 and developed recommendations to improve performance on this indicator. Based on the recommendations of the Indicator 11 Work group, NYSED removed "Delays in scheduling CSE/CPSE meetings" from its list of reasons for a late evaluation, and reordered the list of reasons in its reporting system so that compliant reasons are displayed sooner on the list. These changes became effective in the 2018-19 school year. In addition, a one-page technical assistance reference guide on Indicator 11 reporting and a form for districts to track evaluation dates are currently being drafted by the Indicator 11 Work group.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	54
	50
	3
	1


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State has verified that each local educational agency (LEA) with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR §300.301(c)(1) (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has completed the evaluation, although late, for any child whose initial evaluation was not timely, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02.

The State verified the correction of noncompliance by requiring submission of the specific date that the individual evaluation was completed, although late, for each individual student whose evaluation was not timely. To verify the correction of noncompliance for all students through the review of subsequent data demonstrating compliance, the districts were required to report to the State the percent of students who had a timely evaluation over a specified period of time. See http://www.p12.nysed.gov/sedcar/forms/vr/1718 /html/verif11.htm. 

For one large city school district, the State verifies the correction of noncompliance through annual monitoring. For this district, the State has verified that all individual students who continued to reside in the jurisdiction of the LEA and who did not have timely evaluations have subsequently received their evaluations. The district, however, has outstanding systemic noncompliance that has not yet been verified as corrected from prior years. This district is under corrective action to address this noncompliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
To verify the correction of noncompliance for all students through the review of subsequent data demonstrating compliance, the districts were required to report to the State the percent of students who had a timely evaluation over a specified period of time and identify the date in which the evaluation for each student was completed. See: http://www.p12.nysed.gov/sedcar/forms/vr/1718/html/verif11.htm.
FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected
There is one finding of noncompliance from one district that is not yet verified as corrected. The District reported two citations noncompliant during their self-review and did not correct their noncompliance within the year. NYSED initiated a follow-up review and determined that the district was not providing timely evaluations to preschoolers, however, they were timely with school-age students. To assist with the resolution of the remaining finding of noncompliance, NYSED has been providing technical assistance twice a month as well as targeted professional development through our funded network. If the district does not resolve the noncompliance in the coming months, NYSED will place the district under enforcement action consistent with its Procedures for the Resolution of Noncompliance.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

11 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  In addition, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the remaining one uncorrected finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 was corrected. When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 and the one LEA with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2017:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
11 - Required Actions

11 - State Attachments




Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition
Instructions and Measurement
[bookmark: _Toc384383358][bookmark: _Toc392159326]Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition
Compliance indicator: Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system.
Measurement
	a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination.
	b. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to their third birthdays.
	c. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	d. # of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR 	§300.301(d) applied.
	e. # of children determined to be eligible for early intervention services under Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.
	f. # of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 	CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.

Account for children included in (a), but not included in b, c, d, e, or f. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed, and the reasons for the delays.
Percent = [(c) divided by (a - b - d - e - f)] times 100.
Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Category f is to be used only by States that have an approved policy for providing parents the option of continuing early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.
Targets must be 100%.
Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
[bookmark: _Toc384383359][bookmark: _Toc392159327]12 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2014
	75.26%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.00%
	75.26%
	67.35%
	71.73%
	56.67%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%



FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 
	2,774

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	125

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	303

	d. Number for whom parent refusals to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR §300.301(d) applied. 
	525

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	12

	f. Number of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.
	1,712



	
	Numerator
(c)
	Denominator
(a-b-d-e-f)
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	 303
	400
	56.67%
	100%
	75.75%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of children who served in part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination that are not included in b, c, d, e,or f
97
Account for children included in (a), but not included in b, c, d, e, or f. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed, and the reasons for the delays.
Please see attached chart.
Attach PDF table (optional)
[bookmark: _Hlk20318414]
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 
New York State (NYS) provides assurance that it is using its currently approved sampling plan and will only change the years for which it is used.
NYS collects data for this indicator via the Student Information Repository System (SIRS) and verifies these data by displaying them in a VR12 report, which was developed in the PD Data System. SIRS is NYS's individual student data reporting system. School districts report the date of referral, date of written parent consent for an initial evaluation, date of the committee on preschool special education meeting to determine eligibility and date the individualized rducation program (IEP) is implemented. Reasons for delays are collected for children whose eligibility determination is not made or whose IEPs are not implemented by their third birthday or in compliance with State requirements. Each school district’s compliance rate is calculated.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
NYS Public Health Law, section 2541(8)(a) provides that a child's eligibility for early intervention (EI) services ends as of his or her third birthday, unless the child has been referred to the CPSE and found eligible for preschool special education services before his or her third birthday. Under these provisions, parents may elect to either transition the child to preschool special education or continue their child in EI programming beyond the third birthday until either September or January, according to the following rules: (1) If the child turns three years of age on or before the thirty-first day of August, the child shall, if requested by the parent, be eligible to receive EI services contained in an individualized family service plan (IFSP) until the first day of September of that calendar year; or, (2) If the child turns three years of age on or after the first day of September, the child shall, if requested by the parent and if already receiving EI services, be eligible to continue receiving such services until the second day of January of the following calendar year. When the parent elects to continue in EI under these provisions, the CPSE would write the IEP and indicate the starting date for special education services as of September or January, respectively. In no cases may the child receive EI and preschool special education services simultaneously.

In FFY 2018, there were 1,712 children who fell under this provision and whose parents chose to have them continue in Part C, early intervention. These 1,712 children have IFSPs in effect. At the direction of United States Department of Education, these 1,712 children are included in line f rather than line c. Should NYS be authorized to count as compliant the 1,712 students who continued to get special education programs and services in EI beyond their third birthday, consistent with its unique statute, its compliance rate would have been 95.41 percent. It should be noted that 34 CFR §300.323(b) allows for an IFSP to serve as the IEP under certain conditions.

NYSED's FFY 2018 data for Indicator 12 is adversely impacted as a direct result of NYS's unique statute. Consistent with NYS Public Health Law section 2541(8)(a), for a child already receiving Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Part C EI services, parents have the option to continue their child's special education services through the Part C IDEA EI program beyond their third birthday. Under this option, in FFY 2018, a significant number (1,712) of NYS's preschool age students continued to receive their special education programs and services through the Part C IDEA EI Programs. NYSED significantly values parental choice and believes it is important to support parents should they choose this option. The primary tenets of effective transition planning are to ensure students continue to receive services as appropriate to meet their needs and that the transition process is successful for families. Supporting parents in this choice fosters a successful transition for them, as well as ensures that their child continues to receive special education services through Part C IDEA services to address specific needs.

To improve compliance with this indicator, NYSED is working with the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) and its NYS early intervention partners to study its processes for collection of this data and to identify and address additional contributing factors.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	3
	2
	1
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
For all noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 that have been corrected, NYS has verified that each local education agency (LEA) with noncompliance identified for this Indicator: (1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR §300.124(b) (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has developed and implemented the IEP, although late, for any child for whom implementation of the IEP was not timely, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02.
To verify the correction of noncompliance for all students through the review of subsequent data demonstrating compliance, the districts were required to report to the State the percent of students who had a timely evaluation over a specified period of time. See http://www.p12.nysed.gov/sedcar/forms/vr/1617/html/verif12.htm. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
For all noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 that have been corrected, NYS has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR §300.124(b) (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has developed and implemented the IEP, although late, for any child for whom implementation of the IEP was not timely, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

The State verified the correction of noncompliance by requiring submission of the specific date that the student’s IEP was implemented, although late, for each individual student whose IEP implementation was not timely.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2016
	1
	1
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
For all noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 that have been corrected, NYS has verified that each local education agency (LEA) with noncompliance identified for this Indicator: (1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR §300.124(b) (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has developed and implemented the IEP, although late, for any child for whom implementation of the IEP was not timely, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02.

To verify the correction of noncompliance for all students through the review of subsequent data demonstrating compliance, the districts were required to report to the State the percent of students who had a timely evaluation over a specified period of time. See http://www.p12.nysed.gov/sedcar/forms/vr/1617/html/verif12.htm.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
For all noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 that have been corrected, NYS has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing 34 CFR §300.124(b) (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has developed and implemented the IEP, although late, for any child for whom implementation of the IEP was not timely, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

The State verified the correction of noncompliance by requiring submission of the specific date that the student’s IEP was implemented, although late, for each individual student whose IEP implementation was not timely.
12 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
12 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.

OSEP acknowledges that NYSED believes its FFY 2018 Indicator 12 data are adversely impacted as a result of NYS Public Health Law section 2541(8)(a), which states that “for a child already receiving IDEA Part C Early Intervention (EI) services, parents have the option to continue their child's special education services through the Part C IDEA (EI program) beyond their third birthday.” However, consistent with the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table, Indicator 12 measures only children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. Also consistent with the Measurement Table, this indicator specifically excludes children whose parents choose to continue EI services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option. Therefore, OSEP declines to take into account the percentage of children whose parents chose to continue EI services beyond their child's third birthday when assigning RDA Matrix points for Indicator 12.
12 - Required Actions

12 - State Attachments




Indicator 13: Secondary Transition
[bookmark: _Toc384383363][bookmark: _Toc392159331]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition
Compliance indicator: Secondary transition: Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.
If a State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16, the State may, but is not required to, choose to include youth beginning at that younger age in its data for this indicator. If a State chooses to do this, it must state this clearly in its SPP/APR and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age.
Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Targets must be 100%.
Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
[bookmark: _Toc384383364][bookmark: _Toc392159332]13 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	67.20%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	77.17%
	78.29%
	76.50%
	90.23%
	88.05%



Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%



FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth aged 16 and above with IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition
	Number of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	2,928
	3,165
	88.05%
	100%
	92.51%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 
Measurement:
Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 15 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable post-secondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age-appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those post-secondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the Committee on Special Education (CSE) meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the CSE meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 15 and above)] times 100.

Data Source:
New York State (NYS) will use data taken from State monitoring, as described below.

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process
State law and regulations define transition services to mean a coordinated set of activities for a student with a disability, designed within a results-oriented process that is focused on improving the academic and functional achievement of the student with a disability to facilitate the student's movement from school to post-school activities, including, but not limited to, postsecondary education, vocational education, integrated competitive employment (including supported employment), continuing and adult education, adult services, independent living, or community participation. The coordinated set of activities must be based on the individual student's needs, taking into account the student's strengths, preferences and interests, and must include needed activities in instruction; related services; community experiences; the development of employment and other post-school adult living objectives; and when appropriate, acquisition of daily living skills and functional vocational evaluation.

When the purpose of an IEP meeting is to consider transition services, the meeting notice must indicate this purpose, indicate that the school district/agency will invite the student to participate in the meeting, and identify any other agency that will be invited to send a representative. In NYS, transition services must be in a student's IEP beginning not later than the first IEP to be in effect when the student is age 15 (and at a younger age, if determined appropriate) and updated annually. The IEP must, under the applicable components of the student’s IEP, include:

Under the student’s present levels of performance, a statement of the student's needs, taking into account the student's strengths, preferences and interests, as they relate to transition from school to post-school activities;
- appropriate measurable post-secondary goals based upon age appropriate transition assessments relating to training, education, employment and, where appropriate, independent living skills;
- annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs;
- statement of the transition service needs of the student that focuses on the student's courses of study, such as participation in advanced placement courses or a vocational education program;
- needed activities to facilitate the student’s movement from school to post-school activities, including instruction, related services, community experiences, the development of employment and other post-school adult living objectives and, when appropriate, acquisition of daily living skills and functional vocational evaluation; and
- a statement of the responsibilities of the school district and, when applicable, participating agencies for the provision of such services and activities that promote movement from school to post-school opportunities, or both, before the student leaves the school setting.

Sampling Methodology
The State provides assurance that it is using its currently approved sampling methodology and only changing the years for which it will be used.

IEP Monitoring Review Process
The New York State Education Department (NYSED) has developed an “IEP/Transition Self-Review” monitoring protocol to be used each year in monitoring districts for this Indicator. The school districts selected for the representative sample are directed to complete the “Transition IEP” self-review monitoring protocol on a representative sample of IEPs and document results on a form prescribed by NYSED. The form requires documentation of the percent of students whose IEPs met each of the compliance requirements on the monitoring protocol.

Districts are directed to complete and enter data on their IEP reviews by August 31st. NYSED arranges for random verification reviews of reported data in school districts in each Special Education Quality Assurance region. All school districts identified through the self-review or verification process as not having IEPs that include appropriate documentation of post-secondary goals and transition services on a student's IEP will be directed to correct the noncompliance immediately, but not later than the prescribed due date in the district's notification (always within one year).

The review of IEPs required a determination as to whether the IEPs in the sample selected included specific transition content information and whether the content of the IEP would reasonably enable the student to meet measurable post-secondary goals. A qualitative review of the IEPs, which focuses on requirements in the following areas, was conducted:
Development of the IEP to include:
- Appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age-appropriate transition assessment;
- Transition services, including course of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals; and
- Annual IEP goals related to the student's transition services needs.
CSE meeting:
- Evidence that the student was invited to the CSE meeting where transition services were discussed; and
- Evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the CSE meeting with prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority (age 18).
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	YES

	If yes, did the State choose to include youth at an age younger than 16 in its data for this indicator and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age?
	YES

	If yes, at what age are youth included in the data for this indicator
	15


[bookmark: _Toc392159335]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
All 107 school districts in the sample used a State-developed self-review monitoring protocol to review a sample of IEPs of students with disabilities aged 15 and above to determine if each IEP is in compliance with all transition planning requirements.

For reviews in one large city school district, NYSED and the district staff jointly conducted the monitoring review. 

NYSED has accessed guidance from the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) through its engagement in the Differentiated Monitoring and Support process on ways to improve results for Indicator 13, and will continue to do so. NYSED has aligned its technical assistance resources to better support districts in the transition process, provided additional guidance/clarification regarding review of IEPs and reporting compliance with transition requirements, and established a work group to identify root cause issues related to this Indicator. In addition, NYSED has worked with OSEP to make continued improvements in Indicator 13.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	64
	58
	6
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State verified that each local educational agency with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this Indicator is correctly implementing 34 CFR §§300.320(b) and 300.321(b) (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of a sample of student individualized education programs (IEPs) and related records.

For one large city school district, the State verified correction based on a review of updated data collected annually based on review of transition components of IEPs and related documentation of student IEPs identified as noncompliant.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
The State verified correction of noncompliance by reviewing individual student records, including records of individual students whose IEPs were identified as noncompliant.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

13 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
13 - Required Actions



Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes
[bookmark: _Toc392159336]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition
Results indicator: Post-school outcomes: Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:
Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.
Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.
Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
Data Source
State selected data source.
Measurement
A. Percent enrolled in higher education = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.
B. Percent enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.
C. Percent enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling of youth who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates of the target population. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)
Collect data by September 2019 on students who left school during 2017-2018, timing the data collection so that at least one year has passed since the students left school. Include students who dropped out during 2017-2018 or who were expected to return but did not return for the current school year. This includes all youth who had an IEP in effect at the time they left school, including those who graduated with a regular diploma or some other credential, dropped out, or aged out.
I. Definitions
Enrolled in higher education as used in measures A, B, and C means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community college (two-year program) or college/university (four or more year program) for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school.
Competitive employment as used in measures B and C: States have two options to report data under “competitive employment” in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, due February 2020:
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.
Option 2: States report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment.

Enrolled in other postsecondary education or training as used in measure C, means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis for at least 1 complete term at any time in the year since leaving high school in an education or training program (e.g., Job Corps, adult education, workforce development program, vocational technical school which is less than a two-year program).
Some other employment as used in measure C means youth have worked for pay or been self-employed for a period of at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes working in a family business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering services, etc.).
II. Data Reporting
Provide the actual numbers for each of the following mutually exclusive categories. The actual number of “leavers” who are:
	1. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school;
	2. Competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education);
	3. Enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in 			higher education or competitively employed);
	4. In some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary 	education or training program, or competitively employed).

“Leavers” should only be counted in one of the above categories, and the categories are organized hierarchically. So, for example, “leavers” who are enrolled in full- or part-time higher education within one year of leaving high school should only be reported in category 1, even if they also happen to be employed. Likewise, “leavers” who are not enrolled in either part- or full-time higher education, but who are competitively employed, should only be reported under category 2, even if they happen to be enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program.
III. Reporting on the Measures/Indicators
Targets must be established for measures A, B, and C.
Measure A: For purposes of reporting on the measures/indicators, please note that any youth enrolled in an institution of higher education (that meets any definition of this term in the Higher Education Act (HEA)) within one year of leaving high school must be reported under measure A. This could include youth who also happen to be competitively employed, or in some other training program; however, the key outcome we are interested in here is enrollment in higher education.
Measure B: All youth reported under measure A should also be reported under measure B, in addition to all youth that obtain competitive employment within one year of leaving high school.
Measure C: All youth reported under measures A and B should also be reported under measure C, in addition to youth that are enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program, or in some other employment.
Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, disability category, and geographic location in the State.
If the analysis shows that the response data are not representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State collected the data.
14 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	37.50%
	42.20%
	42.70%
	43.00%
	43.50%

	A
	43.00%
	Data
	37.62%
	48.12%
	40.77%
	44.02%
	43.39%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	62.60%
	66.00%
	67.00%
	68.00%
	69.00%

	B
	64.00%
	Data
	62.58%
	71.71%
	67.25%
	69.43%
	70.34%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	72.40%
	75.00%
	76.00%
	77.50%
	78.50%

	C
	77.00%
	Data
	72.41%
	80.85%
	77.75%
	80.66%
	82.84%



FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	44.00%
	44.00%

	Target B >=
	70.00%
	70.00%

	Target C >=
	80.00%
	80.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
An internal workgroup analyzed historical targets and actual data to create proposed FFY 2013- FFY 2018 targets. The draft targets were shared with the State's Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services, which is the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) State Advisory Panel, at one of its meetings. Discussions in target setting included a review of historical trends and the State's new policies that are expected to engage students to remain in school including, but not limited to, the Skills and Achievement Commencement Credential; the Career Development and Occupational Studies (CDOS) Commencement Credential; initiatives to increase student access to Career and Technical Education courses and work-based learning; and alternative pathways to a regular high school diploma. It was also recommended that targets consider the anticipated positive impact on employment related to the Adult Career and Continuing Education Services - Vocational Rehabilitation's (ACCES-VR's) newly formed Transition Unit. Final targets were determined following this annual meeting in consideration of stakeholder comments.

FFY2018 targets have been extended to FFY2019 after consultation and discussion with CAP.
[bookmark: _Toc392159337]
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school
	1,395

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	619

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	345

	3. Number of respondent youth enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education or competitively employed)
	118

	4. Number of respondent youth who are in some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary education or training program, or competitively employed).
	43



	
	Number of respondent youth
	Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Enrolled in higher education (1)
	619
	1,395
	43.39%
	44.00%
	44.37%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	964
	1,395
	70.34%
	70.00%
	69.10%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment (1+2+3+4)
	1,125
	1,395
	82.84%
	80.00%
	80.65%
	Met Target
	No Slippage



	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	This is not a statistically significant difference from target. Of note is that out of the 1,395 survey respondents, 10, or .1%, chose not to answer questions about working. Of the 669 respondents who reported competitive types of employment, 90 reported that they did not work 20 hours a week or more and another 10 did not answer the question regarding the number of hours worked, a total of 7.2%. Of the 669 respondents, 17, or 1.2%, reported not earning minimum wage. 9 of these 17 reported earning less than minimum wage.



Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
Option 2: Report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment.
	Was sampling used? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	NO


Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates.
The State provides assurance that it is using its currently approved sampling methodology and only changing the years in which it is used.

Sampling Methodology:
Data were collected from a statewide representative sample of school districts. One-sixth of the school districts reported data on this indicator for FFY 2016. For a detailed description of New York State’s (NYS's) sampling methodology, see:
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/2012/ind14.htm.

	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	NO


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
The statewide Survey Pool included 3,925 SPP#14 Exiters who were enrolled by 107 school districts in the sample cohort. The statewide survey pool was found to be representative for all groups.

Census Representation (n= 26,428)
Survey Pool Representation (n= 3,925)

Learning Disabilities
Census: 52.4%
Survey: 53.1%
Difference: +0.7%

Emotional Disturbance
Census: 7.2%
Survey: 8.4%
Difference: +1.2%

Intellectual Disability
Census: 4.0%
Survey: 3.1%
Difference: -0.9%

All Other Disabilities
Census: 36.3%
Survey: 35.4%
Difference: -0.9%

Female
Census: 36.3%
Survey: 35.2%
Difference: -1.1%

Minority
Census: 53.6%
Survey: 55.2%
Difference: +1.6%

Dropout
Census: 13.2%
Survey: 17.2%
Difference: +4.0%

NYSED considers any differences of 10% or less, either negative or positive, to be representative.  A difference of 10% or less is not statistically significant enough to demonstrate that the data is not representative.

	[bookmark: _Toc392159338]Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? 
	YES


[bookmark: _Toc382082390][bookmark: _Toc392159339]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Data Source:
NYS continues to use a contractor to collect data for this indicator. The current contractor is Potsdam Institute for Applied Research at the State University of New York in Potsdam, NY. When possible, interviews with each identified exiter were conducted by telephone, but the survey was also available on the web and in hard copy by mail. See http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/spp/2012/ind14.htm.

Definitions:
Exiters are defined to include those students with disabilities who had individualized education programs and who completed the high school program with any diploma or certificate of completion (i.e., Regents or local diploma; Skills and Achievement Commencement Credential; CDOS Commencement Credential; Test Accessing Secondary Completion (TASC), NYSED's high school equivalency test), who completed school by reaching the maximum age to attend special education, or those who dropped out during the academic year being reviewed.

Enrolled in higher education means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community college (two-year program) or college/university (four or more year program) for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school.

Competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the State’s minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.

Enrolled in other postsecondary education or training means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis for at least one complete term at any time in the year since leaving high school in an education or training program (e.g., Job Corps; adult education; workforce development program; vocational technical school which is less than a two year program; or other).

Part-time is defined differently depending on the standard for the postsecondary school program. For colleges, part-time course loads are typically defined as nine credit hours or fewer per semester. Each person interviewed responds based on their understanding of what constitutes full- or part-time for the institution or program they are attending. Interviewers are trained to provide guidance if requested or needed.

Enrolled in other postsecondary education or training also includes enrollment on a full- or part-time basis for at least one complete term in a vocational technical school that is less than a two-year program at any time of the year since leaving high school.

Some other employment means youth have worked for pay or been self-employed for a period of at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes working in a family business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering services, etc.).
14 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
 
14 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.


   
14 - Required Actions



Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions
[bookmark: _Toc381786822][bookmark: _Toc382731911][bookmark: _Toc382731912][bookmark: _Toc392159340]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision
Results Indicator: Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).
Measurement
Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.
Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.
States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and report on them in the corresponding SPP/APR.
States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).
If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data under IDEA section 618, explain.
States are not required to report data at the LEA level.
15 - Indicator Data
Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range is used

Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	9,702

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	130


[bookmark: _Toc382731913][bookmark: _Toc392159341]Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
The New York State Education Department (NYSED) consulted with the State's Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services for target setting for this indicator. To provide background to CAP for this discussion, a comprehensive data presentation on the State's due process system, including impartial hearings, mediation and resolution sessions was held in the spring of 2014. The target setting discussion then followed in the fall of 2014. A more comprehensive data presentation on the State's due process system, including impartial hearings, mediation and resolution sessions was held in the spring of 2018.

Considerations discussed for target setting included historical trends, the length of time it takes some districts (particularly one large city school district) to enter into settlement agreements which may have initiated from resolution meeting discussions and a newly-proposed expedited settlement process in this district. Mediation data was also considered, as were the reasons for the majority of requests for due process hearings (i.e., tuition reimbursement).

Stakeholders discussed the variability in factors that impact this Indicator. Since FFY 2008, the State used a variable target of an increase of two percent over the prior year data which was not clear to many stakeholders since the percentage target changed each year. The State considered these factors in its decision to change targets to a range.

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2006
	10.63%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	5.50%
	6.00%
	7.00%
	8.00%
	9.00% - 10.00%

	Data
	4.71%
	4.82%
	3.20%
	2.83%
	1.81%




Targets
	FFY
	2018 (low)
	2018 (high)
	2019 (low)
	2019 (high)

	Target
	11.00%
	12.00%
	11.00%
	12.00%



FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	3.1 Number of resolutions sessions
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target (low)
	FFY 2018 Target (high)
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	130
	9,702
	1.81%
	11.00%
	12.00%
	1.34%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions and that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements declined from 1.81 percent in FFY 2017 to 1.34 percent in FFY 2018. A significant percent of all due process complaints in FFY 2018 involved parent tuition reimbursement; an issue that parents may feel needs an Impartial Hearing Officer's (IHO's) decision. In addition, settlement negotiations between parents and the district may not occur in a timely manner; therefore, the 30-day resolution period ends prior to actual settlement. Issues may also be increasing in complexity, resulting in difficulty resolving the issues during the resolution period. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Based on the findings of a study of the Impartial Hearing Office procedures of a large city school district with a significant number of impartial hearings, a compliance assurance plan was developed in May 2019 requiring the district to develop methods to more effectively use resolution sessions to resolve due process hearing complaints.

NYSED continues to consider the possibility of moving its two-tier due process system to a one-tier system and has taken steps to strengthen the first tier through the compliance assurance plan. NYSED continues to receive guidance from the Office of Special Education Programs.
15 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
15 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
15 - Required Actions



Indicator 16: Mediation
[bookmark: _Toc382731916][bookmark: _Toc392159344]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision
Results indicator: Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3(B))
Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).
Measurement
Percent = (2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by 2.1) times 100.
Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.
States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and report on them in the corresponding SPP/APR.
States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).
If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data under IDEA section 618, explain.
States are not required to report data at the LEA level.
16 - Indicator Data
Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range is used

Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	189

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints
	11

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints
	150


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
The New York State Education Department (NYSED) consulted with the State's Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services for target setting for this Indicator. To provide background to CAP for this discussion, a comprehensive data presentation on the State's due process system, including impartial hearings, mediation and resolution sessions was held in the spring of 2014. The target setting discussion then followed in the fall of 2014. A more comprehensive data presentation on the State's due process system, including impartial hearings, mediation and resolution sessions was held in the spring of 2018.

Considerations discussed for target setting included historical trends, the length of time it takes some districts (particularly one large city school district) to enter into settlement agreements which may have initiated from resolution meeting discussions and a newly-proposed expedited settlement process in this district. Mediation data was also considered, as were the reasons for the majority of requests for due process hearings (i.e., tuition reimbursement). Given the State's fluctuation in performance shown in the historical data, ranges for targets have been set.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2006
	90.64%



	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	87.00%
	88.00%
	90.00%
	94.00%
	89.00% - 92.00%

	Data
	87.10%
	88.53%
	83.02%
	86.63%
	88.74%




Targets
	FFY
	2018 (low)
	2018 (high)
	2019 (low)
	2019 (high)

	Target
	91.00%
	95.00%
	91.00%
	95.00%



FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints
	2.1.b.i Mediation agreements not related to due process complaints
	2.1 Number of mediations held
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target (low)
	FFY 2018 Target (high)
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	11
	150
	189
	88.74%
	91.00%
	95.00%
	85.19%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Due process complaints increased from 7,288 in FFY 2017 to 9,702 in FFY 2018.  An increased use of the due process complaint process may have resulted in decreased use of mediation and, therefore, a decreased number of mediation agreements.  Other possible reasons for the slippage include increased complexity and difficulty of the issues facing school districts and parents/students coming to mediation may result in fewer mediation agreements, and parents may prefer to work with an impartial hearing officer, rather than try to reach agreement with a district.  Please see the additional information below on how the State is addressing mediation.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Mediation continues to be minimally used across the State with most disputes resulting in due process impartial hearings. To increase the awareness and use of mediation across the State, the New York State Education Department (NYSED) developed a new contract request for proposals (RFP) to address 1) promotion of the use of mediation statewide and improved training of special education mediators; and 2) the collection and reporting of data on mediation session and provide administrative cost reimbursement to Community Dispute Resolution Centers across the State. The Center for Appropriate Dispute Resolution provided input into the development of the RFP. Contracts were awarded to two separate bidders for parts 1 and 2 of the RFP and implementation of the contracts is in process. 

In addition, through a May 2019 Compliance Assurance Plan developed for a large city school with a significant number of impartial hearings, the district has identified a plan for the increased use of mediation.

New York State continues to offer Individualized Education Program (IEP) Facilitation and is planning a State-wide expansion of the program. Applications are currently being accepted from individuals from across the State in order to provide an increased number of trained IEP Facilitators available to facilitate meetings Statewide.
16 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
16 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
16 - Required Actions



Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
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Certification
Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify
I certify that I am the Chief State School Officer of the State, or his or her designee, and that the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report is accurate.
Select the certifier’s role:
Chief State School Officer
Name and title of the individual certifying the accuracy of the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report.
[bookmark: _Hlk20318241]Name: 
Christopher Suriano
Title: 
Assistant Commissioner
Email: 
christopher.suriano@nysed.gov
Phone:
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REMAINING FINDINGS OF NONCOMPLIANCE IDENTIFIED IN FFY 2011 OR EARLIER, AS NOTED IN OSEP’S RESPONSE TO THE STATE’S FFY 2017 SPP/APR 

(NY PART B)

In its FFY 2012 SPP/APR, the State reported in prior Part B Indicator 15 (Timely Correction of Noncompliance) that there were one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011 or earlier. OSEP’s June 20, 2019 Response to the State’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR noted that the State had had three remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 36 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008, and 14 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007, and required the State to report, with the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, that it had corrected the remaining findings.    

With its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State reported two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011 were corrected; two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010 were corrected; no remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009 were corrected; 22 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008 were corrected; and seven remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 were corrected. The State reported on the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction for remaining findings in FFY 2009 or later, in a manner consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. 

In order to verify the correction of the remaining findings of noncompliance identified in in FFY(s) 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2011, the State must report that it has verified that each local educational agency with remaining noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the local educational agency, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.





Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2011 





		Number of remaining FFY 2011 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR 

		

3



		Number of remaining FFY 2011 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		2



		Number of remaining FFY 2011 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		

1







Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2010 





		Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR

		

2





		Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		2



		Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		0















Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2009 





		Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR 

		

2



		Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		0



		Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		2







Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2008 





		Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR 

		

36



		Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings the State has verified as corrected

		22



		Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		14







Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2007:



		Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2013 SPP/APR 

		14



		Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		7



		Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		7







With its FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must, in an attachment to the Introduction, report on the status of correction of the one remaining finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 14 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008, and seven remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007. When reporting on the correction of  the remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY(s) 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2011, the State must report that it has verified that the local educational agency with remaining noncompliance: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the local educational agency, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
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New York State - Technical Assistance Sources and Actions

 

		Technical Assistance

		Outcomes/Actions Taken



		TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RELATED TO INDICATORS FOR WHICH A STATE RECEIVED A ZERO SCORE:

		



		Reading and Math Assessment Elements: Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments 



		In 2018-2019, the New York State Education Department (NYSED) released an updated “Assessments Toolkit.” This toolkit is intended to help superintendents communicate information about NYS’s annual testing program to their school communities. 

(http://www.nysed.gov/assessments-toolkit)



In addition, NYSED released additional informational materials on assessment participation including the “ESSA Fact Sheet for Educators” (http://www.nysed.gov/common/nysed/files/programs/essa/essa-fact-sheet-educators.pdf) and “Understanding the New York State Accountability System under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)” ((http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/essa/documents/UnderstandingNYSAccountabilitySystemUnderESSA_2018-19F.pdf)





		Indicator 12: IEP Developed and Implemented by Third Birthday 

Conversations with Angela Tanner-Dean of the US Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) and Anne Louise Thompson of the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) regarding New York's Indicator 12 data.



National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (http://ectacenter.org/):

Resources on Preschool Inclusion:

· National Early Childhood Inclusion Indicators Initiative

· Policy and Position Statements

Financing Strategies and Collaborative Funding



		NYSED has been challenged with improving its Indicator 12 data due to a provision in the State's Public Health Law that allows parents to continue their child in early intervention programming beyond the third birthday. NYSED is interested in learning more regarding states that are using the extended Part C option (extending Part C services beyond age 3) through approved policy and procedures from OSEP submitted with the States' Part C application. 



		Longstanding Noncompliance 

Technical assistance provided to NYSED staff by Anne Louise Thompson of NCSI leading up to an October 2018 training on Complaint investigation procedures.



Meeting with Anne Louise Thompson and Jana Rosborough from NCSI and Nancy O’Hara from the IDEA Data Center (IDC) in February 2019 to discuss its monitoring system, resolution of noncompliance, and recommendations for improvement.  Additional meetings are scheduled to continue these conversations. 



From March through July 2019, NYSED staff also participated in monthly calls and virtual events with other states as part of NCSI’s Results Based Learning Collaborative.  This Collaborative includes a focus on increasing capacity to effectively monitor for compliance and results, and to use that information to provide targeted, evidence-based technical assistance and professional development.

		Assisted NYSED in the resolution of noncompliance identified through a State complaint investigation.



Informed how NYSED identifies and resolves noncompliance, conducts monitoring, and directs its funded technical assistance providers to provide support to districts with longstanding noncompliance.





		ALL OTHER SOURCES OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ACCESSED BY NYSED:

		



		Technical Assistance

		Outcomes/Actions Taken



		Comprehensive Center Network 

		Used by NYSED as a clearinghouse of resources and information.



		National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition 

		Newcomer Toolkit informed the work of the NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.



		Office of Educational Technology

		Educator Toolkit: "Using Educational Technology - 21st Century Supports for English Learners" informed the work of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.



		US Departments of Education and Justice – Joint Guidance to Ensure English Learner Students Have Equal Access to High-Quality Education; 



US Department of Education – English Learners Tool Kit



		Informed work of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers in providing guidance to school districts.



		National Center on Education Outcomes (NCEO)

		Participated in three NCEO hosted Peer Learning Groups (PLGs) on topics related to the 1 percent state-level cap on participation in the alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards:

· Digging into Your Data: Building a 1 percent Data Analysis and Use Plan

· Guiding and Evaluating District Justifications for Exceeding the 1 percent Cap

· Building Capacity of IEP Teams and Parents in Making Decisions about Assessment Participation

Informed updates to guidance initiatives on the one percent cap on participation in alternate assessments.



		REL Northeast and Islands (Regional Educational Laboratory Program)

		Used to increase knowledge about research-based practices, which were incorporated into trainings for administrators and teachers.



		Effective Literacy Instruction for ELLs with Disabilities

		Used in developing a training module to be used by NYSED-funded technical assistance providers across the State.



		National Center on Improving Literacy

		Used in the development of literacy quality indicators.





		National Center of Response to Intervention



National Center for Learning Disabilities

		Informed the work of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.





		National Center on Deaf-Blindness



National Deaf Center on Postsecondary Outcomes

		Resources shared with the NYS School for the Deaf.



		IDEAS that Work

		Toolkit on Universal Design for Learning (UDL) used to update training module on specially designed instruction.

Accommodations Manual - "How to Select, Administer and Evaluate Use of Accommodations for Instruction and Assessment of Students with Disabilities", used to inform trainings and shared as a resource with districts.

Webinar: "High Expectations and Appropriate Supports: The Importance of IEPs", April 2018, informed the work of NYSED staff and NYSED-funded technical assistance providers







		Center for Parent Information and Resources

		Student-Lead IEPs webinar used to inform Student-Directed IEP training series for districts.



		Privacy Technical Assistance Center - http://ptac.ed.gov



National Association for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth - http://www.naehcy.org/



National Center for Education Statistics - https://nces.ed.gov/

		Informed guidance and technical assistance to the field.



		United States Department of Education website



		Used to inform content within regional trainings by NYSED-funded technical assistance networks and OSE staff.



		What Works Clearinghouse (https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/)

		NYSED-funded technical assistance providers reviewed Practice Guides and What Works to inform best practices and research evidence-based practices in specially designed instruction. 



		National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality (TQ Center)

		Reviewed checklists and resources for Quality Indicators or "Look Fors" of classroom/behavior management, UDL, and inclusive services.



		Vocational Rehabilitation Technical Assistance Center for Youth with Disabilities 

		Informed updates on regional trainings and technical assistance provided to districts and county specific transition council meetings.



		A Transition Guide to Postsecondary Education and Employment for Students and Youth with Disabilities

		Informed the work of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.



		National Collaborative on Workforce and Disability for Youth 

		Informed updates on regional trainings and technical assistance provided to districts and county specific transition council meetings.



		National Technical Assistance Center for Transition (NTACT)

		Resources used to inform the work of NYSED staff and NYSED-funded technical assistance providers to recognize and build effective practices around transition.

· NTACT Evaluation Toolkit

· Effective Practices Matrix

· Indicator 13 Checklist

· Transition Assessment Guide

· Taxonomy for Transition Programming 2.0

· Research to Practice Guides

June Gothberg presented on "Evidence-Based Practices in Transition" in January 2018.

Informed the work of NYSED's Indicator 13 Workgroup.

Multiple webinars informed the work of NYSED staff and NYSED-funded technical assistance providers, including:

· Lessons Learned from Three Re-entry Programs

· Need Evidence-Based Practices for Secondary Transition and Pre-ETS Implementation

· Implementing Evidence-Based Practices to Increase Graduation Rates and Decrease Dropout Rates for Students with Disabilities in Pennsylvania

· Competitive Integrated Employment Products and Tools: NTACT Infomercial



		National Post School Outcomes Center

		Resources used to inform training of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers to recognize and build effective practices around transition.

Informed decisions regarding potential changes to NYSED's SPP Indicator 14 survey.



		IDEA Partnership National Secondary Transition Community of Practice

		Monthly meetings informed work of the State on best practices in transition.



		Pacer Center

		Informed the work of NYSED staff and NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.



		Workforce Innovation Technical Assistance Center 



Job Accommodations Network



National Center for Education Research 

		Informed the work of NYSED staff and NYSED-funded technical assistance providers

Informed the collaborative work of OSE and NYSED’s Adult Career and Continuing Education- Vocational Rehabilitation (ACCES-VR) Office and the development of the joint agreement required under Workforce Innovation Opportunity Act to facilitate the transition of students with disabilities to post-school employment. 



		Collaboration for Effective Educator Development Accountability and Reform (CEEDAR)

		CEEDAR materials informed discussion around teacher shortage and recruitment related to State initiatives.

NYSED Office of Special Education leadership also participated in collaborative work with CEEDAR around special education teaching initiatives. 



		College and Career Readiness Center 

		Resources used by NYSED-funded technical assistance providers informed development of trainings, tools and self-assessments for schools/districts, Indicator 13 guidance materials, newsletter articles and School Tools.



		The IDEA and Research for Inclusive Settings Center

		Use of research briefs and modules informed training developed by NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.



		National Drop Out Prevention Center for Students with Disabilities

		Used to inform training of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers to recognize and build effective practices around transition.



		Consult with Dr. Caryn Ward

		Provided professional development to NYSED staff in February 2019 on implementation science related to the installation of State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) work.



		Accessible Education Materials Center 

		Utilized resources to conduct trainings around State and develop new information on Accessible Instructional Materials.



		State Implementation and Scaling-Up of Evidence-based Practices 

		Resources and materials accessed by NYSED staff and NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.





		National Center for Intensive Interventions

		Resources informed the work of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.



		National Implementation Research Network 

		Information and resources used by NYSED staff and NYSED-funded technical assistance providers in understanding and utilizing best practices in implementation science.



		School-wide Integrated Framework for Transformation (SWIFT)

		Reviewed SWIFT Guide to inform SSIP initiative.



		The Language and Literacy Collaborative NING

(https://ncsi-literacy.ning.com)

		Review of resources related to literacy informed SSIP.

Reviewed SSIP models from other states.



		Center on Standards and Assessment Implementation 

		Reviewed written policies of states that have launched Multi-Tiered Systems of Support initiatives and "peer reviews" of states' plans.



		Interagency Councils and State Advisory Panels

		Informed work of Commissioner's Advisory Panel for Special Education Services (State Advisory Panel).

Information shared with State Advisory Panel, particularly on the development of the SSIP.



		OSEP Monthly Calls

		Staff regularly participated in monthly technical assistance calls hosted by OSEP. Used the information to ensure appropriate development and submission of the Annual Performance Report and development of the SSIP.



		OSEP Project Directors' Virtual Conference

		NYSED staff and NYSED-funded technical assistance providers participated to understand current best practices to improve outcomes for students with disabilities.



		Center for Applied Special Technology

		Webinars and materials informed understanding and best practices in universal design for learning, including information on selection of assistive technology to improve outcomes for students with disabilities.



		Parent Center Hub (http://www.parentcenterhub.org/)

		Resources used to support professional development and training for NYSED-funded technical assistance providers



		Parent Technical Assistance Center

		Used in developing training and materials on transition and post-secondary outcomes for students with disabilities and ELLs.



		National RAISE Center: Resources for Access, Independence, Self-Advocacy and Employment

		Resources and materials informed the work of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.



		Regional Educational Laboratory - National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance

		Resources and materials informed the work of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.



		Technical Assistance Center for Social Emotional Intervention for Young Children 

		Informed planning, handouts, and related topics for preschool trainings.



		Center for Early Childhood Mental Health Consultation

		Resources used for district trainings.



		National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center 

		Participated in webinars and reviewed web resources to plan improvement activities to improve outcomes for preschool students with disabilities.



		National Association for the Education of Young Children

		Used to inform regional trainings around Developmentally Appropriate Practices in Preschool Education and Teaching Social-Emotional Skills in Early Childhood.



		Early Childhood Personnel Center 

		Resources shared with districts.



		Center for Enhancing Early Learning Outcomes 

		Website resources and materials informed work of NYSED-funded technical assistance providers and NYSED's Early Childhood Blue Ribbon Committee.



		Center on Social and Emotional Foundations for Early Learning

		Resources informed the work of the NYSED-funded technical assistance providers.



		National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations 

		Materials, tools and guidance informed the work of NYSED and its technical assistance partners.



		Center for Alternative Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CADRE)

		Information and data accessed from CADRE's website informed work in the area of dispute resolution.



		NCSI

		“See Longstanding Noncompliance” (Page 2)



		IDC

Meeting Nancy O’Hara in February 2019 on next steps to Identifying Contributing Factors of Significant Disproportionality 

IDC Success Gap document

Meeting and professional development provided by Nancy O’Hara to districts identified as Significantly Disproportionate in July 2019

		Information used to develop process for addressing significant disproportionality contributing factors.



Professional development and technical assistance provided to NYSED staff as well as district leadership as to how to identify contributing factors leading to significant disproportionality.  The IDC Success Gap toolkit was utilized in this work.



		National Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports Technical Assistance Center (TAC)

		The NYS liaison from the National PBIS TAC, Lucille Eber, supported NYSED-funded technical assistance providers to provide information and technical assistance which informs or supports the implementation of PBIS in school districts across the State.

 NYSED-funded technical assistance providers attended and participated in the PBIS Network Leadership Forum, sponsored annually by OSEP, to inform the professional development and technical assistance provided to NYS schools in implementation of positive behavioral supports.



		Northeast PBIS Advisory Group 

		NYSED-funded technical assistance providers and NYSED staff participated in conference calls and meetings of this group to inform effective practices in PBIS.



		Mid Atlantic Equity Center

		Information source of culturally relevant and responsive practices used to assist NYSED in development of its culturally responsive framework.



		DaSy – The Center for IDEA Early Childhood Data Systems



EdFacts

		Information used to ensure timely and accurate data collection and reporting.



		Center on Great Teachers and Leaders

		Informed practices around convening stakeholder groups.



		National Center to Improve Recruitment and Retention of Qualified Personnel for Children with Disabilities (Personnel Improvement Center)

		Research to inform the discussion around teacher shortages and personnel initiatives. 
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The NYSED Office of Special Education (OSE)
Educational Partnership

OSE

OSE will guide the work of the Educational Partnership with the goal of improving outcomes for students with
disabilities through collaboration with other offices within NYSED

Technical Assistance Partnerships (TAP)

The five TAPs include Data, Transition, Behavior, Academics, and Equity. The TAPs serve two primary purposes:
provide tools and resources for families and professionals, as well as provide direct support to the professionals within
the OSE Educational Partnership

Regional Teams:
Supporting students from early childhood through high school (birth-21)

Regional Partnership Center Early Childhood Family and School-age Family and
Community Engagement Center Community Engagement Center

A Regional team will provide a combination of regional trainings, targeted professional development and technical
assistance to groups around a common topic and technical assistance and support to identified educational organizations.
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The NYSED Office of Special Education (OSE)
Educational Partnership

OSE will guide the work of the Educational Partnership with the goal of
improving outcomes for students with disabilities through collaboration
with other offices within NYSED.

Technical Assistance Partnerships (TAP)

The five TAPs include Data, Transition, Behavior, Academics, and Equity.
The TAPs serve two primary purposes: provide tools and resources for
families and professionals, as well as provide direct support to the
professionals within the OSE Educational Partnership

Regional Teams
Supporting students from early childhood through high school (birth-21)

Regional Partnership Center

Early Childhood Family and
Community Engagement Center

School-age Family and
Community Engagement Center

A Regional team will provide a combination of regional trainings, targeted
professional development and technical assistance to groups around a common
topic and technical assistance and support to identified educational organizations.





Technical Assistance Partnerships (TAP)

What is a TAP?

A Special Education Technical Assistance Partnership, or TAP,
is a funded MOU/contract located within an institute of
higher education that serves two primary purposes: provide
tools and resources for families and professionals, as well as
provide direct support to the professionals within the
Educational Partnership. The five TAPs include Data,
Transition, Behavior, Academics, and Equity.





Regional Partnership Centers (RPC)

Twelve (12) Regional Partnership Centers

1. Long Island

2. Lower Hudson
3. Mid-Hudson
4. Capital District
5. North Country
6. Southwest

7. Southeast

8. Central

9. Mid-State

10. Mid-West

11. West

12. New York City
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MID-WEST
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Regional Partnership Center Staffing
157 Positions Statewide

Systems Change Facilitator (SCF) will provide leadership to the Regional Partnership
Center, including conducting regional and district needs assessments and deploying the
resources of the specialists, under the direction of OSE. The Systems Change Facilitator
will be the expert on implementation science and systems change. There are 16 of these
positions statewide; five of them are in New York City.

Special Education Trainer (SET) will provide training and information on the special
education process consistent with federal law, regulation and guidance, as well as State
law and NYSED guidance. There are 16 of these positions statewide; five of them are in
New York City.

Culturally Responsive Educator (CRE) will provide training and technical assistance that
informs the relationship between teaching, learning, and cultural context, as well as
training related to effective instructional programs and practices for students who are
bilingual/English language learners with suspected or identified disabilities. There are 15
of these positions statewide; six of them are in New York City.

Specially Designed Instruction (SDI) Specialist will provide training and technical
assistance on research- based instructional teaching and learning strategies. There are
16 of these positions statewide; five of them are in New York City.

Behavior Specialist (BS) will provide training and technical assistance on issues related
to social-emotional and behavioral health within multi-tiered systems of support. There
are 31 of these positions statewide; eight of them are in New York City.

Transition Specialist (TS) will provide training and technical assistance on issues related
to transition planning and services. There are 31 of these positions statewide; eight of
them are in New York City.

Literacy Specialist (LS) will provide training and technical assistance related to
understanding and acquisition of literacy skills within multi-tiered systems of support.
There are 32 of these positions statewide; nine of them are in New York City.





Early Childhood Family and Community Engagement Centers (EC FACE Centers)
Fourteen (14) Early Childhood FACE Centers

1.

2.

3.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Long Island

Lower Hudson

Mid-Hudson

Capital District/North Country

South
Central
Mid-State
Mid-West
West

Brooklyn
Bronx
Manhattan
Queens
Staten Island

CENTRAL

MID-STATE

MID-WEST

WEST

SOUTH

CAPITAL
DISTRICT/
NORTH
COUNTRY

<—{ MID-HUDSON

LOWER HUDSON

BROOKLYN
BRONX
MANHATTAN

QUEENS LONG ISLAND

STATEN ISLAND
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Early Childhood Family and Community Engagement Center (FACE) Staffing
28 Positions Statewide

Professional Development Specialist (PDS) The Early Childhood and School-Age FACE
Center Professional Development Specialists will be expected to provide technical
assistance and professional development to a variety of stakeholders as determined
through regional planning. They will also serve as lead of the project. There are 14 of
these positions statewide; five of them are in New York City.

Resource and Referral Specialist (RRS) The Early Childhood and School-age FACE Center
Resource and Referral Specialists provide regional training and support, made available
to families and other stakeholders. The provision of such trainings and support by the
RRS will be planned under the direction of the PDS. The RRS will also identify and
maintain regional resource information for community partners that serve
children/students with disabilities and their families, birth-5. There are 14 of these
positions statewide; five of them are in New York City.





School-age Family and Community Engagement Centers (SA FACE Centers)

Fourteen (14) School-age FACE Centers

1.

2.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Long Island
Hudson Valley
Capital District
North Country
South

Central
Mid-State
Mid-West
West

Brooklyn
Bronx
Manhattan
Queens
Staten Island

CENTRAL

MID-STATE

MID-WEST

WEST

SOUTH

NORTH
COUNTRY

CAPITAL
DISTRICT

HUDSON
VALLEY

BROOKLYN
BRONX
MANHATTAN

QUEENS

LONG ISLAND

STATEN ISLAND
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School Age Family and Community Engagement Center (FACE) Staffing
28 Positions Statewide

Professional Development Specialist (PDS) The School-Age FACE Center Professional
Development Specialists will be expected to provide technical assistance and
professional development to a variety of stakeholders as determined through regional
planning. They will also serve as lead of the project. There are 14 of these positions
statewide; five of them are in New York City.

Resource and Referral Specialist (RRS) The School-age FACE Center Resource and
Referral Specialists provide regional training and support, made available to families and
other stakeholders. The provision of such trainings and support by the RRS will be
planned under the direction of the PDS. The RRS will also identify and maintain regional
resource information for community partners that serve children/students with
disabilities and their families, 5-21. There are 14 of these positions statewide; five of
them are in New York City.
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New York State Indicator 11 FFY2018 Reasons for Delays

Reason

1-10 Days
Delayed

11-20
Days
Delayed

21-30
Days
Delayed

Over 30
Days
Delayed

Total

Percent of
Total

1. An
approved
evaluator
was not
available to
provide a
timely
evaluation

256

174

120

382

932

42.58%

2. Evaluator
delays in
completing
the
evaluation

309

260

183

487

1,239

56.60%

3.
Multilingual
Evaluator
Not
Available

18

0.82%

Total

570

436

305

878

2,189

100.00%

Percent of
Total

26.04%

19.92%

13.93%

40.11%

100.00%
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New York State Indicator 12 FFY2018 Reasons for Delays

Reason

1-10
Days
Delayed

11-20
Days
Delayed

21-30
Days
Delayed

Over 30
Days
Delayed

Unknown

Total

Percent
of Total

The
recommended
Part B
program/services
were not
available when
the child turn 3
years of age

0

1

3

9

13

13.40%

Evaluator was
not available to
provide a timely
evaluation

19

22

22.68%

Evaluator delays
in completing
the evaluation

45

57

58.76%

Additional
evaluations were
requested

3.09%

Inaccurate or
Incomplete Data

2.06%

Total

73

97

100.00%

Percent of Total

6.19%

6.19%

8.23%

75.26%

4.12%

100.00%
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Appendix-A-ssip-logic-model-Appendix-B-theory-of-action (1).pdf
INPUTS

Staff/Human Resources

>

vV VY Vv VY

NYSED/Office of Special
Education (OSE) Offices
(including Special
Education Quality
Assurance Regional
offices)

NYSED/OSE Technical
Assistance/PD Networks
Integrated Intervention
Teams (RSE-TASC/
DTSDE Review)
NYSED/OSE Parent
Centers

Federal TA Centers (e.g.,
Nat'l Ctr. on Improving
Literacy)

NYS Institutions of Higher
Education (IHE)

Stakeholder Groups
Commissioner’s Advisory
Panel

Youth Advisory Panel
Parents

Other NYSED Offices
(Accountability, OBEWL,
Student Support
Services, Early Learning)

Funding
Federal, State, and local
personnel development
and school improvement
funds

v

New York State SSIP Logic Model

New York’s State-ldentified Measurable Result (SIMR):

For students classified as students with learning disabilities at SSIP Learning Sites in Grades 3-5, increase the percentage
of students scoring at proficiency levels 2 and above on the Grades 3-5 English Language Arts State Assessments

Strategy I: Organizational Capacity Building

ACTIVITIES

OUTPUTS

SHORT-TERM OUTCOMES

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES

Appendices A and B

LONG-TERM
OUTCOMES

System Level Outcomes

*

Establish and sustain the SSIP
Implementation Design Team (SIDT)*
to lead the SSIP and model practices

Establish specialized workgroups to
help inform the design of the MTSS**
framework

Develop and sustain a virtual SSIP
Workspace for SSIP teams to utilize to
advance the work

Develop and implement a
communication system with bi-
directional communication pathways

Establish and sustain the SSIP State
Leadership Team (SLT) to review
results and learning from the SSIP and
to guide SEA policy alignment

Establish and sustain Regional
Integrated Intervention Teams (RIITS)
to support implementation at SSIP
Learning Sites

Establish and sustain District
Implementation Teams (DITS) to
facilitate implementation at the building
level

Establish and sustain School
Implementation Teams (SITs) to
implement effective innovation outlined
in the SSIP

SSIP Implementation Teams develop
Continuous Improvement Plans to
help them monitor performance and
build team capacity

SIDT is established, uses effective team
practices, and builds infrastructure and
implementation capacity to support the
SSIP

Workgroups are established, use
effective team practices, and identify
critical components of an effective
innovation, data system, and training and
coaching model for the SIDT

SSIP Workspace is created and used by
implementation team members to
collaborate and co-create

Communication System is installed and
bi-directional pathways are used with
fidelity

SLT is established, uses effective team
practices, and builds capacity for scaling
up the MTSS

RIITs are established, use effective team
practices, and help DITs build capacity to
support implementation of the MTSS

DITs are established, use effective team
practices, and help SITs build capacity to
support implementation of the MTSS

SITs are established, use effective team
practices, and implement the MTSS and
capstone EBPs

SSIP Implementation Teams have
developed Continuous Improvement
Plans involving frequently collected,
actionable data used for improving
performance

There is improved collaboration and
communication across NYSED offices
and between State, regional, and
district-level implementation teams

There is increased system coherence,
collective understanding, and shared
ownership of the MTSS framework and
capstone EBPs

There is increased coordination and
reduced duplication of effort in the
planning and provision of services to
learning sites from State and regional
PD/TA Networks

There is increased satisfaction among
leaders, stakeholder representatives,
and team members with the
organizational structures and processes
providing SSIP governance

**MTSS = the New York State Systemic Improvement Plan’s Multi-Tiered System of Suppfrts Model (NYS SSIP MTSS Model)

m  Adaptive, facilitative policies and
plans are in place at the State and
regional levels to support sustainability
and scale-up of the MTSS framework

m There is increased alignment and
collective reinforcement of NYSED’s
priorities and initiatives

> There is increased
organizational capacity
(high functioning teams)
and improved infrastructure
(facilitative support
systems) at the State,
regional, and local levels to
support and sustain
implementation of the
MTSS

> NYS formally adopts the
integrated, culturally and
linguistically responsive
MTSS as the statewide
model

> RIITs have increased their
capacity to support LEAs
in the planning of and
progress toward school
improvement goals

> SSIP districts increase
their capacity to support
building-level
implementation of the
MTSS (begin scale-up)

» SSIP schools increase

fidelity implementation of
the MTSS

v






INPUTS

Materials, Tools,
Guidance

> Blueprint for Improved
Results for Students with
Disabilities

> DTSDE Reports/School
Comprehensive
Improvement Plan
(SCIPs)/Quality
Improvement Plans
(QIPs)

> Evidence-based
Programs, Fidelity
Guides, and information
(including quality
indicators on MTSS and
EBPs, OSP web-based
resources, etc.)

> Valid, reliable benchmark
and progress monitoring
tools

> Culturally Responsive
Education (CRE)
Guidance

> Social Emotional
Development and
Learning (SEDL)/Positive
Behavioral Support (PBS)
Guidance

> Parent Center Resources

> SEA-LEA Partnership
Agreements/MOUs

Technology
> Student-level Data
Systems (LEAs, RICs,
IRS, etc.)

» Other Data Warehouses

v

Strategy Il: Program and Resource Development

ACTIVITIES

OUTPUTS

SHORT TERM OUTCOMES

Appendices A and B

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES

LONG-TERM
OUTCOMES

Define the NYS SSIP MTSS Model

Define Capstone evidence-based
practices (EBPs) to support Literacy,
SEDL and El within the MTSS

m Create a web-based MTSS resource
library to store and share resources
developed for the SSIP

= Develop a comprehensive set of
implementation tools and guidance
materials

ACTIVITIES

The MTSS and Capstone EBPsto
support literacy, SEDL, and EI within the
MTSS are clearly defined (knowable,
doable, assessable) and operationalized
for usability testing at SSIP Learning
Sites

A comprehensive set of aligned
implementation tools and guidance
materials are shared on the MTSS
resource library and accessed by SSIP
implementation teams and stakeholders

OUTPUTS

The MTSS and implementation tools are
compatible with other State/local
models, and with improvement processes
currently in use

SSIP Learning Sites have improved
access to up-to-date implementation
resources and contextualized guidance

SSIP learning sites have increased their
utilization of implementation tools
developed by SSIP teams, and are
satisfied with practicality and ease of use

SHORT TERM OUTCOMES

Tools such as Practitioner Guides,
Implementation Checklists and Practical
Performance Assessments have been
refined and validated for use in scale

up

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES

m Define the PD and Coaching Delivery
Models to use to support
implementation of the MTSS

m Develop a Comprehensive Training
Plan

m Develop a Comprehensive Coaching
Plan to support and improve fidelity
implementation

m  Provide foundational training in Initial
Implementation of the MTSS for teams
in the SSIP Transformation Zone

= Provide continuous, targeted technical
assistance and coaching for teams in
the SSIP Transformation Zone

The PD and Coaching Models and
Plans used to support implementation of
the MTSS and Capstone EBPs are
operationalized and coordinated with PD
plans of SSIP Learning Sites

SSIP Implementation Teams are
trained in facilitation and coaching skills
to support effective implementation of the
MTSS and Capstone EBPs

SSIP Implementation Teams receive
ongoing TA and coaching to support
their facilitation of fidelity implementation
of the MTSS and Capstone EBPs

Staff and leaders at SSIP Learning
Sites are trained in effective
implementation of the MTSS and
Capstone EBPs

Staff and leaders at SSIP Learning
Sites receive ongoing TA and
coaching to support their fidelity
implementation of the MTSS and
Capstone EBPs

There is increased collective clarity
around, and support for, the PD and
Coaching Models implemented by State
TACs and RIITs to provide ongoing, high-
quality support for SSIP Learning Sites

RIITs increase their understanding and
self-efficacy to facilitate
implementation of the MTSS and
Capstone EBPs

Staff and leaders at SSIP Learning Sites
increase their understanding, self-
efficacy to implement, and use of the
MTSS and Capstone EBPs

Districts and schools intentionally
integrate the Quality PD and Coaching
Model designed to support fidelity
implementation of the MTSS

LEA leaders participating in the SSIP
increase their use of leadership
practices aligned with the MTSS

There is increased quality of on-site
PD, TA, and coaching support services
provided to SSIP Learning Sites by RIITs

RIIT specialists have increased fidelity
implementation of the identified
facilitation and coaching practices used
with teams and staff at SSIP Learning
Sites

Staff and leaders at SSIP Learning Sites
increase GE-SE cooperative planning
and fidelity use of MTSS data to
inform decisions

Staff and leaders at the SSIP Learning
Sites have increased fidelity
implementation of Capstone EBPs -
literacy, SEDL, and Explicit Instruction —
within the MTSS

Student Level Outcomes

at Cohort 1 Learning Sites

> Anincreased percentage

of K-5 students with
learning disabilities remain
in their classrooms for core
instruction

> K-5 students with learning

disabilities increase their
performance level on
specified benchmark
assessments

> K-5 students with learning

disabilities demonstrate
increased engagement
and improved behavior

> K-5 students with learning

disabilities in cultural and
linguistic sub-groups
demonstrate increased
engagement and improved
behavior

> K-5 students with learning

disabilities improve their
progress in the general
education curriculum

Practice Level Outcome
at Cohort 1 Learning Sites

» Practitioners increase

fidelity implementation
of additional identified
academic and behavior
EBPs in Tier 1, Tier 2 and
Tier 3 instructional settings

v





Appendices A and B

Strategy IV: Needs Assessment, Improvement Planning, and Monitoring

ACTIVITIES I OUTPUTS I SHORT TERM OUTCOMES I INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES
m Establish a Decision Support Data System and = The MTSS data system and evaluation planare implemented = Staff, leaders, and stakeholders at SSIP Learning Sites ™  SSIP Learning Sites increase their capacity to
Evaluation Plan for collecting, analyzing and reporting and coordinated across all SSIP teams and SSIP Learning Sites increase access and use of the MTSS data system for systematically collect, analyze, and communicate to
actionable MTSS data = Data Coordinators on each DIT are trained in the collection of continuous improvement (i.e., a Plan, Do, Study, Act stakeholders MhTS|S g.r ogress and outcome data (student,
= Administer Implementation Capacity Assessments MTSS data and connected through a Community of Practice Cycle) practitioner, SF °°j istrict) . _ _
to SSIP system-level teams (DITs, RIIT, SIDT) [through Foundational Training] m Districts’ and schools’ improvement plans (Support = State and regional |mp|e|r|nentﬁlt|on tearlns mcrc(ajase their
= Collect Comprehensive Baseline Data and Update = Baseline Data is reviewed by all SSIP Implementation Teams Plans) show increased alignment with the goals of ggﬁq?ﬁ%égéﬁigiﬁ%lgéz &?F’S%na%zfégg and outcome
Improvement/implementation Plans and used to develop/update Implementation Plans; these plans MTSS implementation data (LEA, regional, State) prog
= Develop MTSS Data Dashboards to communicate are communicated to SSIP stakeholders m Staff, leaders and stakeholders at SSIP Learning Sites " d o
performance and progress m Data Dashboards display implementation progress and experience increased satisfaction with the = SSIP Learning Sites demonstrate progress toward

learning disabilities, including students in specified sub-
groups, laid out in their Support Plans (and QIPs, CEPs,
etc.)

performance metrics which are frequently updated and
accessible to all stakeholders

ACTIVITIES I OUTPUTS I SHORT TERM OUTCOMES I INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES
= Engage in 9“90i”9 communicati.on with SSIP m SSIP Learning Sites receive information and assistance from  ®m Among district and school leaders from SSIP Learning ~ m Among families and community members from SSIP
Learning Sites to help create readiness for the SIDT and RIITs to use to ready staff and stakeholders to Sites, there is increased satisfaction with the RIIT and Learning Sites, there is increased awareness and
implementation participate in the SSIP NYSED in their efforts to improve systems and understanding of the MTSS and how it supports outcomes
= Create a collaborative Partnership Agreement = The State and SSIP Learning Sites commit to mutually outcomes for student with learning disabilities for all students and students with disabilities
between the State and the SSIP Learning Sites agreeable terms for a 2-year partnership, including an annual m There is increased access to/activity on the SSIP ® Among families and community members from SSIP
establishing mutual understanding and commitments process for review and revision (recommitment) public website Learning Sites, there is increased involvement/
= Create a public website for communicating SSIP ® A public website is launched with clear guidance for = Among families and community members from SSIP engagement of families of all cultural and linguistic
project information stakeholders about how to use the site and how to submit Learning Sites, there is increased participation in the backgrounds in the special education process and school
= Develop an MTSS Community of Practice (SSIP feedback MTSS Community of Practice decision-making about the MTSS
Network Improvement Community) to support m SSIP stakeholders receive guidance on the value of, andhow ~ ® Among families and community members from SSIP
interactive learning about the MTSS in the SSIP to participate in, the MTSS Community of Practice Learning Sites, there is increased participation in
Transformation Zolne. o o = SSIP Learning Sites receive support and assistance engagement eventslliteracy trainings for adult learners
= Support the organization of district-driven activities designing and offering engagement events/opportunities to local
to engage families and members from the local families and community members

communities in learning about, and contributing to,
the MTSS movement
|
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SSIP — Theory of Action

Strands of Action  If NYSED... Then partnering LEAs will... In order for partnering schools to... Which will lead to long-term
outcomes for students, including:
Collaboration e Engages stakeholders e Engage families and community members Systems SIMR:
and Governance e Collaborates with other NYSED offices e Receive consistently aligned messages and supportin e Implement with increasing fidelity, multi-tiered ) .
« Aligns technical assistance resources improving outcomes for students with learning systems of support to improve academic, For students classifiedas
« Establishes State and Regional MTSS* collaboration  disabilities social-emotional, and behavioral outcomes students with learning disabilities
teams, governance structure e Establish MTSS district and school-level implementation _ at SSIP Learning Sites (grades 3-
teams Practices 5), increase the percentage of
o Implement with increasing fidelity, universal, students scoring at proficiency
targeted, and intensive interventions/ EBPsto  levels 2 and above on the Grades
Training and o Funds Technical Assistance Centers that deliver o Participate in professional development and technical support improved academics, social- 3-5 English Language Arts State
Technical high quality professional development and coaching assistance designed to improve equitable student emotional, and behavioral outcomes Assessments
Assistance to effectively prepare personnel to support school outcomes e Understand unique learing characteristics,
Improvement e Receive coaching to increase fidelity and extend impact culturally and linguistically relevant, and

specially designed instructional practices to

support students with learning disabilities

Leadership o Communicates vision effectively and provides o Model and provide information to staff about change
guidance and support in a timely and responsive strategies to improve instruction in schools Data
mannet o Utilize data systems to identify and inform (1)
— — , — , classroom instructional and eligibility decisions
Support for o Selects SSIP Learning Sites and provides integrated e Receive and utilize information and resources to and monitor student progress: (2) professional
struggling professional development and technical assistance support them in implementing an integrated, culturally, learning needs of staff and sc,hool leaders; (3)
schools in the implementation of the MTSS and evidence- and linguistically responsive MTSS framework, and resources and system policies o eTen
based practices (EBPs) implementing capstone practices in literacy, Social implementation and scale-up
Emotional Development and Learning and Explicit
Instruction
Evaluation o Develops an evaluation system that measures: o Adjust systems and practices as informed by fidelity
» Student progress and outcomes in behavior and measures and student outcomes

academics, including sub-groups of students
» Practice change and fidelity use of EBPs

» Building-level fidelity implementation of MTSS
and EBPs

> District, regional, and State-level capacity to
support and sustain implementation

*MTSS = the New York State Systemic Improvement Plan’s Multi-Tiered System of Supports Model (NYS SSIP MTSS Model)
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Phase Ill Implementation Plan Appendix D

Introduction

This planning document outlines the New York State Education Department’s Office of Special Education (NYSED-OSE) efforts to help
guide the roll-out of and accomplishments of Phase Il of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). This guidance is organized by
the five Improvement Strategies that make up NYSED-OSE’s SSIP. Each Strategy includes key activities, steps to complete activities,
and a projected timeline for completion.

Overview of the SSIP Improvement Plan

State Priorities for SSIP Phase llI,

Engage in Installation and Initial Implementation Stage Activities at the State, regional,
and local levels:

m Establish infrastructure and supports for implementation.

m Begin to operationalize the MTSS* by way of iterative continuous improvement cycles
(Plan, Do, Study, Act model).

m Engage in usability testing of the MTSS in regions and learning sites where there is ‘”’

capacity and readiness for early implementation.

m Share learning from early implementation across the Transformation Zone by establishing a Network Improvement Community
for the Cohort 1 SSIP Learning Sites.

m Collect baseline data; install early iteration of MTSS Decision Support Data System for SSIP Learning Sites to collect Student
(Type 1), Practitioner (Type 2), and School-wide system (Type 3) data.

= Continue to utilize frameworks and best practices from Implementation Science to strengthen and sustain teaming structures
and communication systems and system capacity at each level of the system (Type 4 data).

m Conduct ongoing evaluation of all activities and share findings with the Network Improvement Community.

*MTSS = The New York State: State Systemic Improvement Plan’s Multi-Tiered System of Supports Model (NYS SSIP MTSS Model)
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Improvement Strategy I:
Organizational Capacity Building

Establish adaptive leadership teams and communication processes at each level to increase organizational capacity,
collaboration, and responsiveness across the system.

Defining the strategic vision:

m Create an organizational structure of cascading, linked SSIP leadership and implementation teams
at each level of the system with clear functions, standard protocols, and processes to carry out @-
work.

m Create a Practice-Policy Feedback System which articulates the vertical and horizontal pathways
of linked communication protocols and accountability mechanisms for exchanging information up,
down, and across the leadership structure.

m Institutionalize leadership structures and practices focused on capacity building and continuous
learning using fidelity assessment and improvement cycles.

Improvement Activities

1.1 Establish and sustain SSIP Implementation Design Team (SIDT) to lead the SSIP and model practices
(Completed November 2017)

m (2017-18) Repurpose the SSIP Internal Leadership Team into the SSIP Implementation Design Team; develop a Selection Protocol to identify
committed members: (1) develop selection criteria; (2) request nominations from the field; (3) produce a “Give-Get” for team members to consider and
provide consent (“Give” = Terms of participation; “Get” = value proposition); finalize team membership; set a meeting schedule; review evaluation
metrics and schedule; create SIDT guidance document, including terms of reference, norms, Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) improvement cycle process,
communication protocols.

m (2018-19) Update Team purpose, protocols, meeting schedule and membership, as needed; engage in continuous improvement activities to sustain
and optimize team functioning.

m  (2019-20) SIDT was combined with the OSE Educational Partnership (Partnership) MTSS Workgroup.

1.2 Establish specialized Workgroups to help inform the design of the NYS SSIP MTSS Model
(Completed January 2018)
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1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

m (2017-18) Create Usable Innovation Workgroup, Data Workgroup, and Professional Development (PD), Technical Assistance (TA) and Coaching
Workgroup; Workgroups are focused on identifying critical components to inform the design of an effective innovation, data system, and training and
coaching model and aligning those to support the MTSS framework.

(2018-19) Optionally re-assign active members to provide ongoing guidance to the SIDT during installation and early implementation efforts.
(2019-20) Partnership Implementation Team (PIT) identifies workgroups to develop tools, resources, and materials to support MTSS implementation.

Develop and sustain a virtual SSIP Community Workspace for SSIP teams to utilize to advance the work
(Completed December 2017)

m (2017-18) SSIP Google Drive is created with folders for implementation teams; guidance documents and technical assistance are created and provided
to all SSIP stakeholders; SSIP project managers, team liaisons, and meeting facilitators encourage stakeholders to utilize workspace.

m (2018-19) Community workspace is updated and reorganized for ease of use; access is expanded/adjusted to accommodate new community
members.

m  (2019-20) Data Management System (DMS) is under development with a targeted operational date of May 2020.

Develop and implement a communication system with bi-directional communication pathways
(In Progress, initiated January 2018)
m  (2019-20) the PIT established a Communication and Marketing Workgroup to develop a system modeled after the Practice-Policy Feedback Loop

linking communication protocols up and down the cascade. Additionally, the workgroup will help manage and monitor the communication system, for
teams across the cascade to share ownership for maintaining an effective system.

m (2019-20) Communication and Marketing Workgroup developed a system modeled after the Practice-Policy Feedback Loop linking communication
protocols up and down the cascade.

m (2019-20) OSE Liaisons and Regional Teams facilitate communication considered multiple strategies to increase collaboration.

Establish and sustain the SSIP State Leadership Team (SLT) to review results and learning from the SSIP and to guide
SEA policy alignment
(Completed January 2018)

m (2017-18) Members are identified and invited; kick-off meeting is scheduled; SSIP SLT develops an agenda and convenes multiple times per year.

m (2018-19) Update team purpose, protocols, meeting schedule, and membership, as needed; engage in continuous improvement activities to sustain
and optimize team functioning.

m (2019-20) SLT is charged as an integral participant in the development of a Statewide MTSS framework.

Establish and sustain the three Regional Integrated Intervention Teams (RIITS) to support implementation at SSIP
Learning Sites (Completed December 2018)

m Under OSE Partnership, Regional Teams replaced RIITs in Transformation Zone. (Completed July 2019)

Establish SSIP District Implementation Teams (DITs) to facilitate SSIP implementation at the building level
(In Progress, initiated December 2018)

m  Repurpose district level teams to support implementation of the MTSS framework.
m  Develop team guidance document and a workplan with guidance from RIIT; convene regularly.
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1.8 Establish the SSIP School Implementation Teams (SITs) to implement effective innovations outlined in the SSIP
(In Progress, initiated April/May 2018)

m  Repurpose school level teams to support implementation of the MTSS framework.
m  Develop team guidance document and a workplan with guidance from RIT (updated Support Plan using data collected from the MTSS Self-
Assessment); convene regularly.

1.9 SSIP Implementation Teams develop Continuous Improvement Plans to help them monitor performance and build team
capacity
(In Progress)

m  The SIDT, SLT, RIITs, DITs and SITs have developed Continuous Improvement Plans involving frequently collected, actionable data that can be used
for improving team functioning.

m  Team functioning/efficacy measures will assess (1) fidelity implementation of meeting structures and protocols; (2) participation and engagement; (3)
productivity; (4) growth in capacity and individual competencies; (5) impact and reach

m Capacity assessments are developed for State, regional, and district-level teams to measure use and fidelity of implementation drivers’ best practices
[See Activity 4.2].

m  (2019-20) Support plans are developed and implemented in all SSIP schools.
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Appendix D

ITEM

DESCRIPTION

SIDT Team Guidance
Document

Terms of reference including norms, member roles, decision-making structures, etc.

Communication Protocols

Outline of communication pathways between the team in the SSIP cascade and to the general
public.

SSIP Improvement Plan

Outline of key activities for Years 4 (2017-18) and 5 (2018-19) of the SSIP

SSIP Community Workspace

Google Drive with folders and guidance/technical assistance documents accessible to SSIP team
members.

SSIP Organizational Structure

Non-hierarchical representation of the proposed SSIP infrastructure, visualizing key structures,
systems and processes.

SSIP Team Key Functions

Reference document highlighting the key roles of each implementation team on the cascade.

SSIP Infrastructure Map

Graphic representation of the cascading implementation teams and the stakeholder groups
represented on those teams.

SSIP Project Profile

Short description of project purpose, outcomes, and definitions of key terms.

Guidance Documents

Guidance for the creation of SSIP SLT, RIITs, DITs, SITs.

SSIP Progress Report

Annual progress report documenting (1) progress on various performance indicators in the SSIP,
and (2) changes, updates and revisions made to the SSIP as a result of ongoing implementation.

State Capacity Assessment

Self-assessment tool measuring fidelity and strength of implementation drivers (indicators of an
enabling context to support implementation) at the State level.

Regional Capacity Assessment

Self-assessment tool measuring fidelity and strength of implementation drivers (indicators of an
enabling context to support implementation) at the regional level.

District Capacity Assessment

Self-assessment tool measuring fidelity and strength of implementation drivers (indicators of an
enabling context to support implementation) at the district level.
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Improvement Strategy Il:
Program and Resource Development

Define the NYSED culturally and linguistically responsive MTSS model. Select and develop standard tools, resources and
guidance documents that can be readily accessed and used with fidelity by all MTSS program leaders, trainers and
implementers.

Defining the strategic vision:

m Operationally define the MTSS using the Usable Innovation criteria: (1) program has clear
description with inclusion/exclusion criteria; (2) program has clear essential functions that
are evaluable; (3) program has operational definitions of essential functions, from which
Practice Profiles can be created to promote consistency, replicability and scale-up; (4)
program has fidelity assessments that are practical to administer and provide evidence of
effective innovation use.

m  Check inventory tools, resources, and guidance documents currently in use for alignment
with the program model definition; replace, modify, or append, as needed, with the goal of
integrating to eliminate redundancy.

m All products will be loaded onto a web-based resource platform; all products will have
associated guidance documents/samples/models with instructions for use and practical
performance assessments to check fidelity implementation.

m MTSS implementation resources will be customized and made available to ALL leaders, trainers, and program
implementers: State-level trainers and TA providers; regional-level trainers, coaches and specialists; district-level
instructional leaders and coaches; school-level instructional leaders, coaches and classroom teachers.
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Improvement Activities

2.1 Define the NYS SSIP MTSS Model
(Completed March 2018)

m  Usable Innovation Workgroup conducts a research review to identify current models of MTSS; considers fit and feasibility for learning sites in the SSIP
Transformation Zone and NYS; Usable Innovations Workgroup defines critical components of MTSS and operationalizes the framework for all program
leaders, trainers, and implementers inside the SSIP Transformation Zone; SIDT reviews and finalizes the definition of the MTSS to be implemented
in the SSIP Transformation Zone.

2.2 Define Evidence-based Practices (EBPs) to support universal instruction in Literacy, SEDL?! and EI? within the MTSS

m  NYS SSIP TAC Partners contribute expertise about universal (Tier 1) instructional practices to support literacy, SEDL, and El; ensure alignment within
the MTSS framework.

®  (2019-20) Partnership MTSS workgroup continues to identify EBPs to

be used to support the MTSS framework, Evidence-bhased practices (EBPs) have been identified by the State stakeholders to focus

on during initial implementation. Training, coaching, and evaluation will target these
. specific practices. EBPs to support literacy, SEDL, and El within the MTSS are the focus
2.3 Create a web-based MTSS Resource Library to store and  pecayse they are aligned with the State Identified Measurable Result (SIVR) (and SSIP

share resources developed for the SSIP student-level outcomes. Recent findings from SISEP* revealed that states that identified
capstone practices as part of their SSIP were more successful in their strategic
implementation and evaluation efforts than states that left the selection of the EBPS up
to local agencies. It has proven to be difficult to provide targeted training and coaching
and to adequately resource teams and practitioners who are implementing a wide variety
of different usable innovations.

*SISEP: State Implementation and Scaling-up of Evidence-based Practices
Source: Dr. Caryn Ward from NIRN/SISEP (SSIP State Leadership Team Meeting @ NYSED, 1/5/18)

m  (2019-20) DMS is under development and will establish and maintain
a library with products developed by the workgroups.

m  (2019-20) Regional teams will have access to and be able to share
materials with leaders and staff implementing the MTSS framework.

1 Social Emotional Development and Learning.
2 Explicit Instruction.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

MTSS Framework Critical
Components

A list with clear descriptions of the essential core components of the MTSS.

MTSS Resource Library

An online platform hosting resources for MTSS implementation guides, practical fidelity
assessments, relevant research and presentations.

Practice Profile for school-
wide MTSS implementation

Rubric defining performance behaviors/activities for building leaders and building-level teams
implementing the MTSS.

Practice Profiles for
Evidenced-based Practices
(EPBs) for GE teachers and
specialists leading instruction

Rubrics defining performance  Practice Profiles identify the core components of an
behaviors/activities for building instructional staff  innovation and describe the key activities that are associated
implementing EBPs in the MTSS. This includes: with each component. Practice profiles enable a program to be
: teachable, learnable, and doable. A typical rubric defines each

m Literacy EBPs : o i
component into at least three categories: expected behavior,
= SEDL EBPs developmental variations of the behavior, and unacceptable

= ElI EBPs variations of the behavior.
Retrieved from: http://implementation.fpg.unc.edu/resources/lesson-3-
practice-profiles

MTSS Data Collection Tools
for implementation at the
building level

Guidance for collecting, using, and communicating MTSS student-level data elements; Practical
Performance Fidelity Assessments for teachers and school leaders; School-wide Program Fidelity
Assessment.
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Improvement Strategy lll:

Professional Development, Technical Assistance, and Coaching

Create a coherent model of professional development, technical assistance, and coaching that is integrated, targeted,
systematic, and comprehensive in design and provided to all program leaders, trainers, and implementers at each system level.

Defining the strategic vision:

Redesign the current system to create a coherent, well defined model of PD, TA and .
coaching which aligns with the MTSS Model and Implementation Science best practices.

PD integrates multiple content areas and multiple training and support methods.

PD, TA, and Coaching is designed using needs assessment data and consists of
appropriate content and intensity for the target audience.

PD, TA, and Coaching is ongoing and evaluated regularly.

PD, TA, and Coaching is provided to State-level trainers, regional trainers and district and
building-level implementers (instructional leaders, instructional staff, coaches).

Improvement Activities

3.1 Define the PD and Coaching Delivery Models used to support implementation of the MTSS
(Completed March 2018)

(2017-18) PD-TA-Coaching Workgroup conducts a research review to identify current PD coaching models; considers fit and feasibility for learning
sites in the SSIP Transformation Zone and NYS; PD-TA-Coaching Workgroup defines critical components of high quality PD and coaching to support
implementation of the MTSS.

(2018-19) SIDT collaborates with project stakeholders to operationalize critical components into Practice Profiles to be used by MTSS SSIP
Trainers/Coaches on the RIITs.

(2019-20) OSE Partnership Curriculum and Materials Development Workgroup has defined critical components of highly effective professional learning
and is working to operationalize through the development of Practice Profile for Professional Learning (PD/Coaching/TA) to be used by State-level
trainers and regional trainers.
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3.2 Develop a Comprehensive SSIP Training Plan
(In Progress, initiated May 2018)

m  Use MTSS Practice Profiles to identify content components and structures for foundational training in Year 5 (2018-19) for the first cohort responsible
for initial implementation of the MTSS.

m  Partnership MTSS and Communication Workgroups design training framework targeting three layers of implementers:

Layer 1: State and regional-level trainers.

Layer 2: SSIP district and school instructional leaders and implementation teams.

Layer 3: District/building-level instructional staff responsible for implementing the MTSS and EBPs in El, Literacy, and SEDL (all staff).
m  Professional Learning Needs Assessments are administered to trainees prior to training events by the teams coordinating those events

3.3 Develop a Comprehensive SSIP Coaching Plan
(TBD)

m  MTSS and Communications Workgroups collaborate to operationalize critical components into Practice Profiles for MTSS coaches.
m  These workgroups develop definitions for coaching, targeting three layers of implementers of the MTSS:
Layer 1: Coaching for Regional Team specialists.
Layer 2: Coaching for SSIP district and school instructional leaders and implementation teams.
Layer 3: Coaching for District/building-level instructional staff responsible for implementing the MTSS and EBPs in El, Literacy, and SEDL.

3.4 Provide Foundational Training in Initial Implementation of the MTSS for teams in the Transformation Zone
(In Progress, initiated August 2018)

®  Train Regional Teams.
m  Train SSIP district and school leaders (i.e., via the Network Improvement Community model).
m  Train district/building-level instructional staff in accordance with Support Plans.

3.5 Provide continuous, targeted Technical Assistance and Coaching for teams in the SSIP Transformation Zone
(Ongoing, initiated April 2017)

Coaching Service Delivery Plans describing the structured support for each team/group of implementers:

m  SIDT: scheduled in-person or virtual TA from National SMEs.

RIITs: scheduled on-site coaching and virtual TA (i.e., via network-wide Professional Learning Centers (PLCs).

DITs, SITs, and leaders as outlined in the Support Plans

District/building-level instructional staff as outlined in the Support Plans.

(2019-20) provided on-going virtual professional learning (webinars, hangouts, training) to all Regional Team specialists.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

PD and Coaching Model
Critical Components

A list with clear descriptions of the essential core components of high-quality PD and coaching to
support fidelity implementation of the MTSS and EBPs.

Practice Profiles for MTSS
Trainers

Rubrics defining performance behaviors/activities
for State and regional trainers providing PD to
regional, district, and building implementation
teams, and building-level instructional staff.

Practice Profiles for MTSS
Coaches

Rubrics defining performance behaviors/activities
for State and regional coaches providing on-site
support to regional, district and building
implementation teams, and building-level
instructional staff.

Practice Profiles identify the core components of an
innovation — in this case, PD and Coaching Methodologies —
and describe the key activities that are associated with each
component. Practice profiles enable a set of practices to be
teachable, learnable, and doable. A rubric defines each
component into three categories: Expected behavior,
Developmental variations of the behavior, and Unacceptable
variations ~ of  the  behavior.  Retrieved  from:
http://implementation.fpg.unc.edu/resources/lesson-3-practice-profiles

Comprehensive MTSS Training
Plan

Annual plan mapping out (usually quarterly) the coordinated, integrated professional development
events and activities to train State, regional, district and building-level implementation teams,

leaders and practitioners.

Comprehensive MTSS
Coaching Plan

Annual plan mapping out the coordinated, integrated service delivery plans and schedules of on-
site and virtual coaching activities to support regional, district and building-level implementation

teams, leaders and practitioners.

11






Phase Ill Implementation Plan Appendix D

Improvement Strategy IV:
Needs Assessment, Improvement Planning and Monitoring

Create an integrated and targeted capacity/needs assessment process and a system to monitor implementation and outcomes,
inform decision-making, and guide improvement planning processes.

Defining the strategic vision:

m Develop/refine tools and processes for assessing implementation capacity at three system . .
levels: State, regional, and district.

m Build capacity to monitor progress by designing a system to collect, and make actionable, .
critical types of data: fidelity data (practitioners’ use of EBPs, school-wide program
implementation), and student data (risk, progress, outcomes). I

m Collaborate with learning sites to use data for continuous improvement planning and goal
setting.

Improvement Activities

4.1 Establish a sistem and evaluation plan for collecting, analyzing and reporting actionable MTSS data

m  (2017-18) Data Workgroup recommends to the SIDT critical components to be collected by the MTSS Data System.
Types of Data Collected:
Type 1: Student-level data (screening, formative, interim, outcome, progress monitoring, diagnostic)
Type 2: Practitioner data (use and fidelity of EBPs within MTSS)
Type 3: School-wide MTSS implementation data (infrastructure supports, PD evaluations)
Type 4: District/system-level capacity data (use and fidelity of EBPs to support MTSS implementation)
[Collected using Capacity Assessments — see Activity 4.2]

m (2018-19) SIDT collaborates with RIITs and DITs to create an annual data collection plan with (1) practical, valid and reliable tools to use, (2) a schedule
for collection, and (3) roles and responsibilities for the Site-based Data Mentor/Data Coordinator.

m (2019-20) Provide implementers with a data collection workbook that includes data points, collection schedule, tools for collection and disaggregation
rules to inform impact of SSIP efforts.

12
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4.2 Administer Implementation Capacity Assessments to SSIP System-level Capacity Assessments measure how well Education
Teams (DITs, RIITs, and SIDT); use data to assess needs, plan, and monitor  agencies (districts, SEAs) are using evidence-based

progress implementation practices as intended to support the use and
(Completed July 2019) scale-up of an innovation (the MTSS). Performance
indicators are derived from best practices found within the
implementation drivers (Competency, Organizational, and
Leadership) and other active implementation practices.
Source: Dr. Caryn Ward

m  Specialists from RIITs help prepare® DITs to complete the District Capacity Assessment and
facilitate the process; DITs collect Type 4 baseline data and set goals and benchmarks for the
year.

m  Regional Planning Team members help prepare RIITs to complete Regional Capacity
Assessment; RIITs collect Type 4 data and set goals and benchmarks for the year.

m  Project Managers and Team Leaders help prepare the SIDT to complete the State Capacity Assessment; SIDT collects Type 4 data and sets goals and
benchmarks for the year.

4.3 Collect Comprehensive Baseline Data at the Site Level and Update Improvement Plans; use data to assess needs, plan,

and monitor Eroi;ress

m (2019-20) Regional Teams collected behavior and literacy baseline and benchmarking data for fall and winter 2019.

4.4 Develop MTSS Data Dashboards
(August 2019)

m Implementation teams (SIDT, RIITs, DITs, SITs) create dashboards to communicate progress using indicator data (capacity, reach, fidelity, impact).
m (2019-20) DMS in development with targeted operational date of May 2020

3 Preparation activities include delivering an overview of the tool [developed in Activity 1.9] explaining the purpose for collecting this type of data, how it can be used, and what the assessment process
entails; formulating a list of the documentation to use as supporting evidence; and scheduling a time for the team to participate in the assessment process.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

Critical Components of MTSS
Data System

A list, with clear descriptions, of the essential Type 1, 2, 3, and 4 data elements to be collected
and entered into the MTSS Decision Support Data System.

Comprehensive Data
Collection Plan

Annual plan mapping out (usually quarterly) the data collection activities at the State, regional,
district, and building levels, including when data will be collected, who is responsible for collecting
it, how it will be collected and the instruments used, and how it will be communicated.

Baseline Data Reports

Baseline data collected from State, regional, district, and building-level implementation teams,
loaded into the MTSS Decision Support Data System in a way that can be accessed and used for
periodic comparison to monitor progress toward benchmarks.

MTSS Data Dashboards

Performance metrics displayed in consumable visuals, accessible online, updated quarterly or as
needed

14
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Improvement Strategy V:

State Education Agency-Local Education Agency Partnership and
Community Engagement

Establish a collaborative partnership with SSIP Learning Sites; build an MTSS Community of Practice to engage stakeholders
in the co-creation of plans, resources and activities to support learning around MTSS.

Defining the strategic vision:

m Establish a collaborative partnership agreement between State/regional teams and
learning sites articulating a clear, shared understanding about what the State will provide
and what the districts and buildings will provide.

m Facilitate with the cohort of learning sites, the establishment of an MTSS Community of
Practice where SSIP participants and interested stakeholders can continuously engage in
discussions, information sharing, and collaboration related to MTSS implementation.

m Leverage existing structures and expertise from regional parent centers and local parent
organizations to create/refine communication protocols and collaborative engagement
activities to involve parents in MTSS.

15
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Improvement Activities

5.1 Engage in ongoing communication with SSIP Learning Sites to help create "¢ Partnership Agreement outines the known scope and
parameters of the State’s and district’s active participation in

readiness for implementation the SSIP project. It is similar to a Memorandum of
Understanding traditionally used to establish the terms of a

m (2018-19) OSE met in-person with SSIP districts and schools to identify challenges and to ~ contract between two agencies, but with a couple of key

celebrate successes. differences.  The Partnership Agreement: (1) can be
m  (2018-19) Regional Teams communicate with SSIP schools and stakeholders. customized to fit each district as long as the State approves
m  (2019-20) Regional Teams provide continuous communication with SSIP districts and and the standard, critical components of the agreement are in

place; and (2) requires annual review and a process for
revising, as needed. District Implementation Teams review

5.2 Create a collaborative Partnership Agreement between the State and the  2dherence oihe Partnership Agreementas part of the annual
District Capacity Assessment and send results and

SSIP Learning Sites establishing mutual understanding and commitments recommendations from _ this review to the district
(Completed June 2018) superintendent.

m  SIDT collaborated with stakeholders to design the Partnership Agreement to participate in
the SSIP project.

schools.

m  The agreement summarizes key activities and uses operational definitions described in this Revised NYS SSIP Improvement Plan so that the two
documents are aligned.
m  The agreement is formalized and signed in a meeting facilitated by the RIIT; signatures required from the district superintendent and building principal.

5.3 Create a ﬁublic website for communicating SSIP project information

SIDT designs a website* to target stakeholders inside the SSIP Transformation Zone, as well as the wider statewide audience.

Website has capacity to add interactive features (surveys, polls, etc.).

Website will provide a clear method for communicating feedback, asking questions, and requesting information from SSIP project leaders.
(2019-20) DMS in development with targeted operational date of May 2020

5.4 Develop an MTSS Community of Practice (SSIP Network Communities of Practice (CoPs) are defined by Etienne Wenger as “groups

Improvement Community) to support interactive learning about 4t peqple who share a concern or a passion for something they do and learn how
MTSS in the SSIP Transformation Zone to do it better as they interact regularly.” A CoP consists of (1) an identity defined
by a shared domain of interest; (2) a community of members within a specific
domain who engage in shared activities and learn together; and (3) members

m Plan virtual and in-person activities to build the identity of the cohort as a s : : :
unified MTSS Learning Community — or a Community of Practitioners of the who are practitioners, developing a shared repertoire of resources over time.
MTSS.

m Refer to activities listed in Building Engagement section of Leading by Convening® resource (pp 83-84).

4 Temporary site: https://sbuch22.wixsite.com/ssip
5 IDEA Partnership, 2014. Retrieved from: http://www.ideapartnership.org/documents/NovUploads/Blueprint%20USB/NASDSE%20Leading%20by%20Convening%20Book.pdf
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m  (2019-20) Targeted skills groups are established in each region of the TZ to provide coaching on MTSS implementation.

5.5 Support the organization of district-driven activities to engage parents from the local communities in learning about and
contributing to the MTSS movement

(Ongoing, initiated June 2018)

m  SIDT and RIITs consult with Special Education Parent Centers and other community engagement experts to explore best practices for engaging parents

in learning activities.

m  SIDT collaborates with RIITs, DITs, and SITs to support activities, evaluate process and impact of activities, and develop guidance for sustainability and

replication.

m  (2019-20) Partnership Early Childhood and School Age Family and Community Engagement Centers specialists are included on Regional Teams to
increase the capacity of SSIP districts and schools to engage parents and families regarding tiered supports for their children (MTSS).

Strategy V Deliverables

ITEM

DESCRIPTION

Documentation of Engagement
with Learning Sites

Communication logs, site visit records, or other documentation evidence of engagement with
SSIP district and building staff and leaders.

Partnership Agreement
Between State and SSIP
Learning Sites

Document aligned with the SSIP project activities outlining the commitments required from the
State and LEAs participating in the SSIP; includes guidance about acceptable variations/
customization and requirement for annual review process.

Public Website for NYS SSIP

Website communicating relevant, up-to-date information for stakeholder groups inside and
outside the SSIP Transformation Zone.

Design for MTSS Community
of Practice

List of development activities and design elements for the MTSS Community of Practice.

Plans for District-driven Parent
Engagement Opportunities

Guidance/planning documents outlining MTSS learning activities and engagement events
designed with and for parents in SSIP Learning Sites.
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Introduction

This planning decument outlines the New York State Education Department’s Office of Special Education (NYSED-OSE) efforts to help
guide the roll-out of and accomplishments of Phase IIl of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). This guidance is organized by
the five Improvement Strategies that make up NYSED-OSE's SSIP. Each Strategy includes key activities, steps to complete activities,
and a projected timeline for completion.

Overview of the SSIP Improvement Plan

State Priorities for SSIP Phase I,

Engage in Installation and Initial Implementation Stage Activities at the State, regional,
and local levels:

= Establish infrastructure and supports for implementation.

= Begin to operationalize the MTSS* by way of iterative continuous improvement cycles
(Plan, Do, Study, Act model)

= Engage in usability testing of the MTSS in regions and learning sites where there is
capacity and readiness for early implementation.

-

= Share learning from early implementation across the Transformation Zone by establishing a Network Improvement Community
for the Cohort 1 SSIP Learning Sites.

= Collect baseline data; install early iteration of MTSS Decision Support Data System for SSIP Leamning Sites to collect Student
(Type 1), Practitioner (Type 2), and School-wide system (Type 3) data.

= Continue to utilize frameworks and best practices from Implementation Science to strengthen and sustain teaming structures
and communication systems and system capacity at each level of the system (Type 4 data).

= Conduct ongoing evaluation of all activities and share findings with the Network Improvement Community.

*MTSS = The New York State: State Systemic Improvement Plan’s Muli-Tiered System of Supports Model (NYS SSIP MTSS Model)

Phase lll Implementation Plan Appendix D

Improvement Strategy I:
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		Improvement Strategy I:

		Organizational Capacity Building

		1.1  Establish and sustain SSIP Implementation Design Team (SIDT) to lead the SSIP and model practices

		(Completed November 2017)

		1.2  Establish specialized Workgroups to help inform the design of the NYS SSIP MTSS Model

		(Completed January 2018)

		1.3 Develop and sustain a virtual SSIP Community Workspace for SSIP teams to utilize to advance the work

		(Completed December 2017)

		1.4 Develop and implement a communication system with bi-directional communication pathways

		(In Progress, initiated January 2018)

		1.5 Establish and sustain the SSIP State Leadership Team (SLT) to review results and learning from the SSIP and to guide SEA policy alignment

		(Completed January 2018)

		1.6 Establish and sustain the three Regional Integrated Intervention Teams (RIITs) to support implementation at SSIP Learning Sites (Completed December 2018)

		1.7 Establish SSIP District Implementation Teams (DITs) to facilitate SSIP implementation at the building level

		(In Progress, initiated December 2018)

		1.8 Establish the SSIP School Implementation Teams (SITs) to implement effective innovations outlined in the SSIP

		(In Progress, initiated April/May 2018)

		1.9 SSIP Implementation Teams develop Continuous Improvement Plans to help them monitor performance and build team capacity

		(In Progress)

		Program and Resource Development

		2.1  Define the NYS SSIP MTSS Model

		(Completed March 2018)

		2.2  Define Evidence-based Practices (EBPs) to support universal instruction in Literacy, SEDL0F  and EI1F  within the MTSS

		(In Progress, initiated October 2018)

		 NYS SSIP TAC Partners contribute expertise about universal (Tier 1) instructional practices to support literacy, SEDL, and EI; ensure alignment within the MTSS framework.

		2.3  Create a web-based MTSS Resource Library to store and share resources developed for the SSIP

		(In Progress)

		Improvement Strategy III:

		Professional Development, Technical Assistance, and Coaching

		3.1  Define the PD and Coaching Delivery Models used to support implementation of the MTSS

		(Completed March 2018)

		Needs Assessment, Improvement Planning and Monitoring

		4.1  Establish a system and evaluation plan for collecting, analyzing and reporting actionable MTSS data

		(In Progress, initiated September 2018)

		4.2  Administer Implementation Capacity Assessments to SSIP System-level Teams (DITs, RIITs, and SIDT); use data to assess needs, plan, and monitor progress

		(Completed July 2019)

		4.3  Collect Comprehensive Baseline Data at the Site Level and Update Improvement Plans; use data to assess needs, plan, and monitor progress

		Improvement Strategy V:

		State Education Agency-Local Education Agency Partnership and Community Engagement

		5.1  Engage in ongoing communication with SSIP Learning Sites to help create readiness for implementation

		(Ongoing, initiated September 2017)

		5.2  Create a collaborative Partnership Agreement between the State and the SSIP Learning Sites establishing mutual understanding and commitments

		(Completed June 2018)

		5.3   Create a public website for communicating SSIP project information

		(In Progress, initiated May 2018)

		5.4  Develop an MTSS Community of Practice (SSIP Network Improvement Community) to support interactive learning about MTSS in the SSIP Transformation Zone

		(In Progress, initiated August 2018)

		5.5  Support the organization of district-driven activities to engage parents from the local communities in learning about and contributing to the MTSS movement

		(Ongoing, initiated June 2018)
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Appendix E
NYSED’s SSIP YEAR 5 — Evaluation Plan (1.1.19)

Introduction

The NYS State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Evaluation Plan is presented. Section 2 presents the evaluation plan to monitor
progress toward accomplishing the long-term outcomes of the SSIP project, which includes the State Identified Measurable Result
(SIMR).

These plans represent the organization of the SSIP as it is currently envisioned. They are fluid and adaptable to the changing
landscape of implementation. As the SSIP implementation teams embark on new phases of work and making new discoveries,
some of the activities and targets may need to be modified. The task of the team of evaluators at Measurement Incorporated is to
partner with the State, regional, and local stakeholders participating in the project to gather timely information to use to improve
and refine these plans and instruments to more accurately account for the efforts that are being undertaken to achieve the desired
outcomes for the project.

Section 1

The Strategy Process Evaluation Tables (Tables 1, 3, 5, 7, 9) examine the progress implementing the activities within each SSIP
Strategy listed in the Improvement Plan. These tables list the improvement activities, the desired outputs (products of the activity),
the indicators to measure the degree to which the outputs have been achieved, the instruments and methods used to assess the
indicators, and the projected timeline for completing those data collection activities. Based upon the implementation progress
observed across all five strategies, one can expect to see progress toward accomplishing a number of the SSIP’s desired short-
term and intermediate outcomes associated with those strategies.

The Strategy Outcomes Evaluation Tables (Tables 2, 4, 6, 8, 10) examine the progress toward achieving the desired outcomes
associated with each SSIP Strategy. These tables list the overarching goal, the desired outcomes, the indicators to measure the
degree to which the outcomes have been achieved, the instruments and methods used to assess the indicators, and the projected
timeline for completing those data collection activities. Based upon the progress observed toward achieving these short-term and
intermediate outcomes, one can expect to see progress toward achieving a number of the SSIP’s desired long-term outcomes for
schools, teachers, and students.

Section 2

The SSIP Student and LEA Outcomes Evaluation Table (Table 11) examines the progress toward achieving the desired long-term
outcomes of the project, including the SIMR. This table lists the desired outcomes, the indicators to measure the degree to which
the outcomes have been achieved, the instruments and methods used to assess the indicators, and the projected timeline for
completing those data collection activities.
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Strategy | Process Evaluation: Progress

NYSED’s SSIP YEAR 5 — Evaluation Plan (1.1.19)

Section 1

Evaluation Plan for Strategy I: Organizational Capacity Building

TABLE 1

Implementing Activities from the Improvement Plan

Appendix E

Activities

Outputs
Results of Activities

Performance Indicators
to assess Implementation Progress

Measurement
Data Collection Methods

Timeline

1.1 Establish and
sustain the SSIP
Implementation
Design Team

(SIDT) to lead the
SSIP project and

model practices

SIDT is established with a clear
mission, set of goals, and a
commitment from representatives of
key stakeholder groups

SIDT convenes frequently to review
implementation progress, make
decisions, and engage stakeholders
in meaningful ways that increase
their commitment to the work

SIDT produces project documents,
resources and plans communicating
the vision, purpose, and
implementation plans for the SSIP

SIDT maintains a member roster which
includes well qualified representatives from
multiple stakeholder groups in the system
SIDT achieves at least 85% attendance at
each meeting

Recommended practices and structures for
effective team functioning?! are well defined
and used consistently

SIDT convenes at frequent, regular
intervals as decided by members
Co-created products have been
communicated and made accessible

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
schedule, agendas, minutes;
member roster; team guidance
documents/protocols)

Observations?
(Evaluator)

Annually or as
needed:

March 2019
March 2020

1.2 Establish
specialized
workgroups to
help inform the
design of the
MTSS*

SIDT establishes three workgroups —
Usable Innovations, Data, PD/TA and
Coaching — with a clear scope of
work, set of goals, and a commitment
from representatives of key
stakeholder groups

Workgroups convene frequently to
collaborate, document and
communicate updates to SIDT
Workgroups produce program design
recommendations to the SIDT

Workgroup member roster includes well
qualified representatives from multiple
stakeholder groups in the system
Recommended practices® and structures
for effective team functioning are well
defined and used consistently
Workgroups convene at least 2x, monthly

Workgroups achieve at least 85%
attendance at each meeting

E Co-created products have been

communicated and made accessible

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
schedule, agendas, minutes;
member roster; team guidance
documents/protocols)

Observations
(Evaluator)

June 2018
(or when
workgroups
conclude)

* MTSS = the New York State- State Systemic Improvement Plan’s Multi-Tiered System of Supports Model (NYS SSIP MTSS Model)
1 Best practices identified in Implementation Science frameworks and Leading by Convening rubrics.

2 Members of the Evaluation Team from Measurement Incorporated participate on each of the State-level SSIP teams and attend each meeting; they also attend a sampling of the regional-level
team meetings as guests. Observational notes gathered from these meetings are used as descriptive evidence to accompany/support the formal record of meeting minutes, where available.
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Appendix E

1.3 Develop and m  SSIP Google Drive is created with A Multiple members on SSIP State-level Document Review and Annually or as
sustain a virtual folders for implementation teams teams have accessed?® the Workspace Analysis (sources: meeting  needed:
Community = Guidance documents and technical B Multiple members on SSIP State-level materials referencing active March 2019
Workspace for assistance are created and provided teams have actively contributed* to the use of the Workspace) March 2020
SSIP teams to to all SSIP stakeholders Workspace Google Drive Activity
utilize to advance m  SSIP project managers, team Reports
the work Iiajgons and meeting facilitators Observation (sources:

(December 2017) utlllzg, and encourage stakeholders _member(s) of Evaluati_on Team
to utilize, the Workspace in attendance at meetings/
events)

1.4 Develop and = Communication system of bi- A 100% of members on SSIP teams [Core Document Review and Annually or as
implement a directional pathways is installed to (1) Group] have received explicit guidance Analysis (sources: team needed:
communication reach three groups of stakeholders®, about how, what, and why they need to guidance documents, meeting  \14rch 2019
system with bi- beyond the Corg Group [SSIP communicate/engage with other minutes/other materials N —
directional Teams] and (2) increase stakeholder stakeholders' groups beyond the SSIP referencing use of AE
L o commitment and engagement B There are liaisons linking the SSIP teams corr_lmunlcatlon protocols;

m Teams of stakeholders accept a on the cascade Project Manager
pathways shared accountability for developing  C Established communication pathways have Communication log)
and contributing to the been used multiple times in both directions Observations
communication system D There is evidence that each team has (Evaluator)
= Communication system includes monitored/assessed its use of Check-in Survey for Feb 2019
performance indicators that can be communication pathways and protocols stakeholders participating on
monitored State-level SSIP teams

1.5 Establish and m SLT is established with a clear A SLT member roster includes well qualified Document Review and Annually or as
sustain the SSIP mission, set of goals, and a representatives from multiple stakeholder Analysis (sources: meeting  needed:
State Leadership commitment from representatives of groups in the system schedule, agendas, minutes; March 2019
Team (SLT) to key stakeholder groups B Recommended practices! and structures member roster; team guidance March 2020
review results and m SLT conve_nes_multiple timgs per for _effective team funct_ioning are well documents/protocols)
learning from the year to review [mplc_ementatlon defined and used consistently Observations
SSIP and to guide progress, consider issues of C SLT convenes at least 3x, annually (Evaluator)

SEA policy alignment with other NYSED D SLT achieves at least 85% attendance at
- priorities, make decisions, and each meeting
2ot engage stgkeholders in meaningful E Co-created products have been
ways that increase their commitment communicated and made accessible
to the work
1.6 Establish and m RIITs are established with a clear A Member rosters include well qualified Document Review and Annually or as

sustain the

mission, set of goals, and a

representatives from multiple stakeholder

Analysis (sources: meeting

needed:

Regional schedule, agendas, minutes;

3 Users who have accessed the Workspace are being defined as those who have received and opened the direct link to the Workspace.

4 Workspace activity is time stamped and logged by the specific action performed by the user. Member activities fall into two main contribution categories: (1) Adding/Altering Content (creating,
uploading, sharing, editing, commenting) and (2) Organizing Content (renaming, moving, copying, or removing items).

5 Stakeholder groups beyond the Core Group include Key Participants and Advisors, Extended Participants, Dissemination Networks. Source: Leading by Convening Book, pp 73-75.
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Integrated
Intervention
Teams (RIITS) to
support
implementation at
SSIP Learning
Sites

commitment from representatives of
key stakeholder groups

RIITs convene frequently to review
implementation progress, make
decisions, and engage stakeholders
in meaningful ways that increase
their commitment to the work

RIITs are focused on helping DITs
build capacity, through the
strengthening of implementation
drivers, to support fidelity
implementation of the MTSS and
Capstone EBPs at the building level
RIITs produce field resources,
facilitation guides, and workplans
involving regular communication with
learning sites and multiple on-site
visits per quarter

groups in the system, as per the guidance
from SIDT

Implementation teams are integrated and
compensatory: the requisite skills and
capacity to support MTSS implementation
at the learning sites is distributed across
the team

Recommended practices and structures for
effective team functioning® are well defined
and used consistently

RIITs convene at recommended frequency
RIITs achieve at least 85% attendance at
each meeting

Co-created products have been
communicated and made accessible

member roster; team guidance
documents/protocols)
Observations
(Evaluator)

March 2019
March 2020

1.7

Establish and
sustain the SSIP
District
Implementation
Teams (DITs) to
facilitate SSIP
implementation at
the building level

DITs are established with a clear
mission, set of goals, and a
commitment from representatives of
key stakeholder groups

DITs convene frequently to review
implementation progress, make
decisions, and engage stakeholders
in meaningful ways that increase
their commitment to the work

DITs are focused on building
capacity, through the strengthening
of implementation drivers, to support
building-level teams, leaders and
staff implementing the MTSS and
Capstone EBPs

DITs help refine/customize
implementation guides, and co-
create with SITs workplans to
support installation and effective
implementation

DIT member rosters include well qualified
representatives from multiple stakeholder
groups in the system

Recommended practices and structures for
effective team functioning® are well defined
and used consistently

DITs convene at recommended frequency
DITs achieve at least 85% attendance at
each meeting

Co-created products have been
communicated and made accessible

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
schedule, agendas, minutes;
member roster; team guidance
documents/protocols; work
plans)

Annually or as
needed:

March 2019
March 2020
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1.8 Establish and m SITs are established with a clear A SIT member rosters include well qualified Document Review and Annually or as
sustain the SSIP mission, set of goals, and a representatives from multiple stakeholder Analysis (sources: meeting  needed:
School commitment from representatives of groups in the system. schedule, agendas, minutes; March 2019
Implementation key stakeholder groups B Recommended practices and structures for member roster; team guidance N —
Teams (SITs) to m  S|Ts convene frequently to review effective team functioning® are well defined documents/protocols; work arc
implement effective implementation progress, make and used consistently plans)
frraETaTE decisions, and engage stakeholders  C SITs convene at recommended frequency Observations (Evaluator,

tlined in the SSIP in meaningful ways that increase D SITs achieve at least 85% attendance at RIlTs)
e their commitment to the work each meeting
= SITs are focused on implementing E Co-created products have been
the MTSS with fidelity, and communicated and made accessible
supporting instructional staff in using
Capstone EBPs with fidelity

1.9 SSIP m The SIDT, SLT, RIITs, DITs, and A Continuous Improvement Plans were Document Review and Annually or as
Implementation SITs have developed Continuous created collaboratively with input from all Analysis (sources: meeting  needed:
Teams develop Improvement Plans |nquV|ng memberg of the team. schedule, agendas, minutes; June 2019
Continuous frequently collected, actionable data B 100% of implementation team members member roster; team guidance
Improvement that can be used for improving team have agreed to the Continuous documents/protocols; work June 2020
Plans to help them functioning Improvement Plan plans)

R = Team performance measures will C Continuous Improvement Plans document Observations
‘ q assess (1) fidelity implementation of the following: the (five) areas targeted for (Evaluator)

performance an meeting structures and protocols; (2) improvement, evaluation questions,
build capacity participation and engagement, (3) indicators, instruments, data collection

productivity; (4) growth in capacity processes/methods, and how data results

and individual competencies; (5) will be shared and used

impact and reach D Each implementation team plans to

m Capacity assessments are developed engage in a short-cycle, team performance

for State, regional, and district-level review/self-assessment activity at least

teams to measure use and fidelity of once, quarterly or annually, depending on

implementation drivers' best meeting schedule

practices E Each team plans to participate in a

Capacity Assessment® at least once,
annually [4.2]

6 Capacity Assessments measure how well education agencies (districts, REAs, SEAs) are using evidence-based implementation practices as intended to support the use and scale-up of an
innovation (the MTSS). Performance indicators are derived from best practices found within the implementation drivers (Competency, Organizational, and Leadership) and other active implementation
practices. Source: Dr. Caryn Ward (SISEP/NIRN).
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TABLE 2
Strategy | Outcomes Evaluation

GOAL: There is increased organizational capacity (high functioning teams) and improved infrastructure (facilitative support
systems) at the State, regional, and local levels to support implementation of the integrated, culturally, and linguistically
responsive MTSS at SSIP Learning Sites.

Performance Indicators Measurement

Outcomes i . Timeline
to assess progress toward/achievement of Data Collection Methods

Outcomes
1.1 There is improved collaboration A A majority of SSIP Participants’ report using Check-in Survey® for stakeholders Feb 2019
and communication across clearly defined protocols to communicate with participating on State-level SSIP teams
NYSED offices and between State, other teams and stakeholders with consistency o Likert Scale items assessing relevant
regional, and district-level B A majority of _SSIP_Participa_nts report a high _ indicators
implementation teams degree of satisfaction/perceived improvement in e Short open response items gathering
communication between groups involved in the descriptive data
project . . o Annually:
C Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the  Annual Participant Survey of All SSIP
; e ; e June 2019
State, regional, and district-level Capacity Participants June 2020
Assessments (Type 4) o Likert Scale items assessing relevant
1.2 There is increased system A A majority of SSIP Participants report practices indicators E
coherence, collective related to the MTSS have been aligned with and e Short open response items gathering e
understanding, and shared implemented into their work to a great/moderate descriptive data
ownership of the MTSS Model and extent » Disaggregation by stakeholder group/level of
evidence-based Capstone B A majority of SSIP Participants report having a the system
Practices (Literacy, Social and Emotional clear understanding of MTSS and Capstone .
: . Practices LEA Support Plans
Development and Learning, and Explicit L . . ) .
Instruction) C A majority of SSIP Participants report high levels ¢ School-wide/system-level fidelity assessment
of shared ownership in the implementation scores (e.g., PBIS TFI, BoQ, etc.)
process
D Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the  Annual MTSS Building-level Self-
MTSS Building-level Self-Assessment (Type 3) Assessment
E Scores increase in relevant indicator areas onthe e [|tems/evidence relating to support and
State, regional, and district-level Capacity systems change at the district, regional, and
Assessments (Type 4) State level facilitating implementation at the

7 SSIP Participants include members from the four levels of SSIP implementation teams: SLT, SIDT, RIITs, DITs, and SITs.
8 The Check-in Survey is a Team Functioning/Efficacy measure developed as part of the SIDT's Continuous Improvement Plan (part of Activity 1.9 in the SSIP Improvement Plan).
9 Support Plans co-created by the RIITs and learning sites are reviewed to assess progress toward meeting the annual system-level (Type 3) goals related to NYS SSIP MTSS implementation
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13

There is increased coordination
and reduced duplication of effort in
the planning and provision of
services to SSIP Learning Sites
from State and regional PD/TA
Networks

A majority of SSIP Participants report the
coordination of services to SSIP Learning Sites
from State and regional PD/TA Networks has
improved to a great/moderate extent

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the
State, regional, and district-level Capacity
Assessments (Type 4)

14

There is increased satisfaction
among leaders, stakeholder
representatives and team members
with the organizational structures
and processes providing SSIP
governance

A majority of SSIP Participants report the
organizational/teaming structures and processes
providing SSIP governance have demonstrated a
high/moderate degree of quality/effectiveness

15

There is increased alignment and
collective reinforcement of
NYSED's priorities and initiatives

A majority of SSIP Participants report evidence of
efforts to align/integrate NYSED priorities and
initiatives to support a focus on MTSS
implementation

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the
State-level Capacity Assessment (Type 4)

1.6

Adaptive, facilitative policies and
plans are in place at the State and
regional levels to support
sustainability and scale-up of the
MTSS

A majority of SSIP Participants report a high
degree of optimism in the belief that the MTSS
can be sustainable and scalable

There is evidence of plans to support statewide
implementation of the MTSS

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the
State and regional-level Capacity Assessments
(Type 4)

site level (as perceived by building-level
teams)

Annual Capacity Assessments?'©
administered to State, regional, and district-
level SSIP teams

e Items assessing relevant indicators

Annual Semi-structured Interviews with SSIP

Participants

e Descriptive accounts of experiences with
SSIP implementation/outcomes from a
distributed sample of stakeholders

Annual Document Review

o Review of official NYSED/OSE policy
documents/communications related to MTSS
implementation and systemic improvement
utilizing learning from the SSIP

¢ Inventory of organizational documents,
resources, etc.

10 Self-assessment tools measuring fidelity and strength of implementation drivers, i.e., indicators of the presence of an enabling context to support implementation (Type 4 data).
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Evaluation Plan for Strategy II: Program and Resource Development

TABLE 3

Strategy Il Process Evaluation: Progress Implementing Activities from the Improvement Plan

Appendix E

o Outputs Performance Indicators Measurement . .
Activities - . ) Timeline
Results of Activities to assess Implementation Progress Data Collection Methods
2.1 Define the NYS m Usable Innovations Workgroup defines A MTSS has been approved by the SIDT and Document Review and March 2019
SSIP MTSS Model critical components of MTSS and SLT Analysis (sources: meeting
operationalizes the Model for all B Features and components of the Model are schedule, agendas, minutes;
program leaders, trainers and anchored in research work products)
implementers inside the SSIP C Features and components of the Model Observations?12
Transformation Zone (TZ); SIDT and demonstrate appropriate fit/feasibility* for (Evaluator)
SLT review and finalize the definition of application in the TZ
the MTSS to be implemented in the TZ D The MTSS Model includes clearly defined
look-fors to help identify fidelity
2.2 Define Capstone m  NYS SSIP TAC Partners contribute A Capstone EBPs have been approved by Document Review and March 2019
Evidence-based expertise about universal (Tier 1) the SIDT and SLT Analysis (sources: meeting
Practices (EBPs) instructional practices to support B Features and components of EBPs are schedule, agendas, minutes;
to support universal Iltgracy, SEI.DL.and El; ensure anchored in research work products)
instruction in alignment within the MTSS Model C Features and components of EBPs Observations
Literacy, SEDL 13 = SIDT consults with workgroups, RIITs, demonstrate appropriate fit/feasibility for (Evaluator)
and EI4 within the _an(_j DITs to define capstone practices application in the TZ
MTSS inside the MTSS Model D EBPs include clearly defined look-fors to
help identify fidelity
2.3 Create a web- m  SIDT creates and maintains the library A Resource library is online Document Review and Annually or
based MTSS with products developed and refined by B Resource library content reflects Analysis (sources: meeting  as needed:
Resource Library the SSIP implementation teams comprehensive, up-to-date information in materials referencing March 2019
to store and share ™ SSIP teams will have access and be an easily consumable format development of the website; i 2070
SO able to share materials with leaders C All SSIP implementation teams have previews of content, etc.)
developed for the and staff implementing the usable received access to the space Visitor's Log
innovation D There is evidence of frequent visits from

SSIP

multiple users

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
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11 Demonstrates integrity and alignment with existing models, structures, frameworks installed at SSIP Learning Sites (e.g., PBIS infrastructure and practices to support SEDL)

12 Members of the Evaluation Team from Measurement Incorporated participate on each of the State-level SSIP teams and attend each meeting; they also attend a sampling of the regional-level
team meetings as guests. Observational notes gathered from these meetings are used as descriptive evidence to accompany/support the formal record of meeting minutes, where available.

13 Social Emotional Development and Learning.
14 Explicit Instruction.
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2.4 Develop a m  SIDT, in consultation with RIITs and A Implementation tools and guidance are e Document Review and Annually or

comprehensive set DITs, creates practical, integrated finalized Analysis (sources: meeting as needed:
of implementation implementation tools, data collection B Implementation tools and guidance are schedule, agendas, minutes; March 2019
tools tools, and guidance materials; priority adequate to support initial implementation/ work products; reports from

materials will be ready by the kickoff usability testing Regional and LEA March 2020

Leadership Institute 2018 representatives)

e Observations
(Evaluator)

e Check-in Survey? for
stakeholders participating on
State-level SSIP teams

15 The Check-in Survey includes the measurement of indicators related to the productivity of State-level teams developed as part of the Continuous Improvement Plans (part of Activity 1.9 in the
SSIP Improvement Plan).
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TABLE 4

Strategy Il Outcomes Evaluation

Appendix E

GOAL: The MTSS becomes the State’s work-in-progress definition of an integrated, culturally, and linguistically responsive MTSS to
improve educational outcomes for every student.

Performance Indicators

) Measurement . .
Outcomes to assess progress toward/achievement of ) Timeline
Data Collection Methods
Outcomes
2.1 The MTSS and There is documented evidence of alignment and Annual Participant Survey of All SSIP Annually:
implementation tools are integ_ratior_1 between the MTSS and systems and Participants June 2019
compatible with other State practices in use at the State and local levels o Likert Scale items assessing relevant June 2020
and local models, and with A majority of SSIP Participants!® report a high degree indicators .
improvement processes of ctompatlbllltyt?nq mtlegrlty betvyein the MtTlftIS and e Short open response items gathering D
. . systems currently in place; a majority report little or no descriptive data
CUUErE U s (I'e"“th?, MTSS barriers to implementation due to lack of “fit” : 8 ¥
demonstrates a good “fit” with . . . e Disaggregation by stakeholder group/level of
NYS LEA Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the the system
) State Capacity Assessment (Type 4)
Score increases in relevant indicators on the DTSDE. Annual MTSS Building-level Self-Assessment
2.2 SSIP Learning Sites have A majority of SSIP Participants report having accessto ¢ ltems/evidence relating to availability and
improved access to up-to- implementation resources _usefulness o_f resources to support _
date implementation A maijority of those visiting the resource library report implementation at the site level (as perceived
resources and contextualized satisfaction with accessibility and content by building-level teams)
i Resource library shows evidence of consistent . -
guidance updatlijng orary shows evi ! Annual Capacity Assessments’ administered
. . to State, regional, and district-level SSIP teams
Resource library visitor's log reflects frequent access . e
from multiple users e |tems assessing relevant indicators
Scores Increase in re'.ev"?‘”‘ indicator areas on the Annual Semi-structured Interviews with SSIP
State, regional, and district-level Capacity Particinants
Assessments (Type 4) P o . .
- - — — — o Descriptive accounts of experiences with
2.3 SSIP Learning Sites have A majority of SSIP Participants report utilizing . SSIP implementation/outcomes from a
increased their utilization of implementation tools and resources made available via distributed sample of stakeholders
implementation tools the resource library
developed by SSIP teams, Annual Document Review
16 SSIP Participants include members from the four levels of SSIP implementation teams: SLT, SIDT, RIITs, DITs, and SITs.
17 Self-assessment tools measuring fidelity and strength of implementation drivers, i.e., indicators of the presence of an enabling context to support implementation (Type 4 data).
New York State
ﬂ LL)L)(_',!’\TLC}I‘\: Lr)L-l-’J'\HlM[-.NI
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Appendix E

and are satisfied with
practicality and ease of use

A majority of those utilizing the resources report a high
degree of satisfaction with them

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the
MTSS Building-level Self-Assessment (Type 3)

2.4 Tools such as Practitioner
Guides, Implementation
Checklists and Practical
Performance Assessments
have been refined and
validated for use in scale up

There is substantial evidence of updates and
improvements made to tools and resources

A majority of SSIP Participants report a high degree of
confidence in the utility and applicability of the tools
and resources to support implementation in other sites
across the State

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the
MTSS building-level Self-Assessment (Type 3)
Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the
State and regional-level Capacity Assessments (Type
4)

o Review of official NYSED/OSE policy
documents/communications related to MTSS
implementation and systemic improvement
utilizing learning from the SSIP

¢ Inventory of tools, guidance documents,
online resources, etc.

New York State
EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
_ Knowledge > Skill > Opportunity
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Appendix E

Evaluation Plan for Strategy lll: Professional Development, Technical Assistance and Coaching

TABLE S5

Strategy Il Process Evaluation: Progress Implementing Activities from the Improvement Plan

Activities

Outputs
Results of Activities

Performance Indicators
to assess Implementation Progress

Measurement
Data Collection Methods

Timeline

3.1 Define the PD and
Coaching Delivery
Models to use to
support
implementation of
the MTSS

PD-TA-Coaching Workgroup
defines the critical components of
high-quality PD and coaching to
support implementation of the
MTSS

Critical components of the delivery
model are operationalized into
Practice Profiles to be used by
MTSS SSIP trainers/coaches on
the RIITs

PD and Coaching Delivery Models are
approved by the SLT and SIDT for use in
the TZ

Features and components of the Models
are anchored in research

Features and components of models
demonstrate appropriate fit/feasibility*® for
application in the TZ

The PD and Coaching Delivery Models
include clearly defined look-fors to help
identify fidelity

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
schedule, agendas, minutes;
work products)
Observations?®
(Evaluator)

March 2019

3.2 Develop a
Comprehensive
Training Plan

Training Model is created to target
learning needs of three layers of
implementers: State and regional
network, district and building
leaders/implementation teams, site-
level instructional staff

Plan is created to provide

foundational training in Year 5 (2018-
19) for the first cohort responsible for

initial implementation of the MTSS;
the Plan includes the use of needs
assessments and evaluation of PD
events/activities

Training Model and Comprehensive
Planning documents have been reviewed
and approved by the SIDT and SLT

PD needs assessment and evaluation
processes and/or instruments have been
designed, are aligned with the Model, and
are practical to implement

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
schedule, agendas, minutes;
work products)
Observations
(Evaluator)

Annually or as
needed:

March 2019
March 2020

18 Demonstrates integrity and alignment with existing PD plans and structures in place inside the TZ
19 Members of the Evaluation Team from Measurement Incorporated (MI) participate on each of the State-level SSIP Teams and attend each meeting; they also attend a sampling of the Regional-
level Team meetings as guests. Observational notes gathered from these meetings are used as descriptive evidence to accompany/support the formal record of meeting minutes, where available.

New York State
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Appendix E

3.3 Develop a L]
Comprehensive
Coaching Plan

Coaching Plan is created to support
learning needs of three layers of
implementers: State and regional
network, district and building
leaders/implementation teams, site-
level instructional staff; the Plan
includes the use of needs
assessments and evaluation of
coaching activities

A

Comprehensive Planning documents have
been reviewed and approved by the SIDT
and SLT

Coaching needs assessment and
evaluation processes and/or instruments
have been designed, are aligned with the
Model, and are practical to implement

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
schedule, agendas, minutes;
work products)
Observations
(Evaluator)

Annually or as
needed:

March 2019
March 2020

3.4 Provide L]
foundational

training in Initial
Implementation of -
the MTSS for

teams in the TZ

SIDT members and RIITs are
provided with quality training based
on high priority needs

District Implementation Teams
(DITs), School Implementation
Teams (SITs) and leaders are
provided with quality training based
on high priority needs

District and building-level
instructional staff are provided with
quality training based on high priority
needs

100% of members on State and regional
level SSIP teams participate in
foundational training activities

100% of members on district and building-
level SSIP teams participate in
foundational training activities

A majority of instructional staff at SSIP
Learning Sites participate in foundational
training activities (in accordance with
support plans co-created by RIITs and
SSIP Learning Sites)

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: event
attendance records, support
plans, reports from regional
and LEA representatives)

Observations
(Evaluator)

Check-in Survey?° for
stakeholders participating on
State-level SSIP teams

Annually or as
needed:

March 2019
March 2020

February 2019

3.5 Provide continuous, =
targeted technical

assistance and

coaching for -
teams in the SSIP
TZ .

RIITs are provided with quality TA
and coaching based on identified
needs

DITs, SITs, and leaders are provided
with quality TA and coaching based
on identified needs

District and building-level
instructional staff are provided with
quality TA and coaching based on
identified needs

A majority of members on regional-level
SSIP teams receive TA/coaching to help
them support implementation as per their
professional learning plans

All district and building-level SSIP teams
receive agreed upon dosage of
TA/coaching from RIITs to help them
support implementation as per the Support
Plans, etc.

A majority of instructional staff at SSIP
Learning Sites receive agreed upon
dosage of TA/coaching from RIITs to help
them support implementation as per the
Support Plans, etc.

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: coaching
logs, communication logs,
Support Plans, reports from
regional and LEA
representatives)

Observations
(Evaluator)

Check-in Survey for
stakeholders participating on
State-level SSIP teams

Annually or as
needed:

March 2019
March 2020

February 2019

20 The Check-in Survey includes the measurement of indicators related to PD/access to continuous learning opportunities for State-level teams developed as part of the Continuous Improvement
Plans (part of Activity 1.9 in the SSIP Improvement Plan).

New York State
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TABLE 6

Strategy Il Outcomes Evaluation

Appendix E

GOAL: Staff and leaders at the SSIP Learning Sites have increased fidelity implementation of Capstone EBPs to support universal

instruction in literacy, SEDL, and EIl within the MTSS Model

Outcomes

Performance Indicators
to assess progress toward/achievement of Outcomes

Measurement
Data Collection Methods

Timeline

3.1 Thereisincreased
collective clarity around,
and support for, the PD and
Coaching Models
implemented by State
Technical Assistance Centers
and RIITs to provide ongoing,
high-quality support for SSIP
Learning Sites

A majority of SSIP Participants?! report having a clear
understanding about how the State, regional, and local PD
providers and coaches are supporting professional learning
needs required for fidelity implementation of the MTSS
There is evidence of standard, consistently used, research-
based training and coaching practices occurring in the TZ,
aligned with the PD and Coaching Delivery Models

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the State,
regional, and district-level Capacity Assessments (Type 4)

3.2 RIITs increase their
understanding and self-
efficacy to facilitate
implementation of the MTSS
Model and Capstone EBPs

A majority of SSIP RIIT members report increasing their
understanding and self-efficacy to facilitate implementation
of the MTSS Model

A majority of SSIP RIIT members report increasing their
understanding and self-efficacy to facilitate implementation
of the Capstone EBPs to support universal instruction in
literacy, SEDL, and El

A majority of SSIP DIT and SIT members report high
degree of confidence with the knowledge and capabilities of
their RIIT coaches

RIIT leaders (Regional Coordinators) describe growing
understanding and efficacy in these areas demonstrated by
RIT coaches

Post Event Participant Surveys?? for

those participating in PD activities

o Likert Scale items assessing indicators
of high-quality PD

e Short open response items gathering
descriptive data

Annual Participant Survey of All SSIP

Participants

o Likert Scale items assessing relevant
indicators

e Short open response items gathering
descriptive data

¢ Disaggregation by stakeholder group/
level of the system

LEA Support Plans?®

e School-wide/system-level fidelity
assessment scores (e.g., PBIS TFl,
BoQ, etc.)

e Classroom/practice-level fidelity
assessment scores (e.g., Regional

August 2018

(15t Leadership Inst.)
Ongoing for State,
Regional, Local PD
related to the
MTSS*

Annually:
June 2019
June 2020

-

New York State
EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
_ Knowledge > Skill > Opportunity
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21 SSIP Participants include members from the four levels of SSIP Implementation Teams: SLT, SIDT, RIITs, DITs, and SITs.
22 The Post Event Participant Survey measures the presence of research-based indicators of high-quality PD (e.g., practices of trainers, usefulness of resources, etc.) as defined by the PD Workgroup
in the PD Delivery Model/Framework (Activity 3.1 in the SSIP Improvement Plan).
23 Support Plans co-created by the RIITs and learning sites are reviewed to assess progress toward meeting the annual system-level (Type 3), and practice-level (Type 2) goals related to MTSS
implementation.
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3.3 Staff and leaders at SSIP
Learning Sites increase their
understanding, self-efficacy
to implement, and use of the
MTSS and Capstone EBPs

A majority of site-level leaders and SIT and DIT members
report increasing their understanding and self-efficacy to
implement the MTSS Model

A majority of instructional staff members report increasing
their understanding and self-efficacy to implement the
Capstone EBPs to support universal instruction in literacy,
SEDL, and El

A majority of RIIT members report a high degree of
improvement in the knowledge and efficacy of the SSIP
site-level leaders and instructional staff

Site-level leaders (District Superintendents, Building
Principals) describe growing understanding and efficacy in
these areas demonstrated by staff

3.4 Districts and schools
intentionally integrate the
Quality PD and Coaching
Model designed to support
fidelity implementation of the
MTSS

There is documented evidence of efforts to align district and
building-level plans with the PD and Coaching Delivery
Models

Plans at all SSIP Learning Sites reflect quality elements
consistent with the PD and Coaching Delivery Models to
support fidelity implementation of EBPs

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the MTSS
Building-level Self-Assessment (Type 3)

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the district-
level Capacity Assessments (Type 4)

3.5 LEA leaders participating in
the SSIP increase their use
of effective leadership
practices aligned with the
MTSS

A majority of SSIP district and building leaders report
increasing their use of effective leadership practices aligned
with the MTSS

A majority of SSIP site-level staff members report their
leaders use effective leadership practices

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the school-
wide/system-level fidelity assessments (Type 3) identified in
Support Plans

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the MTSS
Building-level Self-Assessments (Type 3)

3.6 Thereis increased quality of
on-site PD, TA, and coaching
support services provided to
SSIP Learning Sites from
RIITs

A majority of site-level leaders and staff report the PD, TA,
and coaching they’ve received from the RIITs has been
high quality

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the school-
wide/system-level fidelity assessments (Type 3) identified in
Support Plans

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the MTSS
Building-level Self-Assessments (Type 3)

Special Education Technical Assistance
Support Center (RSE-TASC) El
Walkthrough Tool)

Annual MTSS Building-level Self-
Assessment

e Items/evidence relating to the PD, TA
and coaching to support fidelity
implementation at the site level (as
perceived by building-level teams)

Annual Capacity Assessments?*
administered to State, regional, and
district-level SSIP teams

e Items assessing relevant indicators

Annual Semi-structured Interviews with

SSIP Participants

e Descriptive accounts of experiences
with SSIP implementation/outcomes
from a distributed sample of
stakeholders

Annual Document Review

e Review of official NYSED/OSE policy
documents/communications related to
MTSS implementation and systemic
improvement utilizing learning from the
SSIP

¢ Inventory of PD, TA, coaching plans,
documents, resources, etc.

*In Development*

Practical Performance Assessment for

Regional School Improvement Specialist

e SSIP teams are developing a Practice
Profile for RIIT coaches, based on the
careful documentation of their use of
practices rated highly effective and on
emerging evidence of impact

e From this Practice Profile, the SIDT and
RIITs will create a practical assessment

24 Self-assessment tools measuring fidelity and strength of implementation drivers, i.e., indicators of the presence of an enabling context to support implementation (Type 4 data).

New York State
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3.7

RIIT specialists have
increased fidelity
implementation of the
identified facilitation and
coaching practices used with
teams and staff at SSIP
Learning Sites

A majority of SSIP RIIT members report increased use of
effective practices facilitating the implementation of the
MTSS

A majority of SSIP site-level leaders and staff report their
RIIT coaches use effective facilitation practices

RIIT leaders (Regional Coordinators) describe consistent
and effective use of coaching practices demonstrated by
RIIT coaches

Scores increase/achieve the fidelity threshold on the
Practical Performance Assessment for Regional School
Improvement Specialists (in development Type 2 measure)

3.8

Staff and leaders at SSIP
Learning Sites increase
general education-special
education (GE-SE)
cooperative planning and
fidelity use of MTSS data to
inform decisions (resource
allocation; instruction and services to
all students and students in sub-
groups; PD and coaching, etc.)

A majority of SSIP site-level leaders and staff report
increased/adequate GE-SE cooperative planning time

A majority of SSIP site-level leaders and staff report
increased use of practices and data gathered by the MTSS
Decision Support Data System (DSDS)

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the school-
wide/system-level fidelity assessments (Type 3) identified in
Support Plans

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the MTSS
Building-level Self-Assessments (Type 3)

RIIT coaches describe evidence of these two elements

3.9

RIITs have increased their

capacity to support LEAS in
the planning of and progress
toward school improvement

goals

A A majority of RIIT members report increased capacity of

their team to support LEAs

RIIT members and leaders describe evidence of increased
capacity of their team to support LEAs

Scores increase on the regional-level Capacity Assessment
(Type 4)

Aggregated scores increase/achieve the fidelity threshold
on the Practical Performance Assessment for Regional
School Improvement Specialists (in development Type 2
measure)

to check fidelity implementation of the
desired practices of a Regional School

Improvement Specialist

New York State
EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
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Evaluation Plan for Strategy IV: Needs Assessment, Improvement Planning and Monitoring

NYSED’s SSIP YEAR 5 — Evaluation Plan (1.1.19)

TABLE 7

Strategy IV Process Evaluation: Progress Implementing Activities from the Improvement Plan

Appendix E

Activities

Outputs
Results of Activities

Performance Indicators
to assess Implementation Progress

Measurement
Data Collection Methods

Timeline

4.1 Establish a DSDS Data Workgroup defines the A SSIP DSDS and Evaluation Plan are e Document Review and Annually or as
and Evaluation critical components for the MTSS approved by the SIDT and SLT Analysis (sources: meeting  needed:
Plan for collecting, DSDS to collect bze;sed on a Four B All RIITs have received the data collection schedule, agendas, minutes; March 2019
analyzing and Type Data Model* plan for the year work products.)
reporting actionable An Evaluation Plan is created, C All learning sites have received the data e Observations? March 2020
MTSS data wh!ch mcludgs the use of practical, collection plan for the year (Evaluator)

valid and reliable tools; a schedule o Check-in Survey? for
for collept!qn; and roles and . stakeholders participating on
re_sponsnbllltles for the Learning State-level SSIP teams
Site-based Data Mentor/Data
Coordinator

m  The SSIP DSDS and Data
Collection Plans are
communicated to the RIITs, DITs,
and SITs

4.2 Administer m  System-level teams are provided with A DITs collect Type 4 baseline data e Document Review and Annually:
Implementation an orientation to the Capacity B DITs use this data to assess needs, Analysis (sources: meeting July 2019
Capacity Assessment tools and processes update Improvement Plans/Support Plans schedule, agendas, minutes; (baseline)
Assessments to m System-level teams participate in the and make goals for the year work products; record of
SSIP system-level annual Capacity Assessmentledby ~ C RIITs collect Type 4 baseline data completed assessments, July 2020
teams (DITs, RIITs, a trained facilitator D RIITs use this data to assess needs, plans) _
and SIDT); use update Work Plans and make goals for the ¢ Observations (Evaluator)
data to assess year _

E SIDT collects Type 4 baseline data

needs, plan, and

monitor progress F SIDT uses this data to assess needs,

update plans and set goals for the year

25 Four Type Data Model: Type 1: Student-level data (screening, formative, interim, outcome, progress monitoring, diagnostic); Type 2: Practitioner data (use and fidelity of EBPs within MTSS); Type
3: School-wide MTSS implementation data (infrastructure supports, PD evaluations); Type 4: District/system-level capacity data (use and fidelity of EBPs to support MTSS implementation)

26 Members of the Evaluation Team from Measurement Incorporated participate on each of the State-level SSIP teams and attend each meeting; they also attend a sampling of the regional-level
team meetings as guests. Observational notes gathered from these meetings are used as descriptive evidence to accompany/support the formal record of meeting minutes, where available.

27 The Check-in Survey includes the measurement of indicators related to the productivity of State-level teams developed as part of the Continuous Improvement Plans (part of Activity 1.9 in the
SSIP Improvement Plan).
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4.3 Collect
comprehensive
site-level data;
use data to assess
needs, plan, and
monitor progress

m  SITs collect Type 1, 2, and 3

baseline data; SITs set goals and
benchmarks for the year via the
Support Plan

A All SSIP Learning Sites have collected the

critical Type 1 data elements as per the
guidance from the SIDT and in
accordance with their Support Plans

All SSIP Learning Sites have collected the
critical Type 2 data elements as per the
guidance from the SIDT and in
accordance with their Support Plans

All SSIP Learning Sites have collected the
critical Type 3 data elements via the
MTSS Building-level Self-Assessment and
in accordance with their Support Plans

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
schedule, agendas, minutes;
work products; record of
completed assessments,
plans)

Observations (Evaluator)

Annually:

March 2019
(baseline)

March 2020

4.4 Develop MTSS
Data Dashboards

Implementation teams (SIDT, RIITs,
DITs, SITs) have created
dashboards to communicate
progress using indicator data
(capacity, reach, fidelity, impact)

100% of SSIP Implementation Teams
have a functioning Data Dashboard

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
schedule, agendas, minutes;
work products; preview of
dashboards)

Observations (Evaluator)

Annually or as
needed:
March 2019
March 2020

New York State
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TABLE 8

Strategy IV Outcomes Evaluation

Appendix E

GOAL: SSIP Learning Sites demonstrate progress toward achieving benchmark targets identified for students with learning
disabilities, including students in specified sub-groups, laid out in their Support Plans (and QIPs, CEPs, etc.)

Outcomes Performance Indicators Measurement Timeline
to assess progress toward/achievement of Outcomes Data Collection Methods

4.1 Staff, leaders and A majority of SSIP site-level leaders and staff report Annual Participant Survey of all SSIP Annually:
stakeholders at SSIP regularly accessing and using data from the SSIP MTSS Participants June 2019
Learning Sites increase DSDS o Likert Scale items assessing relevant June 2020
access and use of the MTSS Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the school- indicators .
DSDS for continuous wide/system-level fidelity assessments (Type 3) identified in 4 ghort open response items gathering ;
improvement (i.e., a Plan, Do, Support Plans descriptive data S 4

Study, Act Cycle)

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the MTSS
Building-level Self-Assessments (Type 3)

RIIT coaches describe evidence of increased data use at
sites to inform MTSS decision-making and continuous
improvement

4.2 Districts’ and schools’
improvement plans (Support
Plans) show increased
alignment with the goals of
the MTSS implementation

There is documented evidence to demonstrate that district
and building-level improvement plans are increasingly
aligned with the MTSS

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the MTSS
Building-level Self-Assessments (Type 3)

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the district-
level Capacity Assessment (Type 4)

4.3 Staff, leaders and
stakeholders at SSIP
Learning Sites experience
increased satisfaction with
the DSDS

A majority of SSIP site-level leaders and staff report a high
degree of satisfaction with the SSIP MTSS DSDS

SSIP site-level leaders and staff describe evidence of
satisfactory experiences in this area

RIIT coaches describe evidence of satisfactory experiences
at sites in this area

¢ Disaggregation by stakeholder group/
level of the system

LEA Support Plans?®

e School-wide/system-level fidelity
assessment scores (e.g., PBIS TFl,
BoQ, etc.)

e Classroom/practice-level fidelity

assessment scores (e.g., RSE-TASC El

Walkthrough Tool)

Annual MTSS Building-level Self-
Assessment

e Items/evidence relating to data system

improvements, and use of data to make

informed decisions for students within
the MTSS (as perceived by building-
level teams)

28 Support Plans co-created by the RIITs and learning sites are reviewed to assess progress toward meeting the annual system-level (Type 3), and practice-level (Type 2) goals related to MTSS

implementation
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4.4 SSIP Learning Sites increase

their capacity to
systematically collect,
analyze and communicate to
stakeholders MTSS progress
and outcome data (student,
practitioner, school, district)

A majority of SSIP site-level leaders and staff report
increased capacity at their school to systematically collect,
analyze and communicate to stakeholders MTSS progress
and outcome data

RIIT members and leaders describe evidence of increased
capacity in this area

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the MTSS
Building-level Self-Assessments (Type 3)

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the district-
level Capacity Assessment (Type 4)

4.5

State and regional
implementation teams
increase their capacity to
systematically collect,
analyze and communicate to
stakeholders MTSS progress
and outcome data (LEA,
regional, State)

A majority of SSIP State and regional-level participants
report increased capacity at their agencies to systematically
collect, analyze, and communicate to stakeholders MTSS
progress and outcome data

SIDT and RIIT members describe evidence of increased
capacity in this area

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the district-
level Capacity Assessment (Type 4)

Annual Capacity Assessments?®
administered to State, regional, and
district-level SSIP teams

e Items assessing relevant indicators

Annual Semi-structured Interviews with
SSIP Participants

o Descriptive accounts of experiences
with SSIP implementation/outcomes
from a distributed sample of
stakeholders

Annual Document Review

e Review of official NYSED/OSE policy
documents/communications related to
MTSS implementation and systemic
improvement utilizing learning from the
SSIP

20

MI¢

29 Self-assessment tools measuring fidelity and strength of implementation drivers, i.e., indicators of the presence of an enabling context to support implementation (Type 4 data).
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Evaluation Plan for Strategy V: SEA-LEA Partnership and Community Engagement

TABLE 9

Strategy V Process Evaluation: Progress Implementing Activities from the Improvement Plan

Appendix E

Activities

Outputs
Results of Activities

Performance Indicators
to assess Implementation Progress

Measurement
Data Collection Methods

Timeline

5.1

Engage in ongoing
communication
with SSIP Learning
Sites to help create
readiness for
implementation

m  State-level teams and RIITs utilize

the bi-directional communication
system to discuss readiness
factors at the regional and site-
levels

RIITs and learning sites utilize the
bi-directional communication
system to discuss readiness
factors at the site-level

A

Multiple conversations have taken place/
communication exchanged between the
SIDT and RIITs about implementation
readiness

Multiple conversations have taken place/
communication exchanged between the
RIITs and learning sites about
implementation readiness

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
agendas, minutes;
communication logs; Support
Plans)

Observations®0
(Evaluator)

Check-in Survey?3! for

stakeholders participating on
State-level SSIP teams

Annually or as
needed:

March 2019
March 2020

February 2019

5.2

Create a
collaborative
Partnership
Agreement
between the State
and the SSIP
Learning Sites
establishing mutual
understanding and
commitments

SIDT collaborates with stakeholders
to design the Partnership Agreement
to participate in the SSIP project
The agreement is formalized and
signed in a meeting facilitated by the
RIIT; signatures required from the
District Superintendent and Building
Principal

Partnership Agreements have been
signed by the District Superintendents and
Building Principals at all SSIP Learning
Sites

Document Review and
Analysis (sources: meeting
minutes; SSIP Project
Manager (PM) report)

Upon
Completion:
June 2018

30 Members of the Evaluation Team from Measurement Incorporated participate on each of the State-level SSIP teams and attend each meeting; they also attend a sampling of the regional-level
team meetings as guests. Observational notes gathered from these meetings are used as descriptive evidence to accompany/support the formal record of meeting minutes, where available.
31 The Check-in Survey includes the measurement of indicators related to the productivity/engagement activities of State-level teams developed as part of the Continuous Improvement Plans (part
of Activity 1.9 in the SSIP Improvement Plan).
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5.3 Create a public m  SIDT develops content and A SSIP interactive website is live and e Document Review and Annually or as
website for parameters for the website accessible to public visitors Analysis (sources: meeting  needed:
communicating m SSIP interactive website is created B Website content reflects comprehensive, materials referencing March 2019
SSIP project and launched up-to-date information in an easily development of the website; March 2020
information consumable format previews of content;

C All SSIP Implementation Teams have communications)
received the link to the website; e Visitor’'s Log
stakeholder groups outside the SSIP TZ
have received the link with invitation to
visit

D There is evidence of frequent visits from
multiple users

5.4 Develop an MTSS m  SSIP Implementation Teams A Al RIITs have been invited to participate e Document Review and Annually or as
Community of collaborate to create a Network in an SSIP-related Network Improvement Analysis (sources: needed:
Practice (SSIP Improvement Commqnity inclusive of Community communication logs; meeting March 2019
Network practitioners and families B Al SSIP DITs and SITs have been invited minutes) March 2020
Improvement par.tlc.:lpatmg in the SSIP _ to participate in an SSIP-related Network e Observations (Evaluator)

Community) to m Activities are planned to build Improvement Community

support interactive engagement C Thereis gviqlence of frequent N

| . bout the communication among SSIP teams within

earmn_g a each region and between each region

MTSS in the SSIP D There is evidence of planned activities to

TZ bring together implementation teams
across the TZ to share experiences

5.5 Support the m SIDT and RIITs consult with Special A There is evidence that SSIP e Document Review and Annually or as
organization of Education Parent Centers and other Implementation Teams are using Analysis (sources: needed:
District-driven community engagement experts to research-based, expert-informed communication logs; meeting March 2019
activities to explore best practices for engaging strategies to engage families minutes) N —
engage parents parents in learning a_CtIVItleS B Al SssiP Learning_ _Sites are offering e Observations (Evaluator)

e e Jecel m  SIDT collaborates with RIITs, DITs, families opportunities to learn about MTSS
e and SITs to support activities,
communltles iy evaluate the process and impact of
learning about and activities, and develop guidance for
contributing to the sustainability and replication
MTSS movement
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TABLE 10

Strategy V Outcomes Evaluation

GOAL: Among families and community members from SSIP Learning Sites, there is increased involvement/engagement of families of
all cultural and linguistic backgrounds in the special education process and in school decision-making about the MTSS

Outcomes

Performance Indicators
to assess progress toward/achievement of Outcomes

Measurement

Timeline
Data Collection Methods

5.1 Among district and school
leaders from SSIP Learning
Sites, there is increased
satisfaction with the RIITs
and NYSED in their efforts
through the SSIP to help
schools improve systems and
outcomes for students with
learning disabilities

A majority of SSIP site-level leaders and staff report a high
degree of satisfaction with the RIITs and NYSED in their
efforts through the SSIP to help schools improve systems
and outcomes for student with learning disabilities

SSIP site-level leaders and staff describe evidence of
satisfactory experiences in this area

5.2 Thereisincreased access
to/activity on the SSIP public
website

A majority of SSIP site-level leaders and staff report
accessing the SSIP public website

A majority of SSIP site-level leaders and staff report sharing
access to the SSIP public website with colleagues, families,
and community members

A majority of those visiting the SSIP public website report
satisfaction with accessibility and content

SSIP website shows evidence of consistent updating

SSIP website visitor's log reflects frequent access from
multiple users

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the school-
wide/system-level fidelity assessments (Type 3) identified in
Support Plans

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the MTSS
Building-level Self-Assessments (Type 3)

Post Event Participant Surveys?3? for

those participating in FACE®? activities regional, local FACE

o Likert Scale items assessing indicators events related to the
of high-quality FACE events MTSS

e Short open response items gathering
descriptive data

Ongoing for State,

Annually:

Annual Participant Survey of All SSIP June 2019

Participants June 2020
o Likert Scale items assessing relevant .
indicators 0

e Short open response items gathering ) 4

descriptive data

¢ Disaggregation by stakeholder group/
level of the system

LEA Support Plans3

e School-wide/system-level fidelity
assessment scores (e.g., PBIS TFl,
BoQ, etc.)

Annual MTSS Building-level Self-
Assessment

32 The Post Event Participant Survey measures the presence of research-based indicators of high-quality PD (e.g., practices of trainers, usefulness of resources, etc.) as defined by the PD Workgroup
in the PD Delivery Model/Framework (Activity 3.1 in the SSIP Improvement Plan).

33 Family And Community Engagement

34 Support Plans co-created by the RIITs and learning sites are reviewed to assess progress toward meeting the annual system-level (Type 3) goals related to MTSS implementation
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Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the State,
regional, and district-level Capacity Assessments (Type 4)

5.3

Among leaders, practitioners,
families and community
members from SSIP Learning
Sites, there is increased
participation in the SSIP
MTSS Community of Practice

A majority of SSIP site-level staff and leaders report
participating in the TZ-wide SSIP MTSS Community of
Practice to share experiences and build meaningful
connections

RIIT coaches/FACE Representatives, site-level staff, and
leaders describe improved efforts to engage families and
community members in the SSIP MTSS Community of
Practice experience

5.4

Among families and
community members from
SSIP Learning Sites, there is
increased participation in
engagement events/literacy
trainings for adult learners

There is documented evidence of increased enrollment and
attendance at regional and local FACE events

RIIT coaches/FACE Representatives describe increased
attendance and improved engagement levels

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the school-
wide/system-level fidelity assessments (Type 3) identified in
Support Plans

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the MTSS
Building-level Self-Assessments (Type 3)

Scores increase in relevant indicator areas on the State,
regional, and district-level Capacity Assessments (Type 4)

5.5

Among families and
community members from
SSIP Learning Sites, there is
increased awareness and
understanding of the MTSS
and how it supports outcomes
for all students and students
with disabilities

A majority of family and community members attending
FACE events report increased awareness and
understanding of the MTSS and how it supports outcomes
for all students and students with disabilities

A sample of family and community members attending
FACE events describe increases in these areas

e Items/evidence relating to
communication protocols/systems,
family and community engagement,
and partnership with the State (as
perceived by building-level teams)

Annual Capacity Assessments3®
administered to State, regional, and
district-level SSIP teams

e Items assessing relevant indicators

Annual Semi-structured Interviews with

SSIP Participants

o Descriptive accounts of experiences
with SSIP implementation/outcomes
from a distributed sample of
stakeholders

Annual Document Review

e Review of official NYSED/OSE policy
documents/communications related to
engaging families and community
members in MTSS implementation

¢ Inventory of FACE and SEA-LEA
Partnership plans, documents,
resources

e Event attendance records

New York State
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Section 2

Long-term Outcomes Evaluation

TABLE 11

Appendix E
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SSIP Student and LEA Outcomes Evaluation

Performance Indicators

) Measurement . .
Long-term Outcomes to assess progress toward/achievement of Data Collection Methods Timeline
Outcomes
SIMR For students classified as Across All SSIP Learning Sites: NYS ELA Exams for Grades 3, 4,5 Annually:
students with learning C Increased percentage of LD Grade 3 students scoring e Longitudinal comparison (3-4 years) October
disabilities (LD) in SSIP Learning atlevels 2, 3, and 4 on NYS ELA Exam o Aggregated and disaggregated by
Sites (grades 3-5), increase the D Increased percentage of LD Grade 4 students scoring student sub-population
percentage of students scoring at levels 2,3, and 4 on NYS ELA Exam
at proficiency levels 2 and above E Increased percentage of LD Grade 5 students scoring Universal Screening®® Data January
on the Grades 3-5 English at levels 2, 3, and 4 on NYS ELA Exam e Literacy Screening
Language Arts State e Behavior Screening
Assessments e Aggregated and disaggregated by
1 Anincreased percentage of K-5 Across All SSIP Learning Sites: student sub-population
students with learning disabilities3® A ls\llzjmgftrs o(;‘eré-r5e :;Léi?g'i::;de?gﬁg?e f;)tru'lt;isrztzsﬁgadﬁﬂics Literacy Benchmark Assessment Data June
remain in their classrooms for core PP » disaggreg _ groups - aggregated and disaggregated by
instruction B  Number of K-5 students identified for Tier 2 behavior ;
. student sub-population
supports decreases; disaggregate student sub-groups
2 K-5 students with learning Across All SSIP Learning Sites: School-wide Reports
disabilities increase their A K-5 students improve scores on identified literacy e Attendance
performance level on specified benchmark assessments e Referrals, suspensions
benchmark assessments e Aggregated and disaggregated by
3 K-5 students with learning Across All SSIP Learning Sites: student sub-population
e T e bamsr ey & seney e pomon " rogress oniorng Dat
engagement and improved behavior , - . .
observing student behaviors ¢ 5'5 Stgdef‘ts rechlv;]ng .TIEI’ 2 andtTler
B K-5 students receive fewer disciplinary referrals and acagdemic and behavior supports
Suspensions . Diagnostic Data
C K-5 students improve attendance
36 N.B.: Thresholds to make students eligible to receive Tier 2 supports vary based on the screening instruments and the decision rules utilized by each, unique Learning Site
39 As determined by the fidelity the23
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K-5 students with learning
disabilities improve their progress in
the general education curriculum

Across All SSIP Learning Sites:

A

K-5 students receiving Tier 2 and Tier 3 academic
supports improve their performance according to
Progress Monitoring Reports

K-5 students receiving Tier 2 and Tier 3 behavior
supports improve their performance according to
Progress Monitoring Reports

Practitioners increase fidelity
implementation of Capstone
Practices to support universal
instruction in literacy, SEDL, and El

* Practitioners increase fidelity
implementation of additional identified
academic and behavior EBPs in other Tier
1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 instructional settings,
as per the goals in the LEA’s Support Plan
(see 9, below)

Across All SSIP Learning Sites:

D

E

Classroom teachers improve their scores in the
implementation of defined literacy practices
Percentage of teachers implementing literacy practices
with fidelity increases (as determined by the
instrument’s fidelity threshold score)

Classroom teachers improve their scores in the
implementation of defined SEDL practices

Percentage of teachers implementing SEDL practices
with fidelity increases (as determined by the
instrument’s fidelity threshold score)

Classroom teachers improve their scores in the
implementation of identified El practices

Percentage of teachers implementing El practices with
fidelity increases (as determined by the instrument’s
fidelity threshold score)

Schools increase fidelity
implementation of the MTSS

Across All SSIP Learning Sites:

A

B

C

Buildings improve their scores in the implementation
of the MTSS

Buildings improve their scores in the implementation
of school-wide programs complementary of the MTSS
Percentage of schools implementing school-wide
programs complementary of the MTSS with fidelity
increases (as determined by the instrument’s fidelity
threshold score)

Districts increase their capacity to
support building-level
implementation

Across All SSIP Districts:

A

Districts improve their scores in the development of
capacity to support MTSS implementation

Districts adopt the MTSS and begin
district-wide scale up

Across All SSIP Districts:

A

District leaders describe plans to scale up the MTSS
district-wide

Appendix E
NYSED’s SSIP YEAR 5 — Evaluation Plan (1.1.19)

e K-5 students receiving Tier 2 and Tier
3 academic and behavior supports

Classroom Observational

Walkthrough Tools

e Literacy Fidelity Implementation
Observational Tool (*TBD)

e PBIS Walkthrough Tool (*TBD)

e RSE-TASC Explicit Instruction
Walkthrough Tool Data

e Aggregated and disaggregated by
region, district, building

MTSS Building-level Self-Assessment

Data

o SIT

e Aggregated and disaggregated by
Core Component area

LEA Support Plan®’ Data

e School-wide programs complementary
of the MTSS with system-level fidelity
assessments (e.g., PBIS TFI, BoQ,
etc.)

e Classroom/practice-level initiatives
with valid, reliable measures

e Student outcome targets with valid,
reliable measures

Capacity Assessment® Data
e State-level team (SIDT)

e Regional-level teams (RIITS)
e District-level teams (DITs)

e Aggregated and disaggregated by
Implementation Driver

Semi-structured Interviews with SSIP
Participants

New York State
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38 Self-assessment tools measuring fidelity and strength of implementation drivers, i.e., indicators of the presence of an enabling context to support implementation (Type 4 data).
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e Descriptive accounts of experiences

9 Schools make progress in the goals  Across All SSIP Learning Sites:
with SSIP implementation and impacts

outlined in their Support Plans to A Buildings make progress on identified Student goals Pin
improve outcomes for K-5 students B Buildings make progress on identified Practice goals frtOT ";‘]dl'jt”bmed sample of
with learning disabilities C Buildings make progress on identified System goals stakeholders
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Introduction

The NYS State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Evaluation Plan is presented. Section 2 presents the evaluation plan to monitor
progress toward accomplishing the long-term outcomes of the SSIP project, which includes the State Identified Measurable Result
(SIMR).

These plans represent the organization of the SSIP as it is currently envisioned. They are fluid and adaptable to the changing
landscape of implementation. As the SSIP implementation teams embark on new phases of work and making new discoveries,
some of the activities and targets may need to be modified. The task of the team of evaluators at Measurement Incorporated is to
partner with the State, regional, and local stakeholders participating in the project to gather timely information to use to improve
and refine these plans and instruments to more accurately account for the efforts that are being undertaken to achieve the desired
outcomes for the project.

Section 1

The Strategy Process Evaluation Tables (Tables 1, 3, 5, 7, 9) examine the progress implementing the activities within each SSIP
Strategy listed in the Improvement Plan. These tables list the improvement activities, the desired outputs (products of the activity),
the indicators to measure the degree to which the oufputs have been achieved, the instruments and methods used to assess the
indicators, and the projected timeline for completing those data collection activities. Based upon the implementation progress
observed acrass all five strategies, one can expect to see progress toward accomplishing a number of the SSIP’s desired short-
term and intermediate outcomes associated with those strategies.

The Strategy Outcomes Evaluation Tables (Tables 2, 4, 6, 8, 10) examine the progress toward achieving the desired outcomes
associated with each SSIP Strategy. These tables list the overarching goal, the desired outcomes, the indicators to measure the
degree to which the outcomes have been achieved, the instruments and methods used to assess the indicators, and the projected
timeline for completing those data collection activities. Based upon the progress observed toward achieving these short-term and
intermediate outcomes, one can expect to see progress toward achieving a number of the SSIP’s desired long-term outcomes for
schools, teachers, and students.

Section 2

The SSIP Student and LEA Outcomes Evaluation Table (Table 11) examines the progress toward achieving the desired long-term
outcomes of the project, including the SIMR. This table lists the desired outcomes, the indicators to measure the degree to which
the outcomes have been achieved, the instruments and methods used to assess the indicators, and the projected timeline for
completing those data collection activities.
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Introduction

The NYS State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Evaluation Plan is presented. Section 2 presents the evaluation plan to monitor
progress toward accomplishing the long-term outcomes of the SSIP project, which includes the State Identified Measurable Result
(SIMR).

These plans represent the organization of the SSIP as it is currently envisioned. They are fluid and adaptable to the changing
landscape of implementation. As the SSIP implementation teams embark on new phases of work and making new discoveries,
some of the activities and targets may need to be medified. The task of the team of evaluators at Measurement Incorporated is to
partner with the State, regional, and local stakeholders participating in the project to gather timely information to use to improve
and refine these plans and instruments to more accurately account for the efforts that are being undertaken to achieve the desired
outcomes for the project.

Section 1

The Strategy Process Evaluation Tables (Tables 1, 3, 5, 7, 9) examine the progress implementing the activities within each SSIP
Strategy listed in the Improvement Plan. These tables list the improvement activities, the desired outputs (products of the activity),
the indicators to measure the degree to which the outputs have been achieved, the instruments and methods used to assess the
indicators, and the projected timeline for completing those data collection activiies. Based upon the implementation progress
observed across all five strategies, one can expect to see progress toward accomplishing a number of the SSIP's desired short-
term and intermediate outcomes associated with those strategies.

The Strategy Outcomes Evaluation Tables (Tables 2, 4, 6, 8, 10) examine the progress toward achieving the desired outcomes
associated with each SSIP Strategy. These tables list the overarching goal, the desired outcomes, the indicators to measure the
degree to which the outcomes have been achieved, the instruments and methods used to assess the indicators, and the projected
timeline for completing those data collection activities. Based upon the progress observed toward achieving these short-term and
intermediate outcomes, one can expect to see progress toward achieving a number of the SSIP’'s desired long-term outcomes for
schools, teachers, and students.

Section 2

The SSIP Student and LEA Outcomes Evaluation Table (Table 11) examines the progress toward achieving the desired long-term
outcomes of the project, including the SIMR. This table lists the desired outcomes, the indicators to measure the degree to which
the outcomes have been achieved, the instruments and methods used to assess the indicators, and the projected timeline for
completing those data collection activities.
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Executive Summary

Since the last submission of the New York State Education Department (NYSED) Office of Special
Education’s (OSE) State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) report, OSE has undertaken a major
initiative to improve educational outcomes for students with disabilities. As of July 1, 2019, OSE
established a new Statewide model for provision of support and professional learning to educational
organizations (e.g., district, schools, approved private schools, special act schools, preschools, and
agencies) and families. Concurrently, implementation of OSE’s SSIP Multi-Tiered System of Supports
(MTSS) framework continued in three regions designated as the transformation zone (TZ).

State Identified Measurable Result (SiMR) and Targets

NYSED has maintained its SIMR and targets since its submission of the FFY 2017 SSIP. In
addition, NYSED will continue the same target for the extended year FFY 2019 as it was for FFY 2018,
based on stakeholder feedback.

SiIMR: For students classified as students with learning disabilities in SSIP schools (grades 3-5),
increase the percent of students scoring at proficiency levels 2 and above on the grades 3-5 English
Language Arts State Assessments.

Progress in Implementation

Although NYSED did not meet its FFY 2018 SiMR target this year, several other mechanisms
were utilized to demonstrate impact of the SSIP efforts on student outcomes. Some of the improvements
identified in one or more of the cohort schools for students with learning disabilities include literacy
benchmark improvements, increase in appropriate behaviors, increase in percentage of instruction in the
general education classroom, and increase in attendance rates. These results are included in future
sections of this report (See section IV. Data on Implementation and Outcomes).

Table 1. Percentage of Students Classified with Learning Disabilities in Grades 3-5 who scored at proficiency levels
2 or above on the New York State English Language Arts Assessment

Annual SSIP . . . .
FEY Targets Cohort Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Statewide
17.1% 18.5% 2.6% 24.4% 25.5%
* 0,
2015 20% (N=19) | (N=40) (N =42) (N = 137) (N = 28504)
25.6% 27.8% 27.4% 22.2% 32.4%
0,
2016 24% (N =200) (N =30) (N =46) (N =115) (N =28359)
29.1% 14.3 40.4% 33.4% 41.4%
(o)
2017 32% (N =237) (N =38) (N=52) (N =147) (N =28251)
30.7% 36.2% 25.4% 28.4% 39.8%
o)
2018 42% (N =269) (N =53) (N =66) (N =150) (N =28382)
2019 42%
Key: * = Baseline year; N = number of Students
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Infrastructure and Operating Highlights

NYSED initiated a significant restructuring of its professional development (PD) and technical
assistance (TA) resources with the establishment of the OSE Educational Partnership (“Partnership”).
The Partnership is a coordinated and cohesive network of support focused on enhancing services and
supports for students with disabilities, ages birth to 21. The focus of this work is to increase school and
district capacity using an intensive team approach to PD and TA that is implemented with consistency
across all regions of the State. Additionally, the learnings from implementation of the SSIP such as the
use of a cascade of collaborative teams, communication loops, data-based decisions, research and
evidence-based resources, significantly informed the development and design of the Partnership.

Stakeholder Engagement Impact

Multiple stakeholder engagement activities occurred during FFY 2018 to garner information on
the effectiveness, implementation efforts and impact of the SSIP MTSS implementation. Stakeholder
input has been reviewed and is being used to inform scale-up of MTSS implementation for FFY 2019
SSIP. The following are stakeholder engagement activities conducted during FFY 2018:

e OSE staff visited the schools in the TZ to celebrate successes and identify and problem solve
barriers to the implementation efforts of MTSS. This information will be shared with other schools
during scale-up.

e Members of the SSIP Implementation Design Team (SIDT) convened to study the initial
implementation of MTSS in the TZ.

o Partnership Regional Level Teams (RLT) from across the State convened to discuss, and
complete a subsequent survey, to determine their readiness to support educational organizations
in MTSS implementation.

¢ Families were surveyed to determine their understanding of MTSS.
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|. Infrastructure Changes

NYSED has engaged in a realignment of both its internal structure of the OSE and its funded
special education networks, with the shared purpose of improving outcomes for students with disabilities.
This transition was initiated after stakeholder input indicated the need for greater alignment of the delivery
system for PD and TA to educational organizations.

The OSE management structure was reorganized to better facilitate the collaboration between
the unit that oversees its special education networks, the Program Development and Support Services
(PDSS) unit, and the Special Education Quality Assurance (SEQA) units that monitor schools and districts
for compliance with special education laws and regulations. These units were shifted to one manager
that would ensure the districts with the highest needs were provided PD and TA to address their areas of
significant need as identified by their determinations under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) and/or performance on State Performance Plan (SPP) Indicators.

Although OSE has supported several TA centers intended to improve outcomes for students with
disabilities for many years, the various centers were designed to impact a specific area of special
education (behavior, families, instruction, literacy, early childhood, transition). The level of impact on
student outcomes was diminished because each of the TA centers functioned independently of one
another and lacked a structure that enabled the work to intersect. After studying the impact and effects
of the previous TA centers and with many previous OSE funded special education network contracts
ending in June 2019, NYSED leveraged this opportunity to rethink the best approach to providing support
to students with disabilities and their families. The resulting Partnership is rooted in implementation
science, which is also the foundation of the SSIP and MTSS design and addresses the OSE priority areas
(least restrictive environment, family engagement, performance, disproportionality, transition).

The Partnership is designed to:

e provide a structure that facilitates systems change efforts and sustainability of those changes;

e encourage and promote culturally and linguistically responsive and sustaining educational
practices that includes families and communities as valued partners;

e promote greater efficiency and effectiveness in the delivery of high-quality services to families
and professionals who work with students with disabilities;

e create a comprehensive, multi-disciplinary team approach focused on principles from NYSED’s
Blueprint for Improved Results for Students with Disabilities that supports stakeholders; and

¢ rely on data-based problem-solving and decision-making, as well as the use of evidence-based
practices.

Funded contracts are used within the Partnership to provide PD and TA to a variety of
stakeholders. These contract partners include: 12 Regional Partnership Centers (RPC); 14 Early
Childhood Family and Community Engagement (EC FACE) Centers; 14 School-age FACE (SA FACE)
Centers; and 5 Special Education Technical Assistance Partnerships (TAPs): Data, Transition, Behavior,
Academics, and Equity. The RPCs and FACE Centers are located across the State and serve their
designated geographical region.

The goal of the Partnership is to increase the capacity of educational organizations by using an
intensive team approach for the provision of PD and TA that is implemented with consistency across the
State. Under the direction of OSE, all members of the Partnership are required to work professionally
and collaboratively with one another to address the needs of educational organizations, with the common
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goal of building and sustaining systems, policies, procedures, and practices to improve outcomes for
students with disabilities.

The Partnership consists of a cascade of teams, as shown in Figure 1 below (see Appendix C
OSE Educational Partnership Organizational Structure).

OSE EDUCATIONAL PARTNERSHIP

PIT provides Office of Special Education (OSE)
governance for the
Partnership *

Partnership Implementation Team (PIT)

¥

Technical Assistance Partnerships (TAP)

Regional Teams :

Hegmnal Level Teams (RLT)

Regmnal Teams TAP Assaciates
AUONNL Taame | XY ECFACECENTER BN SAFACE CENTER
support Educational SEQA REGION

Organizations i | e

h 4

Educational Organizations

+ SCHOOLS g PRESCHOOLS EJ NONDISTRICTS

Figure 1. The OSE Educational Partnership Organizational Structure

The Partnership Implementation Team (PIT) (see Appendix C OSE Educational Partnership
Organizational Structure) makes recommendations and decisions for the Partnership based on input from
stakeholders within the Partnership and across OSE units and operates under the direction and guidance
of OSE management. Based on a broad understanding of strengths and needs across agencies, the PIT
identifies and/or establishes workgroups to develop tools, resources, and/or materials that are to be
utilized by Regional Teams to conduct Statewide regional learning, targeted skills/support groups, and
intensive partnerships. The current workgroups include:

¢ Onboarding and Administrative

e Communication and Marketing

e Evaluation

e MTSS

e Resource Planning

¢ Branding Identity

e Curriculum and Materials Development

e Resources Review

¢ Data Management System (DMS)/Public Website
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The Partnership includes five TAPs (TAP for Academics, TAP for Behavior, TAP for Data, TAP for
Equity, and TAP for Transition) which are located within institutions of higher education (IHE). Each TAP
serves two primary purposes: to provide tools and resources for families and professionals and to provide
direct support to the professionals within the Partnership. The TAPs are integral to the development,
review, and revision of materials that are utilized across the Partnership regions. These materials include
information for stakeholders at the beginner, intermediate and advanced levels. Materials may consist
of full training packages (including slide decks, handouts, webcasts, or other multimedia) or core
messages presented in alternative formats (such as infographics, flip charts, webcasts or other
multimedia). The TAP for Data also supports activities provided by the RPCs and FACE Centers,
provides guidance on the new infrastructure and processes, and is in the process of developing an online
DMS to centralize the tracking, reporting, and evaluation of Partnership activities. The DMS is currently
under intense development and is scheduled to become operational in May of 2020.

The RPCs consist of a team of specialists (Systems Change Facilitator, Special Education Trainer,
Behavior Specialist, Transition Specialist, Culturally Responsive Educator, Literacy Specialist, and
Specially Designed Instruction (SDI) Specialist) with content expertise who engage in systems change
work through the provision of a variety of supports. The RPCs provide PD and TA to educational
organizations that serve early childhood and/or school-age populations. The PD and TA provided by the
RPCs is identified through a resource planning process. This process utilizes a team approach (RPC,
EC/SA FACE Centers, TAPs, OSE) and data-based decision making, including IDEA accountability and
SPP data specific to each school district across the State, to determine how much support educational
organizations will receive. The focus of the RPC’s work is on improving the infrastructure of educational
organizations so that they can successfully implement evidence-based practices and more meaningfully
engage with their students and families.

The EC FACE Centers and SA FACE Centers work collaboratively with the RPCs to provide PD
and TA that promotes meaningful family involvement within the educational system, builds collaborative
community relationships, and provides information and training regarding available service options and
delivery systems. A particular emphasis of the work of the FACE Centers is to build the capacity of our
educational organizations so that they can effectively engage parents and families, in a culturally
responsive and linguistically appropriate way. While EC FACE Centers primarily provide supports for
children from birth to age five, and the SA FACE Centers primarily provide supports for school-age
students. These Centers also collaborate to support early childhood learning (birth to grade 3). Families
can use the resource and referral services provided by the EC FACE Centers and the SA FACE Centers
to assist them in engaging as meaningful partners in the education of their children.

lI. Summary of SSIP Phase Ill — Year 4

Amid all these changes to the infrastructure, work within the 14 schools of the SSIP TZ continued.
The participating schools utilized the SSIP MTSS framework and self-assessment to examine their
current systems, infrastructure, and practices to determine areas in need of improvement, and then
operationalized action steps to ensure improved outcomes for all students. With guidance and support
from the Regional Team specialists, each school selected up to three MTSS core components to focus
on and build capacity while implementing a framework aligned to each individual school community and
culture.
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Implementing MTSS requires knowledge of resources and organizational structures at district,
school and classroom levels. The TZ is a representative sample of the schools and districts within the
State. The schools in the TZ are serving as the first cohort to participate in the change processes
necessary to build a sustainable MTSS framework. NYSED’s SSIP TZ consists of three regions of the
State: Long Island, Lower Hudson Valley, and New York City, with a total of 14 participating schools
across 10 districts.

The SSIP’s six-year reporting cycle enabled OSE to take a deep dive into its infrastructure,
systems, policies and practices to study what has worked and to determine where change is needed.
Prior to the implementation of the Partnership, the systems and structures were not aligned to provide
the SSIP schools and teams with the necessary supports that they required. Under the structures of the
new Partnership, Regional Teams are provided with substantial resources and supports to build capacity
for more consistent practices, measures, and systems within the SSIP schools.

During FFY 2018, the goal of the SSIP work has been to enable district and school leaders to not
only operationalize and implement an MTSS framework, but to drive sustainable changes in process and
performance that are needed to truly impact student achievement. As research states, large scale
change generally requires three to five years of focused implementation efforts (i.e., training, systems
development, coaching, tools, and resources) before sustainable systems and practices can be achieved
(Fixen et al., 2005). Although the NYSED SSIP MTSS model is in its initial implementation, it has helped
to drive some significant changes in the patrticipating schools. The subsequent pages in this report will
detail the changes, progress, and impact this work has had on the cohort of schools.

A. Progress toward the SIMR

SiMR: For students classified as students with learning disabilities in SSIP schools (grades 3-5),
increase the percent of students scoring at proficiency levels 2 and above on the grades 3-5 English
Language Arts State Assessments.

To measure the impact of SSIP activities, OSE utilizes several mechanisms, 1) the New York
State Grades 3-5 English Language Arts (ELA) Assessment that is administered annually in the spring,
2) administration of the NYSED's SSIP MTSS School-Level Self-Assessment for fidelity of
implementation, 3) collection of student-level data from the cohort of schools, and 4) quarterly activity
logs completed by Regional Team specialists and the school implementation teams. Disaggregated data
garnered from the sources mentioned above are included in future sections of the report (See section lll.
Data on Implementation and Outcomes - A. TZ Data/ FFY 2018 - Student Level Data, B. SSIP District
and School Implementation Efforts and Results.) Below you will find longitudinal data for the cohort of
schools within the three regions of the transformation zone.
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Table 2. Percent of students in grades 3-5, scoring at proficiency levels 2 and above on the NYS ELA Assessment

FFY ¢anrrg‘::sl, Cch\I:rt Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Statewide
i 20% (;7;11%)) (;8:'5;{;) (N2 ':6?2) (511'41@) (N i52.:?04)
2016 24% (ﬁf ';;/B) (37;8?‘,’{;) (r%l7¥4:/g) (N2 iiis) (N i22.2?59)
07 | 3% |l | esm | wesn | (et = 36251
2018 42% (SS '27(05/;) (36;2;/_;,) (I%IS:Ag/g) (N2 2.1?0) (N igiZ?Sz)
Key: * = Baseline year; N = number of Students

As identified in Table 2 above, there was an increase of 10 percentage points in the annual SIMR
target from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. Overall, the SSIP cohort showed an increase of 1.6 percent of
students with learning disabilities in grades 3-5 scoring at a proficiency level of 2 and above on the NYS
ELA Assessment. However, when the data was disaggregated by region, Region 1 showed an increase
of 21.9 percentage points in the percent of students scoring at proficiency levels 2 and above. Regions
2 and 3 showed a decrease in proficiency rates of 15 percentage points and 5 percentage points,
respectively. OSE is conducting further data analysis, including fidelity of implementation of the MTSS
model, to inform the slippage in Regions 2 and 3.

Since the initiation of the SSIP in FFY 2015, significant progress is noted in the SSIP schools. In
FFY 2015, 17.1 percent of students with learning disabilities in grades 3-5 scored at a proficiency level
of 2 and above on the NYS ELA Assessment as compared to 30.7 percent in FFY 2018, representing a
13.6 percent increase over that period.

20

Percent of Students Proficient

SSIP Cohort Longitudinal SIMR Data

@ Target
Cohort
- Statewide

15-16

16-17 17-18
FFY

18-19

Figure 2. SSIP Cohort Longitudinal SiMR Data

Although the SSIP cohort did not achieve the FFY 2018 target, OSE utilized several mechanisms
to demonstrate impact of the SSIP efforts on student outcomes. Among some of the improvements noted
in one or more of the cohort schools for students with learning disabilities are literacy benchmark
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improvements, increase in appropriate behaviors, increase in percentage of instruction in the general
education classroom, and increase in attendance rates.

B. Logic Model, Theory of Action, and Evaluation

Logic Model and Theory of Action

NYSED's Logic Model and Theory of Action (TOA) have not changed since the last reporting cycle
despite the restructuring. As has always been the case, all SSIP work is focused on improving outcomes
for students with learning disabilities by working to improve systems and instruction and providing
professionals with highly effective PD on evidence-based practices, implementation science, effective
data use, and capacity building to sustain the MTSS framework with fidelity. (see Appendix A SSIP Logic
Model and Appendix B SSIP Theory of Action).

Evaluation

The purpose of the SSIP Evaluation is to collect and report data at all levels (State, regional, local)
of NYSED’s SSIP project to inform ongoing program implementation and to assess outcomes. This
includes collecting information on the activities of the Partnership specialists working in TZ schools and
the activities and perspectives of those patrticipating schools and districts, with the goal of providing a
description of MTSS as it's being implemented (see Appendix E SSIP Phase Il — Year 4 Evaluation Plan).

During the FFY 2018 evaluation process, the SSIP logic model and TOA were reviewed first. The
five evaluation questions in Table 3 below were then developed to guide the data collection efforts for this
project. Data sources with source title, method, timing, and frequency were defined for each question.
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Evaluation Question
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Data Sources

1. For students classified as students with
learning disabilities in SSIP schools (grades
3-5), to what extent are proficiency scores
and supporting activities showing improved
literacy outcomes? [Outcome]

Source Title: New York State English Language Arts
Assessment

Method: Administered by schools starting in grade 3
Timing: Spring

Frequency: Annually

Source Title: SSIP Data Reporting Template
Method: Data queries by schools to populate
template with aggregated and disaggregated counts
Timing: Varies by specific outcome

Frequency: Beginning of school year, February, and
end of school year

2. To what extent are the components of
support plans being implemented, and
implemented well? [Outcome]

Source Title: Support Plan Review

Method: Document review of support plans for each

SSIP school

Timing: Following winter resource planning meeting,
to inform our support for teams moving into the spring
Frequency: To be determined

3. To what extent have school-wide systems
level, classroom practice level, and the
student level been positively impacted by
MTSS implementation? [Process,
Outcome]

Source Title: MTSS Survey

Method: Survey of Regional Teams and summaries of
SSIP work by Specialist

Timing: January

Frequency: To be determined

4. To what extent are SSIP schools able to
implement the NYSED MTSS Model with
fidelity? [Process]

Source Title: MTSS Self-Assessment

Method: Regional Teams work with the school based
MTSS Leadership Team in a facilitated discussion
Timing: Beginning and end of school year
Frequency: To be determined

5. What infrastructure is in place to support
the implementation and sustainability of
MTSS in the schools? [Process, Outcome]

Source Title: MTSS Survey

Method: Survey of Regional Teams and summaries of
SSIP work by Specialist

Timing: January

Frequency: To be determined

As part of the Partnership’s continuous improvement process, the evaluator will review and
analyze data for FFY 2018 as compared to FFY 2017 to determine if adjustments to core SSIP documents
(Logic Model, TOA, Evaluation Plan) are needed for the upcoming academic year.
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lll. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements

A. Infrastructure Improvements and Impact on SSIP

Infrastructure Improvements and impact on SSIP are directly aligned to the SSIP TOA.

e Collaboration and Governance
o0 Engages Stakeholders

= Multiple stakeholder engagement activities have taken place during FFY 2018 surrounding
SSIP activities (See Section Il. D and Section Il C for details).

Aligns TA resources / Training and TA

= OSE funds five TAPs from IHEs with content expertise that aligns with OSE priority areas
(Academics, Behavior, Data, Equity, and Transition). These partners ensure that specialists
are provided with high-quality, highly effective PD and coaching to enable them to support
MTSS implementation and school improvement.

Engages Families and Community Members

= Under the Partnership, the role of the FACE Centers has evolved from simply supporting
families and communities to a focus on building capacity of educational organizations to
build relationships and support families, as well as to develop relationships with their
communities. This is a crucial component that has been missing in the SSIP work until
now. "Family engagement is one of the most powerful predictors of a child's development
and academic success. When schools, families and community groups work together to
support learning, children tend to do better in school, stay in school longer, and like school
more”. (Henderson T. A., & Mapp, L. K., (2002) A New Wave of Evidence).

Establish MTSS School-Level Teams

= Under previous structures, MTSS efforts in MTSS schools were supported primarily by one
or two specialists. The Partnership has established multi-disciplinary teams that are
deployed to SSIP schools based on MTSS implementation needs.

= Each SSIP school has either an integrated MTSS implementation team or separate MTSS-
B (behavior) and MTSS-A (academics) teams that meet regularly to collaborate.

e Support for Struggling Schools

(0]

(0]

(0]

The TAPs will provide additional analysis and problem solving to increase targeted support
and resources tailored to specific needs.

Building on the successes of the TZ visits, opportunities will be provided for SSIP districts and
schools to come together and develop communities of practice surrounding MTSS
implementation.

Development of the NYSED MTSS framework will include cultural and linguistic practices.

e Evaluation

0]

(o}

A new outside evaluator is in place who has assumed responsibility for the SSIP evaluation
component and has utilized the evaluation questions established by predecessor.

Evaluation continues to focus on student outcomes, support plans, and the MTSS Self-
Assessment, as well as the development of a structured interview to inform PD needs, and
the development of a district-level MTSS implementation plan.

B. Coherent Improvement Strategies Update

The NYSED SSIP Phase Ill Improvement Plan, developed in 2018 (see Appendix C OSE
Educational Partnership Organizational Structure), provides OSE with guidance as it continues its
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implementation of MTSS. This improvement plan directly aligns with the TOA and Logic Model and forms
the basis of the NYSED SSIP Phase Ill — Year 4 Evaluation Plan (see Appendix E SSIP Phase Il — Year
4 Evaluation Plan). The SSIP Phase Il Improvement Plan is organized by five improvement strategies
that comprise the SSIP (see Appendix D SSIP Phase Il Improvement Plan):

¢ Improvement Strategy |: Organizational Capacity Building

o Improvement Strategy IlI: Program and Resource Development

e Improvement Strategy Ill: Professional Development, TA and Coaching

e Improvement Strategy IV: Needs Assessment, Improvement Planning and Monitoring

e Improvement Strategy V: State Education Agency (SEA) and Local Education Agency (LEA)
Partnership and Community Engagement

Improvement Strategy I: Organizational Capacity Building
(Aligned to TOA Strand of Action -Collaboration and Governance, Leadership)

\ M Completed - Revisions to Cascade of Teams due to Restructuring

The Partnership includes new structures that were developed to provide oversight, management,
and implementation of MTSS. Using structures established through the SSIP and as recommended by
the National Implementation Research Network (NIRN) and State Implementation and Scaling up
Evidenced Based Practices (SISEP), a new cascade of teams was developed to lead, direct, oversee,
and implement the Partnership (see Figure 1 for Cascade and Appendix F Partnership Cascade
Comparison and Descriptions).

M Completed — Clearly Articulated Vision, Mission and Values

When developing the Partnership, OSE significantly changed, systematically, how support would
be provided to the field. To articulate the new way of doing business, OSE defined how the Partnership
differentiates itself from the previous network. Through stakeholder engagement the following mission
statement was developed:

The OSE Educational Partnership will support and empower educational organizations and families
to improve equity, access, opportunities and outcomes for all students with disabilities.

To guide the work of all involved in the Partnership, the PIT adopted NYSED’s SSIP MTSS model
(see Appendix G NYSED’'s SSIP MTSS Model), values and guiding principles to ensure a common
understanding, as well as to provide guidance for all program decisions, and to promote consistency,
integrity, and sustainability.

1. An Unwavering Focus on Student Growth
All educational decision-making is driven by ambitious student performance goals.

2. Cultural and Linguistic Responsiveness and Equity

All students succeed when they have access to what they need when they need it. Districts and
schools are organized in a way that recognizes, respects and reflects the strengths of each student’s
culture, social identity and community.

3. Engaged Stakeholders

The voices of the student, family, community, and school personnel (i.e. all faculty and staff) are
actively solicited and used in decision making. All stakeholders are responsible and accountable for
the decisions made.
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4. A Whole-Child/Whole-School Approach

Educators focus on supporting each student’s cognitive, academic, physical, behavioral, and social
emotional development through systems of support that are aligned and integrated. All school
personnel aim to educate and support children to be healthy, safe, engaged, and challenged, and
receive ongoing PD to enable them to do this.

5. Proactive Data-Based Problem-Solving

Prevention is more effective than intervention. Teachers and school leaders believe that success and
failure in student learning is about the actions of teachers and school leaders. They adjust practices
and policies to create strong conditions for student success by relying on data-based decision-making
and the use of evidence-based practices.

6. Continuous Quality Improvement

All support provides a structure that facilitates continuous quality improvement, systems change, and
sustainability of those efforts.

7. Full Access for All Students
MTSS is for all students. All students have access to and participate in the general education
curriculum to meet State Learning Standards. Not every student who receives intensive supports is
identified as a student with a disability, and not every student identified with a disability needs
intensive supports.

These are the threads that are braided together to inform all aspects of the Partnership and keep
the network on a collaborative path.

M Completed — Specialized Workgroup to assimilate SSIP work into Partnership and to inform
the design of the Statewide MTSS model

Partnership Implementation Team (PIT) (TAPs, OSE, FACE Center representation, SCF)

The work of the SSIP (MTSS implementation) has been a thread in every conversation during the
design and implementation of the OSE Partnership. To ensure that MTSS is a lens through which the
work of the Partnership is focused, the PIT decided to merge the SIDT with the newly established MTSS
workgroup. This workgroup consists of content experts from the TAPs for Academics, Behavior, Data,
and Equity who bring their expertise to study the current state of MTSS within the SSIP schools, as well
as use the learnings from FFY 2018 to determine how MTSS implementation works, when, for whom and
under what sets of circumstances. This information will be used to develop a clear and explicit plan for
development and implementation of a Statewide framework for MTSS.

M Completed — Created three Regional Teams to support MTSS implementation at SSIP
schools.

Regional Teams under the Partnership will provide SSIP schools with a multidisciplinary team
based on the individual needs of the district and school. Regional Team members will have the most up
to date research-based and evidence-based practices (EBPS), tools, and resources from the five TAPs.
Additionally, they will provide information and training in the areas of literacy, behavior, transition, and
equity for students from early childhood through high school.
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M Completed — Development of continuous improvement plans to assist Regional Teams and
School teams build capacity.

Each Regional Team developed, in collaboration with their SSIP school implementation team, a
strategic plan or Support Plan. The Support Plan is used for planning work and activity tracking. For the
SSIP schools, teams utilized a data collection workbook which outlined specific SSIP related goals with
data points and a schedule to drive work and to ensure goals stated in evaluation plan were met.

Improvement Strategy IlI: Program and Resource Development
(Aligned to TOA Strand of Action — Collaboration and Governance)

M Continuous — Identify and define Capstone EBPs to support Universal (Tier 1),
Supplemental (Tier 2), and Intensive Interventions for Literacy and Behavior

MTSS is a framework or a “way of doing business” which utilizes high quality evidence-based
instruction, intervention, and assessment practices to ensure that every student receives the appropriate
level of support to be successful. It helps districts and schools to organize resources through the
alignment of academic standards and behavioral expectations, implemented with fidelity and sustained
over time, in order to accelerate the performance of every student to achieve and/or exceed proficiency
(www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/whatismtss). The following is a menu of interventions being used by the
Partnership to support SSIP schools:

Universal (Tier 1) EBPs include, but are not limited to:
e SDI
e Universal Design for Learning
e Formative Assessments to Evaluate Effectiveness of Instruction and Supports
e Peer Review/feedback
e Explicitly Stated Positive Behavior Expectations

Supplemental (Tier 2) EBP in use within the TZ include, but are not limited to:
e Explicit Direct Instruction (EDI)

Self-Regulation Strategies

Self-monitoring Strategies

Check in — Check out (CICO)

Flexible Groupings Based Upon Screenings/Progress Monitoring

Immediate affirmative and corrective feedback

Regular progress monitoring

Intensive (Tier 3) EBP in use within the TZ include, but are not limited to:
e Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBA)
e Behavioral Intervention Plans (BIP)

\ M In Development — Web-based MTSS Resource Library to store and share resources.

Within the Partnership, a primary role of the TAP for Data is to create an evaluation program and
online DMS to ensure that data-based decision-making is facilitated at all levels of implementation. The
Partnership DMS will not only maintain data for the SSIP but will also have a mechanism to establish a
library of trainings, tools, and resources for all Partnership staff implementing MTSS (see Appendix H
Partnership DMS Details).
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Improvement Strategy lll: PD, TA and Coaching
(Aligned to TOA Strand of Action — Training and TA, and Support for Struggling Schools)

M In Progress — Developed a well-defined model of Professional Learning that includes
Professional Development, Coaching, and Technical Assistance

To ensure the production of high-quality materials that are based on adult learning principles, and
delivery of consistent messages and practices, a Curriculum and Materials Development Workgroup has
been established. This group’s role and responsibility is to make recommendations to the PIT on the
policies, procedures, and protocols for high-quality PD, coaching, and TA. Additionally, this workgroup
oversees the development and review of PD materials and assists in assigning members to develop and
review materials within sub-workgroups.

To date, this workgroup has completed the following:

e Defined clearly and explicitly the meaning of professional learning (PD, coaching, and TA)

e Defined clearly and explicitly what is meant by “high quality” and produced criteria/indicators for
developers to ensure the creation of high-quality professional learning

e Adopted the NIRN Coaching Practice Profile

e Identified and adopted research-based fidelity tools and resources to be used when coaching and
providing TA

e Established processes and protocols as identified by the TAPs to evaluate effectiveness and impact
of professional learning

e Established a process/review schedule for all released professional learning materials to ensure their
continued relevance and effectiveness

M Ongoing — Provision of ongoing professional development for Regional Teams as they
work with SSIP Schools.

Under the constructs of the Partnership there are two levels of PD and TA:
e TAPs to the Partnership Regional Teams, and
e Regional Teams to educational organizations and parents and families.

To date, there have been three types of professional learning provided virtually to RPCs and FACE
Centers within the TZ and across NYS:

1. Training — These are formal presentations, generally ninety minutes long. These training activities
are assigned facilitators/hosts. The training is recorded, live closed captions are available, the
audience is muted unless the presenter asks specifically for open microphone, and materials and the
archive link will be made available on the DMS website. Additionally, Continuing Teacher and Leader
Education (CTLE) credit is available. These trainings are evaluated by participant surveys.

2. Hangouts — These are informal, one-hour events. There are assigned facilitators/hosts and audience
participation is encouraged. However, live closed captions are not available. These may include
breakout discussion groups. These events are not recorded, not archived, and no CTLE credit is
available. Hangouts are evaluated by participant surveys.

3. DMS webinars — These are formal presentations, sixty or ninety minutes long. These webinars are
facilitated by the TAP for Data to provide stakeholders with updates and training on the DMS features
and tools. These webinars are evaluated by participant surveys.
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Table 4 (Professional Learning to RPCs and FACE Centers) below illustrates the breadth and
depth of professional learning delivered to date. This includes the date, title of session, TAP presenter(s)
and number of attendees for each professional learning activity (see Appendix | Partnership Professional
Learning Details). At the completion of each listed session, a single evaluation survey was conducted
that asks participants about delivery, knowledge gained, how content applies to their work, and any future
training needs. The results are used as a continuous improvement effort to inform the presenter(s) of the
effectiveness of the event.

Table 4. Professional Learning Delivered to RPCs and FACE Centers in FFY 2018

Training
Date Title Participants
11/15/2019 Completing a Support Plan Part 1 — Specific, Measurable, Attainable, 140
and Timely (S.M.A.R.T.) Goals and Goal Attainment Scaling (TAPs for
Data, Transition, and Behavior)
11/26/2019 Completing a Support Plan Part 2 — Overview of the Comprehensive 124
Organizational Assessment (COA) (TAP for Data)
12/6/2019 Managing Organizational Change and the OSE Partnership (TAPs for 144
Data, Academics, and Behavior)
12/6/2019 Follow-up webinar on: Completing a Support Plan (Part 1): S.M.A.R.T. 85
Goals and Goal Attainment Scaling (TAPs for Data, Transition, Equity,
and Behavior)
2/26/2020 Introduction to TAP for Transition (TAP for Transition) 91
Hangouts
Date Title Participants
11/15/2019 Updates on Evidence-Based Practices and Predictors (TAP for 99
Transition)
11/26/2019 Self-determination and Transition (TAP for Transition) 62
12/13/2019 Follow up to Completing a Support Plan 2 and Managing Systems 84
Change (TAP for Data)
2/12/2020 Transition in the IEP and Indicator 13 Vetted Training Packages (TAP 68
for Transition)
2/13/2020 Partnership FAQs (TAP for Data) 50
2/26/2020 Completing a Support Plan Part 3: Case Studies (TAP for Data) 98
DMS Webinars
Date Title Participants
12/20/2019 OSE Educational Partnership DMS Launch (TAP for Data) 114
2/21/2020 DMS Liaisons Training (TAP for Data) 59
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M Ongoing — Provision of continuous targeted technical assistance and coaching for SSIP
School implementation Teams

Support to Educational Organizations in TZ and Across NYS

A comprehensive, multidisciplinary Regional Team, comprised of specialists from an RPC, an EC
FACE Center, and a SA FACE Center, are deployed to provide educational organizations, within their
region, with tiered levels of support based upon individual organizational needs. The PD and TA provided
by the Partnership is focused on systems change through the provision of more efficient and streamlined
services to support implementation of the federal IDEA and Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) to aid
schools in improving equity, access and opportunities for all students.

Utilizing this tiered approach, Regional Teams provide a combination of discipline-specific
regional offerings, targeted skills and support groups, and intensive support. See below for more
information on each.

a) Regional Offerings: Available to any interested party (i.e., families, school/district staff,
community groups, etc.).

e Regional offerings are resources or events that provide background information, set a
foundation for future learning and/or support districts in the exploration and adoption of
useable innovations and evidence-based practices. They include in-person trainings,
downloadable materials and trainings, recorded webinars, and posted materials.

b) Targeted Skills/Support Groups: PD and TAto groups around a common topic (participants can
include families, school/district staff, community groups, etc.).

e Targeted skills groups support districts in further developing a targeted area through a cohort
model. They are small group, in-person and/or virtual meetings to build awareness, learn or
develop new skills and problem solve around a specific topic. There are prerequisites to
invitation to these groups.

c) Intensive Support: Build capacity to promote meaningful family involvement within the
educational system with priority educational organizations.

e Intensive support is directed systems change work utilizing a team approach through targeted
professional development and technical assistance. It includes a combination of regional
learning, targeted skills groups, and embedded team technical assistance as needs indicate.
Regional Teams interface with priority educational organizations to discuss needs, strategize
possible approaches, support options, and develop a plan for intervention.

PD topics provided to schools within the TZ include, but are not limited to:

Instruction
e EDI
e SDI
e Identifying and Intensifying Intervention: What to Do and How to Do it
e National Reading Panel: Implications for Instruction

Behavior
e Function Based Thinking in Preschool
e Classroom Management Training
e FBA/BIP/Progress Monitoring
e Tier 2 - Tiered Fidelity (TFI) Inventory Aligned
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Equity
e Culturally Responsive Sustained Resources

Family Engagement
e Family Engagement — Communication and Culture

Improvement Strategy IV: Needs Assessment, Improvement Planning and Monitoring
(Aligned to TOA Strands of Action — Collaboration and Governance, and Evaluation)

| ™ Ongoing — Monitoring for effectiveness |

As the current fidelity tool (the SSIP MTSS School-level Self-Assessment) has not been measured
to ensure validity and reliability, the MTSS workgroup is conducting a literature/research review to identify
research-based fidelity tools in the areas of reading and behavior. The workgroup is exploring Michigan's
Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative (MiBLISI) Reading TFI as well as the Positive
Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) TFl and Benchmarks of Quality (BOQ) as methods for
measuring fidelity of implementation.

Collaboration and communication are critical to the success of the work of the SSIP. Therefore,
Associates from the PDSS unit, who are responsible for the programmatic aspects and implementation
of the project, and Associates from SEQA units who monitor educational organizations across the State
act as liaisons to specific regions of the State to ensure practice to policy feedback loops. These liaisons
meet regularly with each other and the Regional Teams who are directly supporting the schools in the
TZ. Additionally, staff from the PDSS unit meet monthly with other units in OSE to share information, as
well as to answer any specific questions regarding the workings of the Partnership.

M Ongoing — Collect Comprehensive Baseline Data at the Site Level and Update
Improvement Plans, use data to assess needs, plan, and monitor progress.

As a result of stakeholder engagement (See Section I1l.C — Stakeholder Engagement in
Implementation), it was determined that consistent data points as well as consistent collection tools were
necessary to further show growth to impact the SiMR. To operationalize this, the SIDT identified specific
measurable goals, specific data to collect, research-based tools to collect, method of disaggregation, as
well as a timeline for collection. Based on these recommendations, a data collection workbook was
developed. The workbook provides Regional Teams with specific data points, consistent collection
methods, and recommended research-based tools to capture all data related to SSIP specific goals. To
ensure reliability and validity of recommended tools, expectations were set by OSE that the tools
specialists utilized were not to be altered in any way, but how specialists facilitated the data collection
was determined by each Regional Team. TZ Regional Teams were provided with clear deadlines in which
to submit data (see Section IV B Collection System — Data Limitations for challenges and barriers).

Improvement Strategy V: State Education Agency (SEA) - Local Education Agency (LEA)
Partnership and Community Engagement (Aligned to TOA Strand of Action — Collaboration and
Governance, and Leadership)

M Ongoing — Develop Communities of Practice

As stated earlier in the report, one model of professional learning is targeted skills/support groups
to support districts in further developing a targeted area through a cohort model. In some regions,
Regional Teams are establishing groups across the SSIP districts, while others are bringing groups
together within the district. Topics of this work include:
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Integrated Co-Teaching (ICT) Coaching and support

Data informed Problem Solving (MTSS)

EDI/SDI Coaching

Book Studies for Cultural Responsiveness

Teaching Assistance/Paraprofessional roles and responsibilities

C. Fidelity Measures
NYSED’s SSIP MTSS Model and MTSS School-level Self-assessment - Fidelity

The NYSED SSIP School-Level MTSS Self-Assessment (self-assessment) was designed with
two purposes: 1) to assist individual schools in evaluating their current level of tiered systems of support
(academic, behavioral, and social-emotional) and implementation; and 2) to formulate an MTSS
Implementation Action Plan that will address core component indicators that require improvement or
development.

The NYSED’s SSIP MTSS Model consists of five core components with operational descriptions
or criteria to provide implementers with guidelines to implement the model with fidelity (see Appendix G
NYSED’s SSIP MTSS Model).

The Self-Assessment is aligned to the SSIP MTSS Model and addresses the five core components as
indicated below:

1. Team Approach

2. Leadership Support

3. Engaged Stakeholders

4. Continuum of Instruction and Intervention

5. Data Driven Problem Solving

Each core component has a composite score based on how each defining feature is scored. The
MTSS School-Level Self-Assessment uses the following scale (see Organization and Scoring section in
Appendix J SSIP School-Level MTSS Self-Assessment):
e 3 —all criteria are currently in place
e 2 -—50 percent to 99percent of criteria are currently in place
e 1 -1 percentto 49 percent of criteria are currently in place
e 0 —no criteria are in place

To date, there have been two administrations of the tool (Fall 2018 and Spring 2019) to indicate
impact of support (PD, coaching, and TA) on the MTSS implementation. Table 1 and Figure 2 clearly
shows that from initial efforts, growth is occurring in each of the core component categories. The smallest
growth was in Team Approach and the largest growth was in Engaged Stakeholders.

Table 5. Average scores on each MTSS Self-assessment Domain for Fall 2018 and Spring 2019 for all
Transformation Zone schools

MTSS Self-Assessment Domains Fall 2018 Spring 2019
I. Team Approach 1.3 15
II. Leadership Support 0.5 0.9
lll. Engaged Stakeholders 0.4 1.0
IV. Continuum of Instruction and Intervention 1.4 1.7
V. Data Driven Problem Solving 1.0 1.3
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Figure 3. Average scores on each MTSS Self-assessment Domain for Fall 2018 and Spring 2019 for all
Transformation Zone schools

Data Collection Schedule

OSE is currently developing the DMS for student-level data, which will become operational in May
2020. Student-level data collection for the SSIP has been a collaborative venture. The school-level
implementation teams, with guidance and support from RPC Regional Team members, collect, aggregate
and disaggregate academic (literacy focused) and behavior data (e.g., attendance, referrals, and
suspension) used for data-based problem solving in making instructional decisions for all students. This
data is reported quarterly to OSE by the Regional Team members working in the SSIP schools. Results
from the fall and winter collections can be found in section Il (Data on Implementation and Outcomes) of
this report.

D. Barriers to Implementation

During initial implementation, some issues came to light during stakeholder engagement activities
(PIT, RLT) and feedback from OSE’s contracted partners (e.g., TAPs, RPC, FACE Centers) during the
installment of the Partnership that have informed continuous improvement efforts in the work of the SSIP.

¢ Contracts for the majority of the previous networks ended June 30, 2019, which temporarily suspended
implementation support to current SSIP schools until the new contracts were established in October
20109.
o Solution: Contract awardees hired staff with established relationships with SSIP sites and could
build on work conducted during FFY 2018.
o Multiple Initiatives in place with other State agencies and between NYSED offices
o Solution: Conscious efforts being made across NYSED to ensure cross-office alignment and
collaboration.

e Turnover of district and school leadership in some SSIP schools.
o Solution: Using a multi-disciplinary team to assist in implementation efforts, specialists will ensure
sustainability capacity activities are in place to ensure consistency and fidelity as MTSS
implementation continues.
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e Consistent understanding and implementation of the MTSS Model
o Solution: alignment of mission, values and principles from SSIP MTSS model and Partnership to
establish common understanding.

E. Stakeholder Engagement in Implementation
Across the life span of the SSIP, OSEP has strongly indicated the need for states to engage with
stakeholders for input on changes or revisions to the SSIP and how to drive improvement in student
outcomes. In FFY 2018, OSE brought together various stakeholder groups to assess the impact and
effectiveness of SSIP activities and MTSS implementation and offer recommendations. These
stakeholder engagements have resulted in revisions to the implementation of the SSIP this past year.

Transformation Zone Visits

In the Spring of 2019 (March 21, May 9, and May 17), OSE staff traveled to each region of the TZ
to meet with SSIP districts and schools to learn first-hand about the accomplishments and challenges the
schools faced as they implement MTSS. One of the challenges expressed was the issue of multiple
initiatives and the burden it places on districts. An accomplishment expressed by another school was
the administrative buy-in at the highest level of the district.

These visits enabled OSE to gather stakeholder feedback on the MTSS implementation process
and consider any necessary revisions to the work moving forward. School leaders expressed that
implementing MTSS had shifted school culture, reenergized teachers, impacted instruction, aligned State
learning standards to individualized education program (IEP) goals, enabled greater data-based
decisions to guide instruction, and increased student learning (see Appendix K Transformation Zone
Visits Summary). As a result of the information garnered from these visits, the following changes have
occurred:

e OSE isincreasing its collaboration with NYSED’s Office of Accountability to address the issue of
multiple initiatives.

e There is now a focus on involvement at the district level, which includes active participation and
buy-in from district leadership.

2020 Winter Regional Level Team (RLT) Meetings (January 22, 2020 through February 19,
2020)

NYSED’s commitment to improving academic outcomes for all students across the State has
resulted in a commitment to the development of a Statewide MTSS framework. To garner feedback to
inform this initiative, OSE asked those who support district and school implementation efforts of various
MTSS frameworks (Rtl, PBIS, MTSS-A, MTSS-B) about their readiness to support educational
organizations in MTSS implementation. OSE enlisted the TAPs for Equity, Academics and Behavior to
collaboratively develop an online survey to be completed by the Partnership RLTs. The survey contained
guestions on the five domains of the SSIP MTSS model: leadership, tiers of differentiated instruction and
support, data-based decision-making, teams, and stakeholder engagement. The respondents used a 5-
point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree) to indicate their readiness to support and
guide MTSS implementation activities.

During each RLT meeting in regions outside of the TZ, TAP associates provided Partnership
participants with a foundational presentation on MTSS to ground participants in a common understanding
and vocabulary. During RLT meetings in the TZ regions, the RPCs were asked to provide an update on
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each SSIP school in their region. Following the presentation, RLT members (see Figure 2. The OSE
Educational Partnership Organizational Structure), were asked to complete the online survey.
Respondents were asked 56 questions about readiness to support educational organizations and their
constituencies in MTSS implementation across the domains of leadership support, continuum of
instruction and intervention, engaged stakeholders, data-driven practices at the student-level, data-driven
practices at the systems-level, and team approach, which were the same areas assessed with the MTSS
Self-Assessment. Atotal of 204 surveys were received from all Partnership staff across all regions of the
State. The results of the survey will be used to inform the proposed Statewide MTSS model.

Results:

During the winter RLT meetings, Partnership staff reflected and reported on their own capacity to support
the educational organizations within their respective regions in implementing various aspects of MTSS.

Leadership Support

Continuum

Engaged Stakeholders

Data-driven Student-level

Data-driven Systems-level

MTSS Core Components

Team Approach

o

0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Degree of Preparedness

HYes mNo

Figure 4. Readiness to Support Educational Organizations Across Domains and by Experience in SSIP
Schools. Continuum refers to continuum of instruction and interventions. ‘Yes’ refers to respondents
with SSIP school experience, and ‘No’ refers to respondents without experience.

These themes along with the responses on the close-ended questions above will be used to
inform PD plans for the entire Partnership. All of the responses mentioned thus far focused on needs for
training and coaching.

Family Engagement Survey

"Family engagement is one of the most powerful predictors of a child's development and academic
success. When schools, families and community groups work together to support learning, children tend
to do better in school, stay in school longer, and like school more”. (Henderson T. A., & Mapp, L. K.,
(2002) A New Wave of Evidence). This is one of the core components of the NYSED SSIP MTSS model:
“for MTSS to be implemented with fidelity, family and community engagement should be established and
maintained in a meaningful and culturally respectful way that is responsive to the needs of all students
and families” (see Appendix G NYSED'’s SSIP MTSS Model, pg. 15).
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While currently in the process of developing a Statewide MTSS framework, OSE is eager to learn
about parents’ and families’ understanding and perceptions of MTSS. An electronic survey was
developed and shared with families by the FACE Centers.

Results:

Multiple avenues were utilized to disseminate the survey to families across the State. Using
Google, the survey was sent electronically to various listservs that were established by the FACE Centers.
In addition, the survey could be printed to enable families with limited access to technology to participate.

A total of 535 families, across the State, responded to the survey. The survey was intended to
reach families with students across all grade levels. The largest group of families (n = 49), when asked
what grade level their child was enrolled in, indicated ‘Other’ rather than a specific grade. The second
and third largest groups were for Grade 2 (n = 47) and Grade 11 (n = 43), with the smallest group for
Grade 3 (n = 34).

Families were asked about the type of supports (e.g., Rtl, PBIS, MTSS) available in their child’s
school. When responses were grouped by school-level (elementary: K-6, middle: 6-8, and high school:
9-12), families responded ‘not sure’ more than half the time, except in elementary school; half responded
they were unsure of support systems available for their child, 25 percent were aware of Response to
Intervention (RTI), 18.9 percent were aware of PBIS, and 6.1 percent were aware of MTSS. These results
clearly indicate that communication surrounding tiered supports is lacking and could be an indicator of
capacity for schools to better engage with families.

Aside from scheduled meetings and events, and awareness of support programs, schools
connect with students and their families in many ways. To better understand families’ impressions of how
schools support their children, the survey asked a series of questions regarding how schools are
connecting with families. The most common response was ‘Sometimes’ on five questions about inclusion
on decision-making, understanding material, the child being supported, helping students deal with
emotions, and receiving helpful information.

The results of the survey will be used to inform the development of the Statewide MTSS
framework and a needs assessment for EC/SA FACE Center PD Specialists as they increase their work
in SSIP districts and schools.

I\VV. Data on Implementation and Outcomes

Implementation is not a single event. “Implementation is “a specified set of activities designed to
put into practice an activity or program of known dimensions. (Bierman et al., 2002)" These activities
occur over time in stages that overlap and that are revisited as necessary dimensions (NIRN
https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-1/implementation-stages). Research shows that implementing a well-
constructed, well-defined, well-researched program can be expected to take two to four years (Bierman
et al., 2002; Fixsen, Blase, Timbers, & Wolf, 2001; Panzano & Roth, 2006; Prochaska & DiClemente,
1982; Solberg, Hroscikoski, Sperl-Hillen, O’Conner, & Crabtree, 2004)”. The implementation of MTSS
requires substantial changes in educators’ practices, and evidence of these changes are illustrated in the
data presented below.
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A. SSIP District and School Implementation Efforts, Results, and Impact

As indicated earlier in this report, multiple measures were utilized to determine impact of support
provided to SSIP schools as well as effect of implementation activities. The data included below
provides a more granular view of the impact/effect of the implementation efforts within the TZ.

Assessing impact will enable Regional Teams and implementers to determine how well their
efforts affect students. This, in turn, will assist OSE in adjusting the MTSS Model and create a better

implementation plan for consideration for scale-up.

Literacy:

Literacy benchmark assessments were completed in the SSIP schools for students in grades 3
through 5 across the TZ in Fall of 2018, Spring 2019, Fall 2019 and Winter 2020. The specific tool to
collect benchmark data varied by school, but all schools were able to categorize scores into two
categories: ‘At or Above Grade Level’ (= Grade) and ‘Below Grade Level’ (< Grade). The schools were
able to further disaggregate counts and percentages of students in each category into groups (students
who are not classified as having a disability, students with disabilities, and students with learning
disabilities). Every student who was counted as a student with learning disabilities was also counted in
the larger students with disabilities group. The number of students varied widely across the schools in
the TZ, so the descriptive statistics are reported in percentages. The percentages sum to 100 percent
across the two categories (at or above grade level, below grade level) for a single time point, like Fall
2018 or Winter 2020, in each row of the table.

Table 6. Percentages of literacy benchmark scores at or above (=) grade level or below (<) grade level over time
for students in grades 3-5 across the Transformation Zone

> Grade | > Grade | > Grade | > Grade < Grade | < Grade | < Grade | < Grade
Level Level Level Level Level Level Level Level

Fall Spring Fall Winter Fall Spring Fall Winter
2018 2019 2019 2020 2018 2019 2019 2020

Students not 42.07% | 44.26% | 54.52% | 44.90% 57.93% | 55.74% | 45.48% | 55.10%
Classified

Students with 11.79% | 12.52% | 13.07% | 15.89% 88.21% | 87.48% | 86.93% | 84.11%
Disabilities
Students with 5.04% 8.82% 10.78% | 6.29% 94.96% | 91.18% | 89.22% | 93.71%

Learning
Disabilities
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Transformation Zone Scores by Student Type Over Time
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Figure 5. Percentages of literacy benchmark scores at or above (2) grade level or below (<) grade level over time
for students in grades 3-5 across the Transformation Zone

Across the TZ, percentages of scores at or above grade level were highest for students not
classified with a disability. As shown in Table 4 and Figure 5 above, score percentages at or above grade
levels were higher in the Fall 2019 than the previous school year; Winter 2020 percentages were higher
across groups when compared to Fall 2018. The percentages of scores below grade level ranged from
84.11 percent to 88.21 percent for students with disabilities. For the smaller cohort of students with
learning disabilities, scores were mostly below grade level at each time point. In the 2018-19 school
year, percentages of students with learning disabilities scoring below grade level were higher in the Fall
at 94.96 percent; the percentage of scores below grade level decreased to 89.22 percent in Fall 2019
and then increased again to 93.71 percent in Winter 2020. Most interesting is that the pattern of
percentages over time were similar for students not classified with disabilities and students with learning
disabilities (see Appendix L TZ Literacy Benchmarking Results).

Impact on Students and Practices (see Appendix M MTSS Implementation Impact):
As compared to baseline taken in Fall of FFY 2017:
e 7 out of 10 SSIP districts reported growth in reading, as measured by various benchmarking
assessment (i.e., STAR, AIMSweb, Fountas and Pinnell, NWEA)
e 5 out of 10 SSIP districts reported an increase in appropriate behaviors, as measured by:
0 Students Achieving Expectations Tool (SAET);
0 a decrease in the average number of office discipline referrals per day for students with
learning disabilities;
0 adecrease in suspensions;
o0 an increase of BOQ scores; and
0 adecrease in restraints and critical incidents.
e 3 out of 10 SSIP districts reported improved practices, such as increase in:
0 peer feedback;
0 student monitoring of their own learning objectives;
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0 students engaged in differentiated tasks;
0 students engaged in tiered learning tasks; and
o0 behavioral expectations taught and in explicit instruction as measured by classroom walk-
throughs.
e 4 out of 10 SSIP districts reported an increase in the percent of students with learning disabilities
receiving instruction 80 percent or more of the time in general education classrooms.
e 2 out of 10 SSIP districts reported increased attendance rates for students with learning
disabilities

Across the TZ, more students scored at or above grade level on literacy benchmark tests in the
2019-20 school year as compared to the 2018-19 school year (see figure 5). An increase in appropriate
behaviors was observed as shown by a decrease in office discipline referrals, suspensions, critical
incidents, and restraint use. Positive learning behaviors also increased in the classroom and half of the
districts reported higher rates of inclusion. Improvements in student outcomes paired with improvements
observed in the MTSS Self-Assessment results indicate that progress is being made in the MTSS
implementation projects in each school.

B. Stakeholder Engagement in Evaluation

MTSS Implementation Analysis — May 2019

The foundation of OSE’'s SSIP project is to utilize a continuous improvement process
(Plan/Do/Study/Act) to plan, sequence and implement improvement efforts using data to evaluate
effectiveness and impact. In May 2019, the SIDT members assembled in groups by role (outside
evaluators, OSE SSIP team, Regional Integrated Intervention Teams (RIITs), and districts/schools) to
reflect on the initial SSIP activities and MTSS implementation within the SSIP schools. The following
process was used:

° Each group studied and considered the findings presented in the SSIP Phase Ill, Year 3 Report
to:
o identify barriers or challenges and provide feedback on how to move implementation
forward;
o determine if the processes were implemented as intended; and
o apply what was learned during FFY 2017 to improve the process and the outcomes.

° Members considered the results and discussion points from the article Critical Incidents in the
Scale-Up of State MTSS (Charlton et al., 2018).

° Members openly reflected on experiences and discussed and explored major themes they
noticed.

° Members designed a structure to help converge and synthesize the yield from the analysis into
recommendations.

Outcomes and Results of Analysis
° Gaps were noted in SSIP infrastructure (e.g., governance, installing consistent and routine

communication and data collection systems).

° It was challenging, but important to balance the necessity of meeting schools where they are
while achieving some standardization of expectations across the TZ.

° The SIDT needed to use feedback and usability testing insights to help further operationalize
the MTSS Model and workgroup recommendations (i.e., develop and improve the usability of
implementation tools, fidelity checklists, and self-assessments).
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) Project stakeholders, including the SIDT, needed to clarify the set of practices to be used by
RIITs (define the “treatment”/ coaching and support services) to help sharpen the focus on the
specific professional development and support RIIT coaches need to do their work.

° Project Stakeholders/SIDT needed to clarify the set of classroom practices (“Capstone EBPs" -
in the SSIP start with EBPs in universal instruction) to be used by teachers in SSIP schools that
will impact students with learning disabilities.

° Many of these activities would help strengthen project evaluability starting in FFY 2019 of the
SSIP.

MTSS Implementation Analysis — July 29 - 30, 2019

Based upon the outcomes from the analysis conducted at the May meetings, the MTSS
workgroup convened in July to develop the action items necessary to complete prior to the start of FFY
2018. To ensure consistency across the TZ, the following actions were conducted:

Data:

° SSIP Outcomes Goals (aligned to the SSIP evaluation plan) were identified;
o0 Aligned to each goal were the following:
1. Specific performance indicator measures for each outcome.
2. Data collection instruments and methods, which included recommended tools to
measure progress and outcomes.
3. Required analysis that identified how data for each outcome should be aggregated/
disaggregated.
4. Collection schedule with due dates in which data would need to be reported to OSE.
5. Professional Development necessary to provide to SSIP districts/schools to ensure
validity and reliability.
° The outcome goals and collection schedule have been prepopulated into the Partnership
Resource Planning Guide which is being shared with the three regions of the TZ.

PD:

° Scope and sequence of suggested PD and activities aligned to implementation stages:

o0 In FFY 2017 the SSIP MTSS implementation efforts focused on the school. Based on
research and implementation science, real change occurs when there is buy-in at the
district level. This ensures the infrastructure and systems necessary to implement a tiered
system of support with fidelity. The group felt that the district level was where we needed
to focus moving forward.

° Topics identified were:

o District-Level Implementation Team

o Data Systems and Structures

o0 Evidence-Based Practices

0 Explicit Instruction and SDI

° Sub-workgroups were established to further develop these ideas and to identify slide decks,
tools, and resources that could be used.

Partnership Expectation Document:

It was determined that a document outlining the expectations/responsibilities of district and school
teams and Regional Team specialists heeded to be developed to anchor the work and communicate
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shared accountability. The need for this document is still necessary. The MTSS workgroup is finalizing
details regarding scale up that includes, but is not limited to, steps for implementation, required training
needs, length of training (hours, days, modules), delivery methods, etc. Once completed, this document
will be developed and include the specific gives and gets for prospective districts and schools.

V. Data Quality Issues

A. Fidelity Measures
SSIP MTSS School-level Self-Assessment

To date there have been two administrations using this tool, and although data shows growth, the
tool is cumbersome and lengthy to complete. Nevertheless, participating school leadership teams were
not deterred by the number of items or administration length, and found the conversations fueled by the
tool extremely useful.

As with the continuous improvement cycle, the SIDT reconvened to study the first administration,
its results, as well as potential changes required. These suggestions and recommendations have been
brought to and are under consideration by the Partnership MTSS workgroup. A literature review and
crosswalk with other research-based fidelity tools (Reading TFI (MiBLISI) and TFI [PBIS]) is being
conducted to ensure validity and reliability. Once reviewed, the group will agree to adopt well known
fidelity tools and develop guidance on administration and data collection, adapt well known fidelity tools
to fit OSE’s MTSS model, and/or abandon the SSIP MTSS School-level Self-Assessment.

B. Collection Systems — Data Limitations

NYSED does not prescribe or require specific instruments to be implemented for collection of
student-level data (i.e., screening, benchmark academic, behavior); this is a local decision. Regional
Specialists were directed to leverage existing assets of each school to ensure efficiency and to not
exceed capacity of district and school resources.

As mentioned earlier in this report, a data collection workbook and collection schedule were
provided to Regional Teams supporting SSIP schools to ensure consistency of data points,
disaggregation methods, and reliable tools. Nevertheless, many challenges arose indicating that data
systems and structures are lacking across the 14 schools. Some common themes emerged:

° Even within the same district, schools are using different tools to gather and report data
(AIMSweb, DIBELS, Fountas and Pinnell, etc.).

° Some schools/districts are further ahead with how they share data at a glance to drive decision
making.

° Three (3) out of 14 schools in the TZ do not have universal screeners for behavior. Some
specialists providing embedded support in this area need additional support regarding systems
available to align to the current systems already in practice in SSIP schools.

° A district/school level PD package has been developed by the TAP for Academics to provide
education professionals with information and assistance in the identification of research-based
tools, how to best select and use tools, and how to use data.

° The inability to obtain disaggregated attendance, late arrival, office discipline referrals, in-school
suspension, and out-of-school suspension data from most of the schools.
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Region 2 provided the least amount of mid-year information for this report, largely due to the
outbreak of COVID-19 in that area of New York State. Fall 2019 literacy benchmark data was available
from District C but not for Winter 2020. Districts D and E were able to provide attendance data
disaggregated by race and ethnicity but no literacy information.

C. Improvement Measures Related to Data Quality

) Installation of the DMS to provide the Partnership and its stakeholders with an electronic method
for collecting data that enables ease of gathering, analysis, and reporting to enable midcourse
corrections utilizing the cycle of continued improvement (see Appendix G NYSED’s SSIP MTSS
Model).

° Development of MTSS professional learning modules that will assist new cohorts as they begin
their implementation journey. Modules will include but are not limited to:

o district-level implementation teams’ role and responsibility (to ensure the infrastructure and
systems necessary to implement a tiered system of support with fidelity);

0 data systems and structures (to help district and school leaders establish, grow, and
maintain a culture of inquiry and data use that can inform decisions that impact teaching
and learning, and ultimately improve the outcomes for all students.);

0 evidence-based practices;

explicit instruction; and
o SDI.

o

VI. Sustainability and Scale-Up

A. Sustainability Considerations

Throughout the SSIP reporting cycle, OSE has been working to ensure the components of
effective implementation (implementation stages, implementation drivers, and implementation teams) are
in place within the TZ. All SSIP related efforts have been implemented using continuous improvement
cycles (Plan/Do/Study/Act) and ongoing changes have been made to practices and the model to enhance
efficiency and effectiveness. OSE has solicited, received, and responded to feedback from schools and
districts regarding successes and barriers to implementation. This information was used to inform the
decisions to improve the effectiveness of the model. Full implementation of the SSIP MTSS model and
the development and implementation of fidelity measures are being planned and developed.
Sustainability planning and activities should be considered at every stage of implementation.

The following activities will be implemented beginning with the FFY 2019 SSIP:
Engage with other Offices within NYSED to develop a Statewide MTSS Framework

MTSS should not be viewed as a special education initiative; it supports all students, including
students with disabilities. It is a school-wide approach. Multiple initiatives and frameworks exist across
NYSED, all with the same goal of improving student outcomes. Any possible duplication in efforts has
the potential to fragment districts and schools with a multitude of initiatives, making it challenging for them
to focus and sustain a long-term commitment that results in improved student outcomes. Therefore,
NYSED is increasing it collaboration within its own offices to ensure that there is an alignment of efforts
in districts that will benefit all students. NYSED’s initiative to develop a Statewide MTSS framework is
an example of multi-disciplinary work involving the Partnership, that is breaking down previous
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operational silos, streamlining initiatives, and aligning resources to provide targeted supports for students
with disabilities and their families.

District Focus

To date, the implementation of the SSIP MTSS framework has primarily focused at the school
level (establishing school-level implementation teams, using student level data, building instructional
capacity, etc.); thus, missing the critical link to ensure structures and supports are in place to sustain the
changes — district-level leadership involvement.

Districts provide the organizational structure to ensure that schools can implement an MTSS
framework with fidelity and durability (Mcintosh and Goodman 2016). District-level leadership teams
build the infrastructure to support the implementation of the core components of MTSS. This
infrastructure includes identifying and aligning key priorities, securing funding, resources, and time to
implement those priorities, developing training and coaching structures to support personnel with
implementation, and gathering data to evaluate the implementation and impact on the key priorities.
District leadership provides vision, resources and support to schools. District-level involvement and
commitment to MTSS can facilitate a school's implementation efforts and improve outcomes when
districts provide financial support, engage in joint problem solving, and support long-term systems change
(Handler et al., 2007).

To initiate this process, the Partnership MTSS workgroup will establish the critical resources and
information required to participate in MTSS implementation at the district level. This will include an explicit
roadmap of implementation with expectations for the allocation of district-wide leadership and resources.

Systemic Practice Shifts —to form a coherent, consistent approach

District leaders provide direction and vision for the practices and allocation of resources to enable
the capacity and competency drivers to be in place. They can assist with:
o firming implementation drivers and aligning initiatives across siloed departments;
¢ maintaining priority of MTSS implementation and using resources efficiently; and
¢ leveraging support from region, state or other districts.

Applying elements of implementation science to building an infrastructure is foundational to MTSS
implementation. Processes, protocols, and procedures need to be defined and refined within this
framework. It is crucial for leaders to know the essential components of MTSS and implementation
drivers, in addition to the school improvement process. With support from regional specialists,
educational leaders can learn how to integrate MTSS in their school improvement process and how their
leadership roles and decisions impact the implementation of sustainable systems.

Starting in FFY 2019, the RPC Systems Change Facilitators (SCFs) will support and provide
guidance, including coaching to, district leaders to support their schools as they implement MTSS. SCFs
will assist participating districts in development of a District Implementation Team. The goal is not to
establish a new team, but to repurpose/restructure a current team. Members may include: one member
of the executive leadership (e.g., superintendent, cabinet level administrator); a community agency
representative; a teacher union representative; a family representative; a school level administrator; and
at least one liaison to each school MTSS team.

Using implementation best practices for systemic change, SCF facilitates discussions and
activities to guide districts in building capacity in mutually selected schools so that educators can make
full use of effective MTSS practices with fidelity. These activities include but are not limited to:

e Establishes alignment and consistency of all aspects of the SSIP MTSS model across the district,
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e Prioritizes goals and actions for the district.
o Ensures all aspects of the SSIP MTSS model are implemented with fidelity and are operating
efficiently and effectively across the district.
o Ensures continual district wide improvement and sustainability within the implementation of the
SSIP MTSS framework.

Communities of Practice - Professional collaboration

Through analysis of data, Partnership Regional Teams bring educational organizations with
common needs/issues together to problem solve and share ideas and promising practices. The targeted
skills/support groups enable participants to focus on a single, specific problem and concentrate the
energies of all participants to resolve the problem in a cyclical process that creates immediate and
actionable results. In FFY 2018, SSIP schools, within their specific TZ region, came together to celebrate
successes, share challenges, and work together to problem solve regional barriers. The Regional Teams
within the TZ will not only bring SSIP districts together, but school teams or sub-teams to problem solve,
share expertise, and materials to build instructional capacity (EBPs).

In FFY 2019, targeted skills groups will be operating in each region that will provide support for
schools engaging in MTSS implementation.

Promote Culturally Responsive Partnerships with Families

Regional Teams work to build the capacity of educational organizations to engage and partner
with families in culturally responsive ways and support the development of community-wide family
engagement approaches, the development of common resources (e.g., online resource information), and
community-wide campaigns to support young children.

In FFY 2019, the TAP for Equity will assist in providing culturally responsive resources to the
Partnership that were previously not available. FACE Centers will engage directly with educational
organizations to build cultural competence when engaging with families and communities.

B. Scale-Up Considerations
Scaling Up MTSS Implementation

Currently, the SSIP MTSS framework is only being implemented in 14 schools in three regions of
the State. “Students cannot benefit from education practices they do not experience. While this seems
obvious (and it is), education systems have yet to develop the capacity to help all teachers learn to make
good use of evidence-based practices that enhance the quality of education for all students.” (Fixsen, D.,
Blase, K., Horner, R., & Sugai, G. (2009)). Scaling-Up Evidence-Based Practices in Education. Chapel
Hill, NC: FPG Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill). OSE is currently
strategizing how it will leverage current work in planning for the expansion and scale-up of MTSS across
the State in FFY 20109.

FFY 2018 Scale-up Activities
e Stakeholders from the TZ came together to study implementation efforts and status in each SSIP
school to determine strengths and gaps across implementation phases.
e SSIP MTSS model shared with newly established PIT and TAPs.
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e PIT adopted mission, values and guiding principles outlined in SSIP MTSS model to align and
guide work for the Partnership.

¢ Initial discussions occurred with other NYSED offices to conceive a statewide MTSS framework
using the SSIP model as a guide to inform development.

FFY 2019 Scale-up and Sustainability Activities
e While SSIP implementation efforts have been focused on grades 3-5, some participating schools
have included kindergarten through fifth grade as their cohort of classrooms. To be proactive,
OSE will ensure that participating SSIP schools will include a continuum of support to include
systems, practices and outcomes for students in kindergarten through grade 5.

VII. Plans for FFY 2019
A. MTSS Implementation Analysis

Develop a Structured Survey

A protocol is in development in the form of a structured survey, and its implementation (or use)
will be facilitated by members of the Regional Team to measure the impact and extent that school-wide
systems, classroom practices, and student outcomes have been positively impacted by MTSS
implementation.

Purpose: Is what we are doing impacting student outcomes? Results will be used to inform development
of MTSS implementation plan.

Objective:

The objective of the structured survey is to collect consistent and useful information about:
e design and implementation of MTSS in each school; and
e data on a minimum of 14 students with learning disabilities (one per SSIP school) where MTSS is
being implemented and how MTSS impacts the student's educational experience.

Focus:
Questions will be grouped by themes from the MTSS Self-Assessment: team approach, leadership
support, engaged stakeholders, continuum of instruction and intervention, and data-driven problem
solving. Within each theme, questions about design and implementation of MTSS in the school will be
asked first; questions about a specific student’s educational experience will follow.

Source:
Structured interviews with close- and open-ended questions (approximately 14 students - one from
each SSIP School) that link back to interventions (adult behaviors). Are students receiving what adults
are learning to move the needle on student achievement?

Sample:
Data will be collected on each school that started MTSS implementation in the 2018-19 academic year
or before. Selection criteria will be developed to identify eligible students within the SSIP schools to
participate. Part of the criteria will be students with learning disabilities who receive services at Tier 3
for academics, behavior, or both. Once groups of students have been identified, students will be
randomly selected from each SSIP school.
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Method:

Structured survey facilitated by a member of the Regional Team

e The MTSS design and implementation questions will be asked of the School-based MTSS
Leadership Team. These questions can be asked at a time separate from the interview that is
focused on the student. Teachers and other staff that work directly with the student with learning
disabilities who has been selected as the focus will be presented with the student-level questions.
The structured interview will be conducted by a Systems Change Facilitator or a Specialist who
has worked with the school. The TAP for Data will provide support on the administration of the
measure.

Timing:

Once annually (Summative — impact data)
Frequency:

Spring (May/June)

B. SIMR Target for FFY 2019

On November 21, 2019, OSE staff and the NYSED Coordinator of Federal Reporting presented
on the SPP and APR to the Commissioner's Advisory Panel (CAP) for Special Education Services.
The Panel functions in an advisory capacity to OSE and advises the Governor, Legislature and
Commissioner on unmet needs in the education of children with disabilities. Its responsibilities are
prescribed by section 4403 (6) of the State Education Law in accordance with section 612 of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). According to the Office of Special Education
Programs (OSEP), all states must set targets for the SPP/APR indicators through FFY 2019 (the APR
reported in February 2021). Following an overview and discussion of the SPP/APR including current
indicator targets and trend data, members recommended that the FFY 2018 target be extended to FFY
2019. The target for FFY 2019 will be 42 percent of students classified with learning disabilities in
grades 3-5 who scored at proficiency level 2 and above on the New York State (NYS) English Language
Arts (ELA) Assessment.

C. Federal Technical Assistance

There is much to consider as this SSIP reporting cycle enters its final year. NYSED has studied
its actions over the course of the last five years and has learned a great deal that will influence how it
intends to move forward. From this study, it has been noted that the need for support and guidance from
federal technical assistance partners is key to successfully growing the work for the next cycle.

OSE continues to be introspective and reexamine its systems, policies, procedures, and practices
to continue to impact student outcomes positively. Below is a list of technical assistance in FFY 2018
and needs for FFY 2019.

National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI)
e In FFY 2018, OSE has availed itself of technical assistance from NCSI in the development of the
annual report to OSEP.

e As NYSED develops a Statewide framework for MTSS, it connected with other states that have
successfully taken on this venture is key. To date, conversations, as facilitated by NCSI, have

been held with Michigan and Kansas to share challenges, successes and barriers to help guide
thinking.
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e Supports have been provided for next steps in aligning other units within the Department and OSE
in shaping the Statewide scale up of MTSS.

e It is currently unknown what future reporting cycles for SPP Indicator 17 (SSIP) will look like;
however, OSE will look to OSEP and its federally funded TA Centers, including NCSI, to guide the
next SSIP reporting cycle.

e NYSED was a member of the Language and Literacy cross-state learning collaborative and took
advantage of the available resources,

IDEA Data Center (IDC)
e In FFY 2018, OSE has availed itself of TA from IDC in the development of the annual SSIP report
to OSEP.

State Implementation and Scaling up of Evidence Based Practices Center (SISEP)

e During the development of the current SSIP, OSE has found it beneficial to receive targeted
support from SISEP. As OSE considers scale up of MTSS, it is critical that we have guidance and
support to develop criteria, dimensions of scale, selection criterion for potential new implementers
and to identify indicators to assess process, outcomes, and impact of scaling up.

Conclusion:

The schools in the TZ have experienced the immense value of the MTSS framework and the
impact it has on their systems, practices, and most of all, outcomes for their students. Although the SSIP
MTSS implementation efforts are still evolving, NYSED and the schools in the TZ are gaining from the
lessons learned and identification of key elements of transformative change processes. This information
will enable NYSED to expand the scope of MTSS work in FFY 2019, to include many more schools
across the State. Additionally, the Partnership and the development of a Statewide MTSS framework will
empower educational organizations to meet the needs of all students around the State.
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Appendix G

The New York State Education Department’s
State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP)

Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) Model

The New York State Education Department’'s SSIP MTSS Model has been designed to take a
holistic approach to identifying and addressing students’ unique needs, using a lens that is
responsive to every student’s social identity, culture and language. The Model adopts fairness
and equity as core principles that help to drive access to opportunity, and to ensure an
unwavering focus on supporting the academic, behavioral, and social emotional growth of every
student across the State.

Revised March 31, 2020
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PREFACE
What is MTSS?

A multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS) is an evidence-based model of instruction and
intervention that rests firmly on the belief that All students can learn. One of the core values of
MTSS is that ALL school professionals are responsive to students’ academic, behavioral, and
social-emotional needs. Practices in MTSS are evidence-based and reflect students’ culture,
identity, and language. Data from universal screening and other assessments are used by
teams on an ongoing basis to systematically determine the effectiveness of core curricula (Tier
1), make necessary adjustments to educational practice, and identify students for whom more
support is needed. Students with additional needs will be provided supplemental (Tier 2) and/or
intensive (Tier 3) supports, based on frequent monitoring of progress data. Throughout this
process, school professionals collaborate with families and other stakeholders to maximize
student success.

Concept of Usable Innovation

The SSIP MTSS Model is influenced by the concept of a “usable innovation.” The National
Implementation Research Network (NIRN) defines a usable innovation as an evidence-based
practice that is teachable, learnable, doable, and assessable. It is dynamic and flows from a
systematic collection of data, using a Plan Do Study Act model.

Purpose of the Document

This document is intended to be used in coordination with professional development to support
regional teams, districts, and schools as they implement MTSS as part of the New York State
Education Department’s (NYSED’s) State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). It is not to be
viewed as the “final word” on MTSS, but rather as a guidance document which will evolve based
on the experience(s) of participating districts and schools.

Organization of the Document

The first section of the document contains the underlying values and guiding principles of the
SSIP MTSS Model. These values guided the development of five core components: Team
Approach, Leadership Support, Engaged Stakeholders, Continuum of Instruction and
Intervention, and Data-Driven Problem Solving. In the following section, each of these core
components is presented in detail, including operationalized descriptions. Districts and schools
should use the operationalized definitions to self-assess current status and the “Considerations”
to guide their planning of further action(s).
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NYSED SSIP MTSS: Underlying Values and Guiding Principles

These underlying values and guiding principles of MTSS provide guidance for all program
decisions and are used to promote consistency, integrity, and sustainability.

MTSS ensures:

e An Unwavering Focus on Student Growth: All educational decision-making is driven by
ambitious student performance goals.

e Cultural Responsiveness and Equity: All students succeed when they have access to
what they need when they need it. Schools and districts are organized in a way that
recognizes, respects and reflects the strengths of each student’s culture, social identity
and community.

e Engaged Stakeholders: The voices of family, community, and school personnel (i.e. all
faculty and staff) are actively solicited and used in decision making. All stakeholders are
responsible and accountable for the decisions made.

e A Whole Child/Whole School Approach: Educators focus on supporting each student’s
cognitive, academic, physical, behavioral, and social emotional development through
systems of support that are aligned and integrated. All school personnel aim to educate
and support children to be healthy, safe, engaged, and challenged, and receive ongoing
professional development to enable them to do this.

e Proactive Problem-Solving: Prevention is more effective than intervention. Teachers and
school leaders believe that success and failure in student learning is about the actions of
teachers and school leaders. They adjust practices and policies to create strong
conditions for student success by relying on data-based decision-making.

e Full Access for ALL Students: MTSS is for all students. All students have access to and
participates in the general education curriculum to meet State Learning Standards. Not
every student who receives Intensive Supports (Tier 3) is identified as a student with
disability, and not every student identified with a disability needs intensive supports in all
areas.
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NYSED SSIP MTSS: Core Components

These core components are the essential pieces of practice and/or key ingredients that must
be in place to get the expected outcomes. To assist practitioners in implementation, the core
components have been operationalized on pages 7 through 35.

Team Approach: (See pages 7 - 11 for Description/Look Fors)

A district leadership team provides vision, resources and support to school teams
implementing MTSS, and evaluates fidelity, rigor and effectiveness of school and district
efforts.

Multi-disciplinary school-based teams establish and maintain on-going systems that ensure
monitoring of effective and rigorous implementation steps of school-wide MTSS.

District and school teams use a consistent district wide problem-solving process to monitor
the impact of MTSS and to identify needs for adjustment.

Leadership Support: (See pages 12 - 14 for Description/Look Fors)

Comprehensive district and school plans are developed by a representative team of
stakeholders with clearly delineated accountability and responsibilities.

School and district leaders actively participate and publicly articulate commitment to the plan.
District and School leadership ensure adequate policy, resource, programmatic, and funding
support.

Engaged Stakeholders: (See pages 15 - 18 for Description/Look Fors)

Family and community engagement is established and maintained in a meaningful and
culturally respectful way that is responsive to the needs of all students and families.

The district and schools provide ongoing, culturally responsive, needs-based professional
development on MTSS for all district, family and community stakeholders that ensures
common language.

There is coherent aligned implementation of MTSS from state to region to district to school
across the transformation zone.

Continuum of Instruction and Intervention: (See pages 19 - 25 for Description/Look Fors)

The district ensures the belief systems, scheduling and resources necessary to implement
the MTSS plan are established and implemented in all schools.

The school identifies and implements Universal (Tier 1) literacy, behavioral and social-
emotional curricula that have been shown to be effective and that incorporate students'
culture, views, and experiences.

The school implements Universal (Tier 1) lesson design and instructional delivery practices
aligned to selected and implemented curricula that has been shown to be effective and that
incorporate students' culture, views, and experiences.

The school has a system in place for ensuring that literacy, behavioral, and social-emotional
curricula are implemented effectively and are responsive to identified student needs.

The school identifies and implements Supplemental (Tier 2) literacy, behavioral and social-
emotional interventions that have been shown to be effective and are targeted to the
identified needs of students for whom the Universal (Tier 1) instruction and supports have
not been effective.
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The school ensures that interventions are designed to ensure success in Universal (Tier 1)
curriculum, are implemented with fidelity, and are evaluated and revised to meet identified
student needs.

The school ensures that literacy, behavioral and social-emotional Supplemental (Tier 2)
interventions are implemented effectively and are responsive to identified student needs.
The school identifies, implements, and monitors Intensive (Tier 3) literacy, behavioral and
social-emotional interventions that have been shown to be effective and are targeted to the
identified needs of students.

Intensive (Tier 3) interventions are designed to ensure success in the Universal (Tier 1)
curriculum, are implemented with fidelity, and are evaluated and revised to meet identified
student needs.

Intensive (Tier 3) literacy, behavioral and social-emotional interventions are implemented
effectively and are responsive to identified individual student needs.

Data Driven Problem Solving (See pages 26 - 35 for Description/Look Fors)

Academic, behavioral and social-emotional data systems are integrated and aligned.
Academic, behavioral and social-emotional data systems are culturally responsive.

Data systems and appropriate analysis are clearly communicated to all stakeholders while
ensuring that personally identifiable information remains confidential.

The necessary resources are allocated to ensure effective implementation of the data driven
problem-solving process.

Data entry and analysis systems are efficient and usable.

Assessment tools at all levels are selected to support the collection of meaningful, valid and
reliable data to drive instructional and systemic decision-making.

Student academic, behavioral and social emotional data are used to evaluate the
effectiveness of district and school programs and to make decisions regarding program
improvements.

Academic, behavioral and social-emotional screenings are conducted to evaluate the
effectiveness of the Universal (Tier 1) curriculum and instruction and to identify students who
would benefit from Supplemental (Tier 2) and/or Intensive (Tier 3) interventions.

Academic, behavioral and social-emotional progress monitoring processes are used to
assess the effectiveness of the Supplemental (Tier 2) and Intensive (Tier 3) interventions
and to inform instructional decisions.

Diagnostic assessments provide additional information on student’s skill levels and specific
individual needs and motivators in order to develop individualized Intensive (Tier 3)
interventions when Supplemental (Tier 2) supports have not been effective.

The district and school leadership teams ensure that the district and school MTSS plans are
implemented as intended.

The school leadership and student problem-solving teams ensure that the continuum of
instruction and intervention and the data-driven problem-solving processes are implemented
as intended.
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Team Approach

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

A district leadership team
provides vision, resources
and support to school
teams implementing
MTSS, and evaluates
fidelity, rigor and
effectiveness of school
and district efforts.

. The district leadership team includes at least:

o one member of the executive leadership (e.qg.,
superintendent, cabinet level administrator),

a community agency representative,

a teacher union representative,

a family representative,

a school level administrator; and

at least one liaison to each school MTSS team. 23

O O0O0OO0O0

. The district team establishes a meeting calendar that includes

meetings scheduled at least quarterly. 2

. The team agrees upon and implements consistent meeting

process with an agenda, minutes, and a process for identifying
and tracking necessary follow-up steps. ?

. The team identifies clearly defined roles and responsibilities,

norms, expectations, and decision rules, and intentionally
measures teaming effectiveness. ?

. Meetings include examination of fidelity of implementation of the

district MTSS plan, impact of MTSS on faculty and staff, and
impact of MTSS on student performance. 234

. The district team regularly communicates with school level team

using established communication protocols. 2

Cultural Responsiveness and
Equity: How does the district
team reflect the strengths and
viewpoints of students’ culture,
social identity and community?

Engaged Stakeholders: How does
the team ensure that members
see themselves and function as a
conduit to the group they
represent? What professional
development and coaching does
each group of stakeholders need
to participate?

Resources:

! MclIntosh, K. & Goodman, S. (2016). Chapter 5: Integrating Teaming in Integrated multi-tiered systems of support: Blending RTI
and PBIS. NY: Guilford Press.
2MTSS Leadership Team (MLT) Self-Assessment, Colorado Department of Education: https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/milt-

selfassessment

3 NYSED Quality Indicator Review and Resource Guides for Behavioral Supports and Interventions:
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQl-May2014.htm




https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQI-May2014.htm
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Team Approach

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

4 Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation, Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Project:
http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2011/FASP2011/sapsi.pdf

Team Approach

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

Multi-disciplinary school-
based teams establish
and maintain on-going
systems that ensure
effective and rigorous
implementation of school-
wide MTSS.

0]

. School based team(s) serve two distinct functions:

Student problem-solving; i.e., reviewing student
academic, behavioral and social-emotional data and
making decisions about tiered interventions for at-risk
students, which meets monthly; > ¢ and

Program evaluation; i.e., establishing, evaluating and
maintaining school-wide MTSS systems, which meets
quarterly. 347

0]

o

. The Student Problem-Solving Team includes:

Grade-level team representatives that include general
education teachers, special education teachers and
interventionists; and

Specialists with expertise in behavior, social-emotional
and academic supports. ’

. The school-based MTSS Leadership Team represents all

stakeholders, including +:3 & 7:

0
0]
0

0
0]

Principal or school administrator

General and special education representative
Specialists with expertise in behavior, social-emotional
and academic supports

Classroom aide/assistant

Family representative

. The principal or school administrator is a participating member

of the teams in analyzing student data and developing action
plans. >

Cultural Responsiveness & Equity:
How does the school team(s)
reflect the strengths and
viewpoints of students’ culture,
social identity and community?

Engaged Stakeholders: represent?
What professional development
and coaching does each group of
stakeholders need to participate in
MTSS?

Full Access for ALL Students:
How does the team develop and
sustain the mindset that MTSS is
for all students; that Tier 2 or Tier
3 refers to services, not students;
and that no student is referred to
by Tier, but receives services
based on assessed need(s)?




http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2011/FASP2011/sapsi.pdf
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Considerations that must be
Team Approach Operationalized Descriptions addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

6. Team discussions are driven by student data, which is also
disaggregated to look at outcomes of student groups. °

7. The MTSS Leadership Team identifies and adopts evidence-
based Universal (Tier 1) screening and progress monitoring
tools in all academic and behavioral domains 2

8. School teams regularly communicate with the district level team
using established two-way communication protocols. ?

9. School level teams establish two-way communication protocols
to engage school faculty in developing, implementing,
assessing and revising the MTSS plan, including shared
analysis of data at least three times a year. 4 6. 7.8

Resources:

1 Mclintosh, K. & Goodman, S. (2016). Chapter 5: Integrating Teaming in Integrated multi-tiered systems of support: Blending RTI
and PBIS. NY: Guilford Press.

2MTSS Leadership Team (MLT) Self-Assessment, Colorado Department of Education: https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mit-
selfassessment

3 NYSED Quality Indicator Review and Resource Guides for Behavioral Supports and Interventions:
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQI-May2014.htm

4 Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation, Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Project:
http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2011/FASP2011/sapsi.pdf

5 New York State Self-Assessment Tool for Rtl Readiness and Implementation:
https://nystrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york state self assessment tool for rti readiness _as_word _doc_upd
ated 1 8 14.pdf.

6 Algozzine, B, Barrett, S, Eber, L, George, H, Horner, R, Lewis, T, Putnam, B, Swain-Bradway, F, Mclntosh, K & Sugai, G.
(2014).School-wide PBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory, OSEP Technical Assistance Center on PBIS:
https://www.pbis.org/Common/Cms/files/pbisresources/2015 10 7 SWPBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory.pdf

’ Florida MTSS Self-Assessment of MTSS Implementation:
http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2016/nasp/eval/SAM%20Packet _October%202015.pdf

8 School-Wide Evaluation Tool (SET) - v 2.1: https://www.pbis.org/resource/222/school-wide-evaluation-tool-set-v-2-1




https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQI-May2014.htm

http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2011/FASP2011/sapsi.pdf

https://nysrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york_state_self_assessment_tool_for_rti_readiness_as_word_doc_updated_1_8_14.pdf

https://nysrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york_state_self_assessment_tool_for_rti_readiness_as_word_doc_updated_1_8_14.pdf

https://www.pbis.org/Common/Cms/files/pbisresources/2015_10_7_SWPBIS_Tiered_Fidelity_Inventory.pdf

http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2016/nasp/eval/SAM%20Packet_October%202015.pdf

https://www.pbis.org/resource/222/school-wide-evaluation-tool-set-v-2-1
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Team Approach

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

District and school teams
use a consistent district
wide problem-solving
process to monitor the
impact of MTSS and to
identify needs for
adjustment.

. Teams use a formal problem-solving process to conduct

continuous improvement cycles. 2

Data used in the problem-solving process are printed, analyzed
and put into graph format or other easy to understand format
monthly °

. The problem-solving process includes four steps: 2 10

0 problem identification
0 problem analysis

o0 plan implementation
o plan evaluation

In problem identification, the team analyzes the problem using
data to determine why the issue is occurring. 10 11

In problem analysis, the team establishes a performance goal
driven based on the results of the team’s problem analysis for
either tiered practices, groups of students or individual

students, and develops an intervention plan to achieve the goal.

6, 10, 11

In plan implementation, the team ensures that the plan is
implemented as intended by assessing fidelity of

implementation per the time schedule established in the plan.
10, 11

In plan evaluation, the team measures progress towards the
goal using data gathered at agreed upon intervals, identifies
successes and barriers, and makes necessary modifications to
the plaj’]l 2, 4, 7, 10, 11

Plans include evidence-based and research-based strategies. 4

Unwavering Focus on Student
Growth: How will the team ensure
that they are setting ambitious and
meaningful student outcome goals
that communicate high
expectations?

Engaged Stakeholders: What
professional development and
coaching does each group of
stakeholders need to participate
in?

Proactive Problem-Solving: How
do we develop and sustain the
mindset among teachers and
school leaders that success and
failure in student learning is the
direct result of educators’ practices
and systems?

How do we ensure that the primary
purpose of assessment is to
identify if and how practices and
systems need to be adjusted, not
to identify student deficits?

10
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Considerations that must be
Team Approach Operationalized Descriptions addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

Resources:

! MclIntosh, K. & Goodman, S. (2016). Chapter 5: Integrating Teaming in Integrated multi-tiered systems of support: Blending RTI
and PBIS. NY: Guilford Press.

2MTSS Leadership Team (MLT) Self-Assessment, Colorado Department of Education: https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mit-
selfassessment

3 NYSED Quality Indicator Review and Resource Guides for Behavioral Supports and Interventions:
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQI-May2014.htm

4 Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation, Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Project:
http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2011/FASP2011/sapsi.pdf

5 New York State Self-Assessment Tool for Rtl Readiness and Implementation:
https://nystrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york state self assessment tool for rti readiness _as_word_doc_upd
ated 1 8 14.pdf.

6 Algozzine, B, Barrett, S, Eber, L, George, H, Horner, R, Lewis, T, Putnam, B, Swain-Bradway, F, Mclntosh, K & Sugai, G.
(2014).School-wide PBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory, OSEP Technical Assistance Center on PBIS:
https://www.pbis.org/Common/Cms/files/pbisresources/2015 10 7 SWPBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory.pdf

” Florida MTSS Self-Assessment of MTSS Implementation:
http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2016/nasp/eval/SAM%20Packet _October%202015.pdf

8 School-Wide Evaluation Tool (SET) - v 2.1: https://www.pbis.org/resource/222/school-wide-evaluation-tool-set-v-2-1

9 Kincaid, D., Childs, K., & George, H. (March, 2010). School-wide Benchmarks of Quality (Revised). Unpublished instrument. USF,
Tampa, Florida: https://www.pbisapps.org/Resources/SWIS%20Publications/BoQ%20Scoring%20Guide.pdf

10 University of South Florida MTSS model: http://floridarti.usf.edu/resources/topic/overview_of rti/GTIPS-R_Print/GTIPS-R_print.pdf

1 Team Initiated Problem-Solving, www.pbis.org: https://www.pbis.org/training/tips.

11




https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQI-May2014.htm

http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2011/FASP2011/sapsi.pdf

https://nysrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york_state_self_assessment_tool_for_rti_readiness_as_word_doc_updated_1_8_14.pdf

https://nysrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york_state_self_assessment_tool_for_rti_readiness_as_word_doc_updated_1_8_14.pdf

https://www.pbis.org/Common/Cms/files/pbisresources/2015_10_7_SWPBIS_Tiered_Fidelity_Inventory.pdf

http://www.floridarti.usf.edu/resources/presentations/2016/nasp/eval/SAM%20Packet_October%202015.pdf

https://www.pbis.org/resource/222/school-wide-evaluation-tool-set-v-2-1

https://www.pbisapps.org/Resources/SWIS%20Publications/BoQ%20Scoring%20Guide.pdf

http://floridarti.usf.edu/resources/topic/overview_of_rti/GTIPS-R_Print/GTIPS-R_print.pdf

https://www.pbis.org/training/tips
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Leadership Support

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

Comprehensive district and
school plans are developed by
a representative team of
stakeholders with clearly
delineated accountability and
responsibilities.

1. The MTSS plan includes:®

0 a clear sequence of steps, activities, timelines,
resources, and implementation benchmarks and
goals

o identified activities that are evidence-based, and
data show they are needed

o family and community partnering practices across
tiers (i.e., addresses need of all students).

2. District and school leadership review current and new
priorities and initiatives and braid or blend those
priorities and initiatives into the MTSS plan.%3 4

3. The district implementation plan defines goals for
schools to implement MTSS priorities (e.g., school-
wide reading and school-wide behavior) over the 3-5
years.?

An Unwavering Focus on Student
Growth: Is the plan driven by student
outcome goals?

Cultural Responsiveness & Equity:
Who is creating the plan? How does
the plan reflect the strengths and
viewpoints of students’ culture, social
identity, and community?

Engaged Stakeholders: How does
the plan reflect the voice and
perspectives of all stakeholders?

Full Access for ALL Students: How
does the plan build in systematic
assessments and supports at all tiers
for all students that ensures each
student is assessed and supported
regularly?

Resources:

L. MTSS Leadership Team (MLT) Self-Assessment, Colorado Department of Education: https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/milt-

selfassessment

2. NYSED Quality Indicator Review and Resource Guides for Behavioral Supports and Interventions:
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQI-May2014.htm

3. Colorado Multi-Tiered Systems of Support District Systems Self-Assessment (CO MTSSS DSSA):
https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/dssa

12




https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQI-May2014.htm

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQI-May2014.htm

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/techassist/behaviorQI-May2014.htm

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/dssa
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4 Technical Guide for Alignment of Initiatives, Programs and Practices in School Districts

https://www.pbis.org/Common/Cms/files/pbisresources/Alignment%20Brief.%20for%20posting.1.16.17.docx

Leadership Support

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

School and district leaders
actively participate and
publicly articulate commitment
to the plan.

. District and school leaders seek out and consider the

perspectives of various stakeholders in the multiple
ways; e.g., surveys, focus groups, interviews,
community forums, PTA meetings, student council, and
staff meetings.*

. District and school leaders publicly present the MTSS

plan, and feedback is solicited from multiple audiences
(e.g., Board of Education, executive leadership, school
staff, families, and community members).!

. Disaggregated district-wide MTSS data (e.g. race,

gender, disability, ENL) are reported regularly to
various stakeholders (e.g. Board of Education, school
staff, and families).2

. District leadership establishes and monitors two-way

communication protocols to ensure district and school
plans are aligned and implemented.?

Cultural Responsiveness and Equity:
Is the plan communicated in
languages and modalities that are
accessible to all stakeholders.

Engaged Stakeholders: What is the
plan for ensuring families are
informed about the plan and progress
towards meeting the intended
outcomes of the plan.

Full Access for ALL Students: How
does the team develop and sustain
the mindset that MTSS is for all
students; that Tier 2 or Tier 3 refers
to services, not students; and that no
student is referred to by Tier, but
receives services based on assessed
need(s)?

Resources:

L MTSS Leadership Team (MLT) Self-Assessment, Colorado Department of Education: https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mit-

selfassessment

2 New York State Self-Assessment Tool for Rtl Readiness and Implementation:
https://nysrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new york state self assessment tool for rti readiness as word doc upd

ated 1 8 14.pdf

3. Colorado Multi-Tiered Systems of Support District Systems Self-Assessment (CO MTSSS DSSA)
https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/dssa

4 Technical Assistance Center on Disproportionality TAC-D: School Readiness Exploration Tool (Leadership)
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https://www.pbis.org/Common/Cms/files/pbisresources/Alignment%20Brief.%20for%20posting.1.16.17.docx

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://nysrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york_state_self_assessment_tool_for_rti_readiness_as_word_doc_updated_1_8_14.pdf

https://nysrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york_state_self_assessment_tool_for_rti_readiness_as_word_doc_updated_1_8_14.pdf

https://nysrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york_state_self_assessment_tool_for_rti_readiness_as_word_doc_updated_1_8_14.pdf

https://nysrti.org/files/documents/resources/forms/new_york_state_self_assessment_tool_for_rti_readiness_as_word_doc_updated_1_8_14.pdf

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/dssa



Appendix G

Leadership Support

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

District and school leadership
ensure adequate policy,
resource, programmatic, and
funding support.

. The Board, district leaders and school leaders develop

strategic action plans that provide support and
guidance for the MTSS plan.t

. The district fiscal review includes the provision of

funding to schools in support of the implementation of
the MTSS plan.!

. The district allocates human resources (e.g.

designated staff and time for district and school
coaches) to support implementation of MTSS.!

. District and school leaders provide scheduled time for

stakeholders to meet, engage in the problem-solving
process and modify curriculum and lessons in
response to performance data and student needs.?

. District leadership ensures that the district and schools

professional development plans include training
aligned to and identified in MTSS plans.t

Cultural Responsiveness and Equity:
How does the district ensure that
policies respond to cultural and
linguistic needs of the entire
community?

Engaged Stakeholders: What
methods are we using to solicit and
respond to all stakeholder voices,
concerns and recommendations?

Proactive Problem-Solving:

Policy, resource, programmatic, and
funding support must align with the
MTSS plan.

How do we develop and sustain the
mindset among teachers, district and
school leaders that policies,
resources, programmatic, and
funding support need to be adjusted,
not the student?

Resources:

L MTSS Leadership Team (MLT) Self-Assessment, Colorado Department of Education: https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mit-

selfassessment

2 TAC-D: School Readiness Exploration Tool (Leadership)
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Core Component of Engaged Stakeholders Operationalized

Appendix G

Engaged Stakeholder

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be

addressed based on

Values/Guiding Principles

Family and community
engagement is established and
maintained in a meaningful and
culturally respectful way that is
responsive to the needs of all
students and families.

. The district and school communicate with and

engages family and community stakeholders,
including:

a. parents, guardians and/or extended family
members

community-based organizations

social services and family agencies
faith-based organizations

e. businesses %2

coo

. The district focuses on building and maintaining

relationships between educators and
family/community stakeholders that are welcoming,
positive and that recognize family needs and cultural
differences. 1°

. The district and school MTSS plans are collaboratively

developed by all stakeholders that include educators,
family, and community stakeholders. 541

. The MTSS plans are presented publicly and promoted

in multiple formats, (e.g., presentation, video, web-
based platforms), and in language and modalities that

meet the needs of family and community stakeholders.
5,2

. The MTSS plan includes a family and community

stakeholder engagement goal as a priority establishing
a systemic process for school their capacity to support
implementation and provide feedback. 124

. The district and school teams meet quarterly to

monitor progress towards attainment of the family and
community engagement goals, including family and

Cultural Responsiveness and Equity:
o District ensures that

communication and
collaboration respond to
cultural and linguistic needs of
the entire community
throughout all phases of MTSS.

All material is delivered in a
way that recognizes, respects
and reflects family and
community engagement.

Engaged Stakeholders:
o What methods are we using to

solicit and respond to all
stakeholder voices, concerns
and recommendations
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Appendix G

Engaged Stakeholder

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

community stakeholders in collecting and analyzing
the data. 346

Resources:

Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) Implementation Components, Florida’s MTSS
http://www.icase.org/Resources/Documents/00.FACE%20in%20MTSS%20Model%20Components_final.pdf

2 Colorado DOE Family and Community Partnering: "On the Team and at the Table" Toolkit (Revised 2009)
http://www.cde.state.co.us/Rtl/FamilyCommunityToolkit.htm

3MTSS LEADERSHIP TEAM (MLT) SELF-ASSESSMENT https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment
4 SWIFT Fidelity Integrity Assessment (SWIFT-FIA)
http://guide.swiftschools.org/sites/default/files/documents/SWIFT _FIA 1%203 Webversion 3.21.17.pdf

5MTSS Leadership Team (MLT) Self-Assessment, Colorado Department of Education:_https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/milt-

selfassessment

6 University of South Florida MTSS model: http:/floridarti.usf.edu/resources/topic/overview of rti/GTIPS-R_Print/GTIPS-R_print.pdf
’ Kincaid, D., Childs, K., & George, H. (March, 2010). School-wide Benchmarks of Quality (Revised). Unpublished instrument. USF,
Tampa, Florida: https://www.pbisapps.org/Resources/SWIS%20Publications/BoQ%20Scoring%20Guide.pdf
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http://www.icase.org/Resources/Documents/00.FACE%20in%20MTSS%20Model%20Components_final.pdf

http://www.cde.state.co.us/RtI/FamilyCommunityToolkit.htm

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

http://guide.swiftschools.org/sites/default/files/documents/SWIFT_FIA_1%203_Webversion_3.21.17.pdf

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

http://floridarti.usf.edu/resources/topic/overview_of_rti/GTIPS-R_Print/GTIPS-R_print.pdf

https://www.pbisapps.org/Resources/SWIS%20Publications/BoQ%20Scoring%20Guide.pdf



Appendix G

Engaged Stakeholder

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

The district and schools provide
ongoing, culturally responsive,
needs-based professional
development on MTSS for all
district, family and community
stakeholders that ensures
common language.

. All stakeholders can articulate the guiding

principles/values of the MTSS model and describe its
core components in a consistent manner. 12

. Equitable opportunities for all stakeholders to engage

in learning about the problem-solving process and the
continuum of instruction and intervention are provided

throughout MTSS development and implementation.
1,58

. The professional development plan is responsive to

the needs of all stakeholder groups, with differentiated
training opportunities for each of the stakeholder
groups. 123

. The professional development plan is based on needs

assessments of each stakeholder group that identifies
their needs and potential barriers to positive and
proactive engagement; e.g., trainings for families are
held in venues and formats convenient for families. 125

. The professional development plan identifies both

training and coaching that is responsive to the needs

and positively engages each group of stakeholders.
1,7,8

Intensive outreach efforts are conducted to increase
family and community stakeholder engagement and
staff buy-in. 18

Information and communication is provided through
multiple methods on a regular basis in clear,
meaningful and culturally responsive language. 12

Cultural Responsiveness and Equity:
o Are the materials and

instruction organized and
delivered in a way that
recognizes respects and
reflects the strengths of each
student’s culture, social
identity and community?

Engaged Stakeholders

How do we ensure that we are
reaching the majority (80 percent) of
families in our community?

Resources:

L Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) Implementation Components, Florida’s MTSS
http://www.icase.org/Resources/Documents/00.FACE%20in%20MTSS%20Model%20Components final.pdf
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Appendix G

Considerations that must be
Engaged Stakeholder Operationalized Descriptions addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

2 Colorado DOE Family and Community Partnering: "On the Team and at the Table" Toolkit (Revised 2009)
http://www.cde.state.co.us/Rtl/FamilyCommunityToolkit.htm

3MTSS LEADERSHIP TEAM (MLT) SELF-ASSESSMENT https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

4 SWIFT Fidelity Integrity Assessment (SWIFT-FIA)

http://guide.swiftschools.org/sites/default/files/documents/SWIFT FIA 1%203 Webversion 3.21.17.pdf

SMTSS Leadership Team (MLT) Self-Assessment, Colorado Department of Education:_https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-
selfassessment

6 University of South Florida MTSS model: http:/floridarti.usf.edu/resources/topic/overview of rti/GTIPS-R_Print/GTIPS-R_print.pdf
” Kincaid, D., Childs, K., & George, H. (March, 2010). School-wide Benchmarks of Quality (Revised). Unpublished instrument. USF,
Tampa, Florida: https://www.pbisapps.org/Resources/SWIS%20Publications/BoQ%20Scoring%20Guide.pdf

8 Epstein's Framework of Six Types of Involvement https://www.sps186.org/downloads/table/13040/6 TypesJ.Epstien.pdf

9 USDOE Dual Capacity-Building Framework for Family—School Partnerships https://www2.ed.gov/documents/family-
community/partners-education.pdf
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http://www.cde.state.co.us/RtI/FamilyCommunityToolkit.htm

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

http://guide.swiftschools.org/sites/default/files/documents/SWIFT_FIA_1%203_Webversion_3.21.17.pdf

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

https://www.cde.state.co.us/mtss/mlt-selfassessment

http://floridarti.usf.edu/resources/topic/overview_of_rti/GTIPS-R_Print/GTIPS-R_print.pdf

https://www.pbisapps.org/Resources/SWIS%20Publications/BoQ%20Scoring%20Guide.pdf

https://www.sps186.org/downloads/table/13040/6TypesJ.Epstien.pdf

https://www2.ed.gov/documents/family-community/partners-education.pdf

https://www2.ed.gov/documents/family-community/partners-education.pdf



Core Component of Continuum

of Instruction and Intervention Operationalized

Appendix G

Continuum of Instruction and
Intervention (SYSTEMS)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

The district ensures the belief
systems, scheduling and
resources necessary to

. School personnel review and implement appropriate

strategies for neutralizing implicit bias in instruction
and discipline decisions.!

implement the MTSS plan are
established and implemented in
all schools.

The master teachers schedules allocate sufficient
time to teach core curriculum and for staff to engage
in the problem-solving cycle.?

The master schedule ensures that core literacy
instruction is provided daily for 90 minutes.®

The master schedule allows for Tier 2 small group
instruction to be provided in addition to core
instruction; for small group literacy interventions
students receive at least an additional 20-30 minutes
per session, 3-4 times per week.®

Staff are assigned in ways that support
implementation of the school-wide MTSS plan.

.

District and school level coaches are assigned.

~

Student response to Supplemental (Tier 2) and
Intensive interventions is included in all referrals to
consider a student for Special Education services.

Cultural Responsiveness and Equity:
Are the materials and instruction
organized and delivered in a way that
recognizes, respects and reflects the
strengths of each student’s culture,
social identity and community?

Full Access for ALL Students: Does
all students have access to and
participate in the general education
curriculum?

Full Access for ALL Students: Are
students who have challenges in
memory, language and attention
taught specific strategies to be
successful in groups and
independently?

Resources:

L Mclntosh, K., Girvan, E. J., Horner, R. H., Smolkowski, K., & Sugai, G. (2014). Recommendations for addressing discipline
disproportionality in education. OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports.
https://www.pbis.org/Common/Cmes/files/pbisresources/RecommendationsForAddressingDisciplineDisproportionality. pdf

2. Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) Implementation Components, Florida's MTSS
https://nysrti.org/files/webinars/strand _16/mtss_g_and_a5b15d.pdf

3. Cognitive Strategy Instruction. https://cehs.unl.edu/secd/teaching-strategies/
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Appendix G

Continuum of instruction and
Intervention (Universal/Tierl)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

The school identifies and
implements Universal (Tier 1)
literacy, behavioral and social-
emotional curricula that have
been shown to be effective and
that incorporate students' culture,
views, and experiences.

. The core reading program is aligned with NYS

English Language Arts (ELA) standards and grade
level expectations.1

. The core reading program is research-based for the

population of learners with whom it is being used,
including students whose native language is not
English.1

. The core reading program addresses the essential

components of reading instruction including
decoding/word study/morphology, fluency,
vocabulary, and comprehension.1

. The core reading program includes direct and explicit

comprehension strategy instruction for both narrative
and expository text.»

. The core writing program includes explicit strategy

instruction in writing.s

. Teachers ensure that students are routinely reading

text that reflect diverse social and cultural identities
and accommodates the needs of all students.2

. Teachers explicitly teach self-regulatory, linguistic,

and social skills that promote learning (e.g.,
considering others’ viewpoints, respectful
communication, monitoring progress).a

. Staff define a small set of positive, school-wide

behavior expectations for students. °

Behavioral expectations are developed
collaboratively with students, families, and community
members, and are congruent with student and family
cultural values.®

Cultural Responsiveness and Equity:
Are the materials and instruction
organized and delivered in a way that
recognizes, respects and reflects the
strengths of each student’s culture,
social identity and community?

Full Access for ALL Students: Does
all students have access to and
participate in the general education
curriculum?

Full Access for ALL Students: Are
students who have challenges in
memory, language and attention
taught specific strategies to be
successful in groups and
independently?
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Appendix G

Continuum of instruction and
Intervention (Universal/Tierl)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

The school implements Universal | 1. Teachers are trained in the lesson planning and
(Tier 1) lesson design and instructional practices of explicit direct instruction,
instructional delivery practices Universal (Tier 1) design for learning (UDL) and
aligned to selected can specially designed instruction.
implemented curricula that has 2. Core reading instruction is systematic and explicit.*
been shown to be effective and 3. Teaching of school-wide behavior expectations is
that incorporates students' systematic and explicit, and occurs across
culture, views, and experiences. environments including classroom, halls, bathrooms
and other spaces.®
4. School develops a system to ensure all adults
acknowledge appropriate student behavior, effort and
performance, and provide explicit feedback on
inappropriate or incorrect behavior and performance.®
5. Teachers administer formative assessments
frequently (daily or weekly) to evaluate effectiveness
of academic and social-emotional instruction and
supports.®
6. Teachers are provided time to collaboratively plan
instructional and supplemental lesson plans.
The school has a system in place | 1. The school assesses the Universal (Tier 1) academic,
for ensuring that literacy, behavioral and social-emotional instruction at least 3-
behavioral and social-emotional 4 times a year to ensure it is effective for at least 80
curricula are implemented percent of school’s student population
effectively and are responsive | 2. If less than 80 percent of all students are meeting

to identified student needs.

benchmarks the core curriculum is reviewed with the
intention of modifying instruction to match student
need. 6. 7.8

Resources:

1 New York SED RTI TAC Self-Assessment Survey
2 What Is the Evidence for an Uninterrupted, 90-Minute Literacy Instruction Block? EDUCATION NORTHWEST LITERACY BRIEF

21






Appendix G

Continuum of instruction and
Intervention (Universal/Tierl)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

3 Vaughn, S., Klingner, J.K., & Schumm, J.S. (1996). Collaborative strategic reading. Miami, FL: School-Based Research, University

of Miami.

4 McLeskey, J. (2017). News From CEC: High-Leverage Practices in Special Education. TEACHING Exceptional Children,

49(5), 355-360.

implementation-manual

School-wide Evaluation Tool Implementation Manual https://www.pbis.org/resource/894/school-wide-evaluation-tool-

https://www?2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/tech/use-of-education-data/use-of-education-data.pdf

/- Using Student Achievement Data to Support Instructional Decision Making
http://www.naesp.org/sites/default/files/Student%20Achievement blue.pdf

8 http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/RTI/quidance-oct10.pdf

Use of Education Data at the Local Level from Accountability to Instructional Improvement References.

Continuum of instruction and
Intervention
(Supplemental/Tier 2)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

The school identifies and
implements Supplemental (Tier 2)
literacy, behavioral and social-
emotional interventions that
have been shown to be effective
and are targeted to the identified
needs of students for whom
Universal (Tier 1) has not been
effective.

1. The student problem-solving team(s) use consistent
criteria to determine students who would benefit from
Supplemental (Tier 2) supports that is valid for a
diverse student population and accounts for linguistic,
cultural and socio-economic differences *

2. The school has staff who have been trained in

research-based academic, behavioral and social
emotional interventions that supplement Tier 1 and
match identified student needs. ®

3. Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions are provided for

students who show significant gaps in literacy,
behavioral and/or social emotional skills as soon as

student’s need for additional support is determined.? 3
45

Cultural Responsiveness and Equity:
Are the materials and instruction
organized and delivered in a way that
recognizes, respects and reflects the
strengths of each student’s culture,
social identity and community?

Full Access for ALL Students: Does
all students have access to and
participate in the general education
curriculum?

Full Access for ALL Students: Are

students who have challenges in
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Appendix G

Continuum of instruction and
Intervention
(Supplemental/Tier 2)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

The school ensures that
interventions are designed to
ensure success in Universal (Tier
1) curriculum, are implemented
with fidelity, and are evaluated
and revised to meet identified
student needs.

. Supplemental interventions and supports are aligned

with core instruction in terms of expectations,
vocabulary and strategies.!

. Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions are delivered in

small groups (no more than 6 students per group)
and are targeted to identified needs shared by the
students in the group.*

Interventions are selected or adapted by instructional
staff to reflect cultural and linguistic considerations.

. Adapted intervention protocols are documented and

communicated to staff so that they are implemented
with fidelity.

Interventions are revised as needed based on
program efficacy and changing student needs. ©

. Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions are in addition to

and not in place of Universal (Tier 1) instruction; for
literacy, additional instructional time of at least 20-30
minutes per session, 3-4 times per week is offered.!

The school ensures that literacy,
behavioral and social-emotional
Supplemental (Tier 2)
interventions are implemented
effectively and are responsive
to identified student needs.

. The impact of additional instruction results in

approximately 70 percent or more of the students
received Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions
achieving grade-level expectations or making
significant growth. ’

If less than 70 percent of the students are achieving
expectations, a review of the interventions is
conducted with the intention of modifying intervention
to match student need. & 8°

memory, language and attention
taught specific strategies to be
successful in groups and
independently?
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Continuum of instruction and Considerations that must be
Intervention Operationalized Descriptions addressed based on
(Supplemental/Tier 2) Values/Guiding Principles
Resources:

1.

Johnson, E., Mellard, D.F., Fuchs, D., & McKnight, M.A. (2006, August). Responsiveness to Intervention (Rtl): How to do it.
(NRCLD).

Scammacca, N., Vaughn, S., Roberts, G., Wanzek, J., &Torgesen, J. K. (2007). Extensive reading interventions in grades k— 3:
From research to practice. Portsmouth, NH: RMC Research Corporation, Center on Instruction.

Murray, C. S., Coleman, M. A., Vaughn, S., Wanzek, J., & Roberts, G. (2012). Designing and delivering intensive Interventions: A
teacher’s toolkit. Portsmouth, NH: RMC Research Corporation, Center on Instruction.

Graham, S and Harris, K. (2012). Writing better. MD: Brookes Publishing Co.

Tobin, T. J., Lewis-Palmer, T., & Sugai, G. (2002). School-wide and individualized effective behavior support: An explanation and
an example (pgs. 51-75 of this 118-page document). Behavior Analyst Today, 3, pp.
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/RTIl/quidance-oct10.pdf

Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) Implementation Components, Florida’s MTSS
https://nystrti.org/files/webinars/strand _16/mtss_q_and_a5b15d.pdf

Using Student Achievement Data to Support Instructional Decision Making
http://www.naesp.org/sites/default/files/Student%20Achievement blue.pdf

Use of Education Data at the Local Level from Accountability to Instructional Improvement References.
https://www?2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/tech/use-of-education-data/use-of-education-data.pdf

Continuum of Instruction and
Intervention (Intensive/Tier 3) Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

The school identifies, implements, | 1. The student problem-solving team(s) use consistent | Cultural Responsiveness and Equity:

and monitors Intensive (Tier 3) criteria to determine students who would benefit from | Are the materials and instruction
literacy, behavioral and social- Intensive (Tier 3) supports that are valid for diverse organized and delivered in a way that
emotional interventions that student populations and accounts for linguistic, recognizes, respects and reflects the
have been shown to be effective cultural and socio-economic differences * strengths of each student’s culture,
and are targeted to the identified | 2. The school has staff who have been trained in social identity and community?
needs of students. research-based academic, behavioral and social

emotional intensive (Tier 3) interventions that match Full Access for ALL Students: Does
individual student needs. ° all students have access to and
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Continuum of Instruction and
Intervention (Intensive/Tier 3)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

Intensive (Tier 3) interventions are provided for
students who have not responded to the Universal
(Tier 1) curriculum and instruction even with
Supplemental (Tier 2) supports.? 345

participate in the general education
curriculum?

Full Access for ALL Students: Are

Intensive (Tier 3) interventions
are designed to ensure success
in the Universal (Tier 1)
curriculum, are implemented with
fidelity, and are evaluated and
revised to meet identified student
needs.

Intensive (Tier 3) interventions and supports are
consistent with Universal (Tier 1) curricular
expectations but are delivered using specially
designed instruction matched to individual student
needs.

Intensive (Tier 3) interventions are targeted to the
identified academic, behavioral and social emotional
needs of individual students. 1

Interventions are adapted to reflect cultural and
linguistic considerations.

. Adapted intervention protocols are documented and

communicated to staff so that they are implemented
with fidelity.

Interventions are revised as needed based on
program efficacy and changing student needs. ©

Intensive (Tier 3) interventions are in addition to and
not in place of Universal (Tier 1) instruction.

Intensive (Tier 3) literacy,
behavioral and social-emotional
intensive interventions are
implemented effectively and are
responsive to identified individual
student needs.

Decision rules that determine a student’'s movement
between tiers of intervention are based on attainment
of individual student goals. ’

If goal is not achieved, a review of the interventions is
conducted with the intention of modifying intervention
to match student need. %8 °

students who have challenges in
memory, language and attention
taught specific strategies to be
successful in groups and
independently?

Resources:

1. Johnson, E., Mellard, D.F., Fuchs, D., & McKnight, M.A. (2006, August). Responsiveness to Intervention (Rtl): How to do it.

(NRCLD).
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Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

Continuum of Instruction and
Intervention (Intensive/Tier 3) Operationalized Descriptions

2.

Scammacca, N., Vaughn, S., Roberts, G., Wanzek, J., &Torgesen, J. K. (2007). Extensive reading interventions in grades k— 3:
From research to practice. Portsmouth, NH: RMC Research Corporation, Center on Instruction.

Murray, C. S., Coleman, M. A., Vaughn, S., Wanzek, J., & Roberts, G. (2012). Designing and delivering intensive Interventions: A
teacher’s toolkit. Portsmouth, NH: RMC Research Corporation, Center on Instruction.

Graham, S and Harris, K. (2012). Writing better. MD: Brookes Publishing Co.

Tobin, T. J., Lewis-Palmer, T., & Sugai, G. (2002). School-wide and individualized effective behavior support: An explanation and
an example (pgs 51-75 of this 118 page document). Behavior Analyst Today, 3, pp.
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/RTI/quidance-oct10.pdf

Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) Implementation Components, Florida’'s MTSS

https://nystrti.org/files/webinars/strand _16/mtss_g_and_a5b15d.pdf

Using Student Achievement Data to Support Instructional Decision Making
http://www.naesp.org/sites/default/files/Student%20Achievement_blue.pdf

Use of Education Data at the Local Level from Accountability to Instructional Improvement References.
https://www2.ed.qgov/rschstat/eval/tech/use-of-education-data/use-of-education-data.pdf
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Core Component of Data-Driven Problem Solving Operationalized

Appendix G

Data Driven Problem Solving
(SYSTEMS)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations must be addressed
based on Values/Guiding
Principles

Academic, behavioral and social-
emotional data systems are
integrated and aligned.

1. Anintegrated MTSS data system is in place to collect

and analyze five types of data aligned to the

continuum of instruction and interventions: !

0 student outcome data at the Universal level

0 student screening data at the Universal level

o individual student progress monitoring data at the
Targeted and Intensive levels

o individual student diagnostic data at the Intensive
level

o fidelity of implementation data at all levels of the
continuum.

. The MTSS data system has one point of access to

examine academic, behavioral and social-emotional
data in an integrated manner.

. Criteria or decision rules that determine a student’s

movement between levels of intervention are
determined. 2

Data systems at all levels consider all areas of
functioning (i.e., behavior, social-emotional, reading,
math, writing) each time data is analyzed within one
area (i.e., behavior).

Following Intensive interventions, MTSS data are
used in making decisions about Special Education

classifications and for progress monitoring IEP goals.
3

. All district and school action/improvement plans rely

on multiple data points collected through the MTSS
data system.

Unwavering Focus on Student
Growth: How are we ensuring that
data team decisions center around
the question “Are our actions actually
improving student performance
(outcomes)?”

Whole Child/Whole School: How are
we including both academic and
behavior data and highlighting the
interconnectedness of the two?

27






Appendix G

Data Driven Problem Solving
(SYSTEMS)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations must be addressed
based on Values/Guiding
Principles

Academic, behavioral and social-
emotional data systems are
culturally responsive.

. The performance of “true peers”; (i.e., students with

the same native language and culture and similar
educational histories) is considered when setting
benchmarks, monitoring progress, and deciding
whether a culturally or linguistically diverse student is
responding adequately to instruction or needs more
intensive intervention.

. Criteria and decision rules are valid for a diverse

student population and account for linguistic, cultural
and socio-economic differences.

Data systems and appropriate
analysis are clearly
communicated to all stakeholders
while ensuring that personally
identifiable information remains
confidential.

District and school level leaders support
implementation of data and problem-solving systems
through policy statements.

Leadership communicates the purpose and benefits
of each type of data and of the problem-solving
process to all stakeholders.

Data analysis and decisions are provided to families
in their preferred mode of communication.

Data and problem-solving procedures are clearly
defined and communicated in policy and procedure
handbooks.

Data are readily available, easily accessible and
shared in graphic formats that are easily
interpretable.

Data are shared with various stakeholders on a
regular basis.

Whole Child/Whole School: How are
we ensuring every adult in the school
understands and can articulate how
our data systems support student
outcomes?

The necessary resources are
allocated to ensure effective
implementation of the data driven
problem-solving process.

. The master schedule allocates sufficient time for staff

to engage in the problem-solving cycle; meeting
dates/times are identified in school calendars prior to
the beginning of each year.
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Data Driven Problem Solving
(SYSTEMS)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations must be addressed
based on Values/Guiding
Principles

District and school level leaders support
implementation of data systems and problem-solving
through allocating time in the professional
development calendar for training and coaching.

. Teachers and appropriate staff are provided

adequate professional development to understand
and make informed decisions based on student
outcome screening, progress monitoring and
diagnostic data.

. Staff are identified at each school and at the district

level to monitor and support fidelity of implementation
of data and problem-solving systems.

District and school level leaders provide time at
Board, community, faculty and other meetings to
share results, findings, and decisions with staff and
wider community.

Data entry and analysis systems
are efficient and usable.

District and school level leaders allocate
technological resources and expertise for meaningful
analysis of the data.

Data systems allow for multiple users to enter data at
each level.

Fidelity and student outcome data are available and
reviewed at every meeting.

Assessment tools at all levels are
selected to support the collection
of meaningful, valid and reliable
data to drive instructional and
systemic decision-making.

. Tools are selected to measure student outcomes, and

for screening, progress monitoring and diagnostic

purposes that are psychometrically sound:*°

o0 Reliable (shown to be internally consistent and
consistent across users)

o Valid (shown to measure what they say they
measure and to predict to desired outcomes)
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Data Driven Problem Solving
(SYSTEMS)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations must be addressed
based on Values/Guiding
Principles

0 Sensitive to change within the assessment
intervals
0 Normed on appropriate populations

. Tools are selected to measure student outcomes, and

for screening, progress monitoring and diagnostic

purposes that are acceptable and practical:

o0 Socially Valid (acceptable to and valued by the
school community)

0 Useable (easy to learn and interpret)

o Efficient (requiring the least amount of time to
collect the necessary data)

. Districts and schools regularly evaluate assessment

measures through analysis of results and through
reviews of research.

. Districts and schools document the rationale for each

measure chosen to improve transparency and
decision-making in the event of turnover within the
team.

. Team understands the context of the data within

various norm groups (local, national) and relationship
of data to other measures (e.g. correlations,
predictive ability).

Resources:

L Mclntosh, K. & Goodman, S. (2016). Chapter 3: Integrating Data in Integrated multi-tiered systems of support: Blending RTI and

PBIS. NY: Guilford Press.

2. Mcintosh, K., Campbell, A. L., Carter, D. R., & Zumbo, B. D. (2009). Concurrent Validity of Office Discipline Referrals and Cut
Points Used in Schoolwide Positive Behavior Support. Behavioral Disorders,34(2), 100-113.
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Considerations must be addressed

Data Drlv((;r;(g;%bl\l/lesr;l Solving Operationalized Descriptions based on Values/Guiding
Principles

3 Fletcher, J. M., Francis, D. J., Morris, R. D., & Lyon, G. R. (2005). Evidence-Based Assessment of Learning Disabilities in Children
and Adolescents. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology,34(3), 506-522.

4 Mcintosh, K., Massar, M. M., Algozzine, R. F., George, H. P., Horner, R. H., Lewis, T. J., & Swain-Bradway, J. (2016). Technical
Adequacy of the SWPBIS Tiered Fidelity Inventory. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions,19(1), 3-13.

5 Cohen, R., Kincaid, D., & Childs, K. (2007). Measuring school-wide positive behavior support implementation: Development and
validation of the “Benchmarks of Quality.” Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 9(4), 203-213.

Considerations that must be
Operationalized Descriptions addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

Data Driven Problem Solving
(STUDENT OUTCOMES DATA)

Student academic, behavioral, 1. School and district teams conduct summative

and social emotional data are evaluations annually to determine the effectiveness
used to evaluate the of the Universal (Tier 1) curriculum and instruction in
effectiveness of district and achieving student outcome goals. !

school programs and to make 2. Teams use objective measures, such as reading
decisions regarding program levels, math levels, discipline referrals, suspension,
improvements. attendance, and demographic data. *

3. Student outcomes are analyzed at multiple levels
(e.g., comparing school to school within a district;
grade to grade; classroom to classroom) to identify
patterns and areas of needed improvement.

4. Student outcomes are disaggregated for identifying
and monitoring the extent of disproportionality in
student outcomes. ?
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Data Driven Problem Solving
(STUDENT OUTCOMES DATA)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

5.

Interventions available at each school are tracked,
and student response rates within each intervention
are tracked in order to make programmatic decisions.

District and school teams set annual goals for
improved student outcomes that are measurable,
ambitious and realistic, using summative evaluations
for baseline data.

Resources:

1. Integrating Academic and Behavior Supports Within an Rtl Framework, Part 2: Universal (Tier 1) Supports

by Steve Goodman, Ph.D., Kent Mclntosh, Ph.D., and Hank Bohanon, Ph.D.

2. Boneshefski, M. J., & Runge, T. J. (2014). Addressing disproportionate discipline practices within a School-Wide Positive

Behavioral Interventions and Supports framework: A practical guide for calculating and using disproportionality rates.

Data Driven Problem Solving
(STUDENT SCREENING DATA)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

Academic, behavioral and social-
emotional screenings are
conducted to evaluate the
effectiveness of the Universal
(Tier 1) curriculum and
instruction and to identify
students who would benefit from
Supplemental (Tier 2) and/or
Intensive (Tier 3) interventions.

1.

District and school teams identify literacy, behavioral
and social-emotional Universal (Tier 1) screening
tools for identifying students for whom the Universal
(Tier 1) supports are not effective, using criteria
above for selection of assessment tools. !

Teams identify tools directly aligned to literacy,
behavioral and social emotional outcomes; for literacy
growth, progress monitoring tools include a
combination of curriculum-based measures and
informal measures (e.g., reading inventories,
checklists, rubric, running records) to gauge progress
and inform instruction, and for behavioral and social-
emotional growth, progress monitoring tools include
teacher rating forms, daily progress reports and self-
monitoring data. !

A whole child/whole school

approach: Are teams recognizing that
student screening data reflects the
complex combination of curriculum,
instruction, and assessment?

Proactive Problem-Solving Team:
How are teams ensuring that staff
have adequate training, time and
appropriate tools for a smooth
assessment process throughout the
year?
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Data Driven Problem Solving
(STUDENT SCREENING DATA)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

. District and school teams establish a schedule for

screening all students a minimum of three times per
year.

. School MTSS plans specify the logistics for

conducting screenings, including who, what, where
and when. !

. Grade-level teams meet after each screening to

analyze results in order to determine intervention
needs and allocate resources. 2

. Grade level teams disaggregate screening data to

assess whether continuum of instruction and

intervention is equally effective for all student groups.
3

. Grade level teams use established benchmarks and

decision rules to inform decisions about individual
students.

. If less than 80 percent of all students are meeting

benchmarks, a review of core curriculum is
conducted. 3

Resources:

1. Mclintosh, K. & Goodman, S. (2016). Chapter 3: Integrating Data in Integrated multi-tiered systems of support: Blending RTI and

PBIS. NY: Guilford Press.

2. Kovaleski, J. F., & Pedersen, J. A. (2008). Best practices in data-analysis teaming. In A. Thomas and J. Grimes, (Eds.), Best
practices in school psychology V (pp.115-129). Bethesda, MD: National Association of School Psychologists.

Ikeda, M., J., Neessen, E., & Witt, J. C. (2008). Best Practices in Universal (Tier 1) Screening. In A. Thomas & J. Grimes (Eds.),

Best practices in school psychology V (pp. 103-114). Bethesda, MD: National Association of School Psychologists.
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Data Driven Problem Solving
(PROGRESS MONITORING
DATA)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

Academic, behavioral and social-
emotional progress monitoring
processes are used to assess
the effectiveness of the
Supplemental (Tier 2) and
Intensive (Tier 3) interventions
and to inform instructional
decisions.

District and school teams identify literacy, behavioral
and social-emotional progress monitoring tools to
monitor individual student response to interventions;
progress monitoring tools are similar to screening
tools.!

Frequency of collection of progress monitoring data

for each student is determined by student problem-
solving team based on intervention and student need.

The greater the concern about lack of progress, the
more frequent the progress monitoring should be to
allow for immediate changes to instruction.!

Data are graphed, evaluated in relation to a specific
student performance goal, and used to inform
instructional decisions.?

Instructional decisions may include: increasing the
frequency or duration of the intervention; modifying
the intervention; fading the intervention; or
discontinuing the intervention.

. The student problem-solving team documents and

communicates decisions clearly to staff supporting
the student and family members.

If progress monitoring data show that Supplemental
(Tier 2) interventions are not effective for a student,
the team determines whether additional diagnostic
assessments need to be conducted.?

A whole child/whole school
approach: Are teams considering all
areas of functioning (e.g., behavior,
social-emotional, math, reading,
writing, listening, speaking) each
time they analyze progress
monitoring data within one area
(e.g., behavior)?

Resources:

L Mclintosh, K. & Goodman, S. (2016). Chapter 3: Integrating Data in Integrated multi-tiered systems of support: Blending RTI

and PBIS. NY: Guilford Press.
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Data Driven Problem Solving
(PROGRESS MONITORING
DATA)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

2. Hixson, Christ, & Bruni (2014). Best practices in the analysis of progress monitoring data decision making. In P. Harrison & A.
Thomas (Eds.), Best practices in school psychology (pp. 343-354). Bethesda, MD: National Association of School

Psychologists.

Data Driven Problem Solving
(DIAGNOSTIC ASSESSMENT
DATA)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

Diagnostic assessments provide
additional information on student’s
skill levels and specific individual
needs and motivators in order to
develop individualized Intensive
(Tier 3) interventions when
Supplemental (Tier 2) supports
have not been effective. 1234

. The Student Problem-Solving team conducts a

deeper analysis of screening and progress
monitoring data to determine whether additional
diagnostic assessments need to be conducted. %3

. If needed, diagnostic assessment(s) are conducted to

provide additional information on student’s current
skill levels to pinpoint areas of skill deficit and target
specific needs. .34

. The Student Problem-Solving team examines this

additional data on skill deficits/error patterns to
identify trends and root causes as supplemental (Tier
2) interventions were ineffective and to inform
individualized Intensive interventions. 124

. For diagnostic testing, the procedures utilized reduce

potential bias and discrimination in the use of
standardized tests. °

Unwavering focus on student
growth: Are teams examining both
academic and behavior data
concurrently to determine specific
needs for Supplemental (Tier 2)
intervention?

Full Access for ALL Students: Do
we have a continuum of supports
to support skill development?

Unwavering focus on student
growth: Is the student’s current
performance due to a “can’t do” or
“won’t do” problem?

Resources:

1 Mclintosh, K. & Goodman, S. (2016). Chapter 3: Integrating Data in Integrated multi-tiered systems of support: Blending RTI

and PBIS. NY: Guilford Press.

2 Metcalf, T. (n.d.). What's your plan? Accurate decision making within a multi-tier system of supports: Critical areas in tier 2. RTI
Action Network. Retrieved from http://www.rtinetwork.org/essential/tieredinstruction/tier2/whats-your-plan-accurate-decision-
making-within-a-multi-tier-system-of-supports-critical-areas-in-tier-2
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Data Driven Problem Solving
(DIAGNOSTIC ASSESSMENT
DATA)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

3. Michigan Department of Education (MDE) Practice Profile for Multi-Tiered System of Support Version 4.5 (2018):
https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-28753 65803 86454---,00.html

4 Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) Implementation Components, Florida’'s MTSS
https://nystrti.org/files/webinars/strand _16/mtss_g_and_a5b15d.pdf

5 Technical Assistance Center on Disproportionality TAC-D: School Readiness Exploration Tool (Leadership)

Data Driven Problem Solving
(FIDELITY DATA)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

The district and school leadership
teams ensure that the district and
school MTSS plans are
implemented as intended.

. Fidelity of implementation of MTSS is measured at

multiple levels within schools and the district.

. The district and school leadership teams regularly

assess the extent to which systems are being
implemented as specified in the MTSS plans, in the
areas of:

Team Approach

Leadership

Engaged Stakeholders

Continuum of Instruction & Interventions
Data-Driven Problem Solving

O O0OO0OO0Oo

. District leaders establish a schedule for fidelity

assessment completion for school and district
coaches and ensure schedules are adhered to.

. District and school leaders provide targeted support

to schools that are not implementing the MTSS plan
with fidelity (e.g., school/classroom walkthroughs,
participating at PTA meetings, meeting with school
union representatives, etc.)

The school leadership and student
problem-solving teams ensure that
the continuum of instruction and

. School level leaders ensure that the continuum of

instruction and intervention are implemented as
intended by incorporating effective implementation of

36




https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-28753_65803_86454---,00.html

https://nysrti.org/files/webinars/strand_16/mtss_q_and_a5b15d.pdf



Appendix G

Data Driven Problem Solving
(FIDELITY DATA)

Operationalized Descriptions

Considerations that must be
addressed based on
Values/Guiding Principles

intervention and the data-driven
problem-solving processes are
implemented as intended.

Universal (Tier 1), Targeted and Intensive curriculum
and support into teacher evaluation systems.

. School Student Problem Solving teams check for

fidelity of implementation of interventions on a
monthly basis to ensure interventions are
implemented using allotted time, methods and
materials that are required for that intervention using
tools like intervention checklists, videotaping, peer
feedback, walk-throughs and coaching sessions.

. School Leadership teams assess fidelity of

implementation of the data-driven problem-solving
process at least three times a year through a review
of products, interviews and observations.

Resources:

Mclintosh, K. & Goodman, S. (2016). Chapter 3: Integrating Data in Integrated multi-tiered systems of support: Blending RTI and PBIS. NY:

Guilford Press.
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Appendix J

@ NYSED SSIP School-Level MTSS Self-Assessment

DESCRIPTION

The dual purpose of this instrument is to: (1) schools develop action plans and monitor implementation progress, and
(2) collect summative data for MTSS evaluation purposes. (This is not a Special Education Quality Assurance
compliance tool)

ORGANIZATION and SCORING

There are five Core Components of the New York State Education Department (NYSED) State Systemic
Improvement Plan (SSIP) Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS) Team Approach, Leadership Support, Engaged
Stakeholders, Continuum of Instruction and Intervention, and Data-Driven Problem Solving. In turn, each Core
Component has been broken into sub-components, termed Defining Features. The Defining Features are the items
that the School-based MTSS Leadership Team will score to measure/assess the school’s current level of MTSS
implementation. For each Defining Feature, there are specific “look-fors” or criteria that represent the “gold standard”
for full implementation of MTSS. Team members should expect that these Criteria to Achieve the Gold Standard
will be the targets for steady growth over time.
Teams will consider each Defining Feature and discuss its Criteria to reach consensus on the percentage of criteria
the school currently has in place. Then, the Team should record the score for the Defining Feature in the green box
using the following scale:

e 3 — all criteria are currently in place (If this is the score for a given Defining Feature, briefly note sources of

evidence in the space provided.)

e 2 —50% to 99% of criteria are currently in place

e 1 — 1% to 49% of criteria are currently in place

e 0 — no criteria are currently in place.
These scores will be summarized in the table at the end of the document to assist with developing the school’'s MTSS
Action Plan.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR USE

The assigned Regional Integrated Implementation Team (RIIT) member facilitates a discussion with the School-based
MTSS Leadership Team assisting them in completion of the assessment. This discussion will build a shared
understanding about the purpose, procedure for completion, and ways to interpret and use results from the instrument.

Guidelines for Completion:

1. Who completes the MTSS Self-Assessment? The School-based MTSS Leadership Team responsible for
leading the MTSS initiative will complete the Self-Assessment, with assistance from the assigned RIIT
member.

2. When is the MTSS Self-Assessment to be administered? The Team should complete it at the beginning
and end of each academic year.

3. Whatisthe protocolused to complete the MTSS Self-Assessment? Individual team members will review
the self-assessment tool, in advance of the MTSS School-based Leadership Team meeting. The full Team
will then convene to share responses, discuss supporting evidence, and work to reach consensus on the
final score for each Defining Feature.

Guidance for Summarizing, Communicating, and Using Results

4. Recommended format for presenting results: Scores should be aggregated by Core Components and
Defining Features should be visualized in graphic format.

5. Recommended communication and reporting pathway: Summarized results should be provided to
central administration, School-based MTSS Leadership Team members, and the assigned RIIT member.
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District: School(s):
Individuals Involved in Development:

Core Component: (I) Team Approach

Defining Feature Criteria to Achieve the Gold Standard

A | Multi-disciplinary team(s) have | Team Functions
been established to maintainon-| 1 School based team(s) serve at least two distinct functions:

going systems that ensure o Student problem-solving; i.e., reviewing student data and making decisions about tiered interventions
effective  implementation  of for at-risk students, which meets at least monthly; and
school-wide MTSS. o Program evaluation; i.e., establishing, evaluating and maintaining school-wide MTSS systems, which

meets at least twice a year.

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. | Team Membership
8-9] 2 The Student Problem Solving Team includes:

o Grade-level team representatives that include general education teachers, special education teachers

and interventionists; and

o Specialists with expertise in behavior, social-emotional and academic supports
3  The school-based MTSS Leadership Team represents all stakeholders, including
Principal
General and special education representatives
Specialists with expertise in behavior, social-emotional, and academic supports
Classroom aide/assistant
o Family representative

Meeting Structures and Processes

4  Team discussions are driven by student data, which is disaggregated by race, culture, language, IEP
status, and social identity to look at outcomes for student groups.

5 | The MTSS Leadership Team identifies and adopts evidence-based universal screening and progress
monitoring tools in all academic, social-emotional, and behavioral domains

O O O O

6 | The school-level team regularly communicates with the district level team using established
communication protocols.

7 | The building team establishes two-way communication protocols to engage building faculty in developing,
implementing, assessing and revising the annual action plan, including shared analysis of data at least
three times a year.

3 2 1 0
Check i all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / Checkif50- | Checkif1 Check if no
. . 4 ocK
Scoring for Defining Feature | criteria are DATA SOURCES 99%of | 1-49% of c’(l::er;:ce;re
in place criteriaarein | criteria are place.
place. in place.
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Core Component: (I) Team Approach

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 8 —11]

Defining Feature Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

B [ District and school teams use a | Problem-Solving Process

formal, consistent pr_oblem- 8 Teams use a formal, four-step problem-solving process (problem identification, problem analysis, plan
solving process to monitor the implementation, and plan evaluation) to conduct continuous improvement cycles.

impact of MTSS and to identify | ¢ | pata used in the problem-solving process are printed, analyzed and put into graph format or other easy
needs for adjustment. to understand format monthly.

10 | Plans include evidence-based and research-based strategies.

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp.

10 — 11]
3 2 1 0
Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / Checkif50- | Checkif1 Check if no
. - 3 ock
Scoring for Defining Feature | criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of 1-49%of | criteriaare
place criteria are in criteria are in place.
place. in place.

Core Component: (Il) Leadership Support
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 12 — 14]

Defining Feature

Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

Comprehensive school plans | Building MTSS Plan
are  developed by ~a]qq | The MTSS plan includes:
representative team of o a clear sequence of steps, activities, stakeholders, timelines, resources, and implementation
stakeholders with clearly benchmarks
delineated accountability and o identified activities that are evidence-based, and data show they are needed
responsibilities. o family and community partnering practices across tiers (i.e., addresses need of every student).

12 Building leadership reviews current and new priorities and initiatives and actively braid or blend those
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, p. priorities and initiatives into the MTSS plan.
12]

3 2 1 0
SO IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / Check if50- | Check if 1 C_?ef:‘k if no
. - e . 99% of -49% criteria are in
Scoring for Defining Feature cnter;:caere in DATA SOURCES critoria ave in :n.t:ﬁ: a% place.
. place. in place.
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Core Component (ll) Leadership Support
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 12 — 14]

Defining Feature Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

B | Building leaders actively

Building Leadership regarding MTSS Plan

participate in and publicly | 13
articulate commitment to the

Building leaders access the perspectives of various stakeholders in multiple ways (e.g., surveys, focus
groups, interviews, community forums, Parent Teacher Association meetings, parent-teacher
conferences, student council, and staff meetings).

Building leaders publicly present the MTSS plan, and feedback is solicited from multiple audiences (e.qg.,
Board of Education, executive leadership, school staff, families, and community members).

plan.

14
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, p.
13] 15

Disaggregated district-wide data (e.g. race, gender, individualized education program (IEP), English as a
New Language) are reported regularly to various stakeholders (e.g. Board of Education, school staff, and
families).

Scoring for Defining Feature

3 2 1 0
IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / s Check if 1 Check if no
Check if all criteria are DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria 1-49% of criteria are in
in place are in place criteria are in place.
’ place.

Core Component: (lll) Engaged Stake-holders
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 15 — 18]

Defining Feature

Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

A | Family and community engagement

Family and Community Engagement

are established and maintained in a
meaningful and culturally respectful

16 | The school MTSS plan is collaboratively developed by stakeholders, including educators and family
and community members.

way that is responsive to students and
families at all tiers of the continuum.

17 | The MTSS plan is presented publicly and promoted in multiple formats, (e.g., presentation, video,
web-based platforms) and in language and modalities that meet the needs of family and community
stakeholders.

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 15 —
16]

18 | The MTSS plan includes a goal of family and community stakeholder engagement as a priority that
lays out systemic processes for building their capacity to support implementation and provide

Scoring for Defining Feature

feedback.
3 2 1 0
Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / T Check f 1 c(’:l?:;: gr’e"l)n
criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria 1 i 4_9 % °f_ lace
place are in place. criteria are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (IV) Continuum of Instruction & Intervention (SYSTEMS)
NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 19— 25

Defining Feature Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard
A | The school ensures the belief Scheduling and Staffing
systems, scheduling and resources | 55 | The master schedule allocates sufficient time to teach core curriculum (including academic, behavior
necessary to implement the school- and social-emotional) and for staff to engage in the problem-solving cycles.
wide MTSS plan are established. 27 | The master schedule ensures that core literacy instruction is provided daily for 90 minutes.

28 | Staff, including instructional coaches, are assigned in ways that support implementation of the

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, p. 19] schoolwide MTSS plan.

29 | School personnel implement strategies for neutralizing implicit bias in instruction and discipline
decisions.

30 | Student progress at Supplemental (Tier 2) and Intensive (Tier 3) levels of interventions (i.e. academic
and behavioral data) is included and considered in all referrals for Special Education services.

3 2 1 0
_ o Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / s Check if 1 ctr:lft::rc’:: ;frg(l,n
Scoring for Defining Feature | criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria | 1-49%of s
place are in place. cnterlla are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (IV) Continuum of Instruction & Intervention (SYSTEMS)

NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 19— 25
Defining Feature

(Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard)

B | The school identifies and implements
Universal (Tier 1) literacy, behavioral
and social-emotional curricula that
have been shown to be effective and
that incorporate students' culture,
views, and experiences.

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, p. 20]

Universal (Tier 1)

31

The core reading program is aligned with New York State English Language Arts (ELA) standards
and grade level expectations.

32

The core reading program is research-based for the population of learners with whom it is being
used, including students whose native language is not English.

33

The core reading program addresses the essential components of reading instruction including
decoding/word study/morphology, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.

34

The core reading program includes direct and explicit comprehension strategy instruction for both
narrative and expository text.

35

The core writing program includes explicit strategy instruction in writing.

36

Teachers ensure that students are routinely reading text that reflect diverse social and cultural
identities.

37

Teachers explicitly teach self-regulatory, linguistic, and social skills that promote learning (e.g.,
considering others’ viewpoints, respectful communication, monitoring progress).

Scoring for Defining Feature

38 | Staff define a small set (3-5) of positive, school-wide behavior expectations for students.
39 | Behavioral expectations are developed collaboratively with students, families, and community
members, and are congruent with student and family cultural values.
3 2 1 0
Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / s Check if 1 cﬁit,::: ;f’;n:n
criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria 1-49% of o
place are in place. criteria are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (IV) Continuum of Instruction & Intervention

Defining Feature Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

C | The school identifies and implements | Universal (Tier 1) Instructional Planning and Delivery

Universal (Tier 1) lesson design & 40
instructional delivery practices that

have been shown to be effective and
that incorporate students' culture, 41,
views, and experiences.

Teachers have received professional development (training and coaching) in the lesson planning
and instructional practices of explicit direct instruction, universal design for learning (UDL) and
specially designed instruction.

Core reading instruction is systematic and explicit.

42 | Teaching of school-wide behavior expectations is systematic and explicit, and occurs across
environments including classroom, halls, bathrooms and other spaces. Staff and students are able

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, p. 21] to communicate school-wide behavioral expectations.

43 | School develops a system to ensure all adults acknowledge appropriate student behavior, effort and
performance, and provide explicit feedback on inappropriate or incorrect behavior and performance.

44 | Teachers are provided with resources (time, professional development, and curricula materials) to
collaboratively plan lessons.

45 | Teachers administer formative assessments frequently (daily or weekly) to evaluate effectiveness of

academic, behavioral and social-emotional instruction and supports.
3 2 1 0
_ o Check ifall IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / o Check i 1 cg?:;: ;frg(l,n
Scoring for Defining Feature | criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria 1-49% of Iace
place are in place. cnterlla are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (IV) Continuum of instruction & Intervention

[NYS SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 19— 25])

Defining Feature

The school identifies and
implements Supplemental (Tier
2) small group literacy and
social-emotional interventions
that have been shown to be
effective and are supplemental
to the identified needs of
students for whom Universal
(Tier 1) has not been effective.
Supplemental (Tier 2)
interventions are designed to
ensure success in Universal
(Tier 1) curriculum, are
implemented with fidelity, and
are evaluated and revised to
meet

identified student needs.

[NYS SSIP MTSS Model, pp.
22 — 23]

Scoring for Defining Feature

Defining Feature

Supplemental (Tier 2) Interventions

46 | The student problem-solving team(s) use consistent criteria to determine students who would benefit from
Supplemental (Tier 2) supports. Supplemental (Tier 2) is implemented as soon as the student’s need for
additional support is determined.

47 | Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions and supports are valid for a diverse student population; account for
linguistic, cultural, and socio-economic differences; and are revised as needed based on program efficacy
and changing student needs.

48 | Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions and supports are consistent with core instruction in terms of
expectations, vocabulary, and strategies.

Delivery of Supplemental (Tier 2)

49 | The master schedule allows for Supplemental (Tier 2) small group instruction to be provided in addition to
core instruction, not in place of or during Universal (Tier 1) instruction. For literacy, Supplemental (Tier 2)
instructional time consists of at least 20-30 minutes per session, 3-4 times per week, in addition to the 90
minutes of Universal (Tier 1) literacy intervention.

50 | Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions are provided by staff who have been trained in research-based
academic, social-emotional, and/or behavioral interventions that supplement Universal (Tier 1) and match
identified student needs.

51 | Adapted intervention protocols are documented and communicated to assigned staff so that they are
implemented with fidelity.

52 | Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions are delivered in small groups (3- 6 students per group) in addition to the
identified shared needs of the students in the group.

3 ) 2 1 0

Check ifall IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / Check if 50-99% |  Checkif1 Check if no

criteria are in DATA SOURCES of criteria are in | 1-49% of criteria | Criteria are in

piacs place. are in place. place.
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Defining Feature

Core Component: IV) Continuum of Instruction & Intervention
[NYS SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 19— 25]

Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

The school identifies and implements
Intensive (Tier 3) literacy and social-
emotional interventions that have been
shown to be effective and are more
intensive for the identified needs of
students for whom Supplemental (Tier
2) has not been effective. Intensive
(Tier 3) interventions are designed to
ensure success in the Universal (Tier
1) curriculum, are implemented with
fidelity, and are evaluated and revised
to meet identified student needs.

[NYS SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 24 — 25]

Scoring for Defining Feature

Intensive (Tier 3) Interventions

53

The student problem-solving team(s) use consistent criteria to determine students who have not
responded to Universal (Tier 1) curriculum and instruction even with Supplemental (Tier 2) supports
and who will receive Intensive (Tier 3) supports.

54

Intensive (Tier 3) interventions and supports are consistent with Universal (Tier 1) curricular
expectations but are delivered using specially designed instruction targeted to individual student needs.

55

Intensive (Tier 3) interventions and supports are valid for a diverse student population; account for
linguistic, cultural, and socio-economic differences; and are revised as needed based on program
efficacy and changing student needs.

56

Intensive (Tier 3) interventions are revised as needed based on program efficacy and changing student
needs.

Delivery of Intensive (Tier 3)

57 | Intensive (Tier 3) interventions are in addition to and not in place of Universal (Tier 1) instruction.

58 | Intensive (Tier 3) interventions are provided by staff who have been trained in research-based
academic, social-emotional, and/or behavioral intensive interventions that match individual student
needs.

59 | Specially designed or adapted instructional protocols are documented and communicated to staff so
that they are implemented with fidelity.

3 2 1 0

Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / T Check if 1 c(r:lrtw:;: ;frg(l)n

criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria 1,' 4_”’ °f_ Jace

place are in place. criteria are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (IV) Continuum of Instruction & Intervention
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35]

Defining Feature Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

F

The school has a system in place for
identifying when curriculum and instruction
at each tier are not adequately meeting the
academic, social-emotional, and behavioral
needs of every student.

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 21, 23, and
25]

Scoring for Defining Feature

Evaluation of Universal (Tier 1), Supplemental (Tier 2), and Intensive (Tier 3)
Interventions

60 | The school assesses the Universal (Tier 1) academic, behavioral and social-emotional
instruction at least 3 times a year to ensure it is effective for at least 80% of school’s student
population

61 | If less than 80% of all students are meeting benchmarks, the core curriculum is reviewed
with the intention of modifying instruction to match student need.

62 | The impact of Supplemental (Tier 2) instruction results in approximately 70% or more of the
students receiving Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions achieving grade-level expectations or
making significant growth.

63 | If less than 70% of the students receiving Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions are achieving
expectations, a review of the interventions is conducted with the intention of modifying
intervention to match student need.

64 | The school assesses the impact of Intensive (Tier 3) academic and social-emotional
intervention for each student receiving such intervention. If a student's goals are not
achieved, a review of the interventions is conducted with the intention of modifying
intervention to match student need.

3 2 1 0
sl IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / Check if50- | Checkif1 | Checkifno
criteria are DATA SOURCES S9%of 1-49% of cfltena are

in place criteria are criteria are in in place.
in place. place.
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‘Core Component: (V) Data Driven Problem Solving (SYSTEMS)

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35

Defining Feature

A | Academic, behavioral, and social-
emotional data systems are integrated,
aligned, culturally responsive, and
efficient.

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26 -
27]

Scoring for Defining Feature

Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

Comprehensive Data Systems

65 Anintegrated MTSS data system is in place to collect and analyze five types of data aligned to the
continuum of instruction and interventions:

o student outcome data at the Universal (Tier 1) level

o student screening data at the Universal (Tier 1) level

o individual student progress monitoring data at Supplemental (Tier 2) and Intensive (Tier 3)
levels

o individual student diagnostic data at the Intensive (Tier 3) level

o fidelity of implementation data at all levels of the continuum.

66 The MTSS data system has one point of access to examine academic, behavioral, and social-
emotional data in an integrated manner and allows for multiple users to enter data at each level.

67 Data systems at all levels consider all areas of functioning (i.e., behavior, social-emotional, reading,
math, writing) each time data is analyzed within one area (e.g., behavior).

68 Following intensive interventions, MTSS data are used in making decisions about the need of
special education services and for progress monitoring of IEP goals.

69 | All district and school action/improvement plans rely on multiple data points collected through the
MTSS data system.

70 | The performance of “true peers”; i.e., students with the same native language and culture and
similar educational histories; is considered when setting benchmarks and criteria for monitoring
progress, and for deciding whether a culturally or linguistically diverse student is responding
adequately to instruction or needs more intensive intervention.

3 2 1 0

Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / s Check if 1 ccr.;?:;: ;frgtl)n

criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria 1-49% of Jace

place are in place. criteria are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (V) Data Driven Problem Solving (SYSTEMS)
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35

Defining Feature

Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

B | Data systems and analysis are clearly
communicated to all stakeholders.

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, p. 27]

Scoring for Defining Feature

Communication of Data Systems

procedure handbooks.

solving process to all stakeholders.

interpretable.

75 | Data are shared with various stakeholders on a regular basis.

71  District and building level leaders support implementation of clearly defined data and problem-
solving systems and communicate them through staff training and the development of policy and

72 | Leadership communicates the purpose and benefits of each type of data and of the problem-

73 | Data analysis and decisions are provided to families in their preferred mode of communication.

74 | Data are readily available, easily accessible and shared in graphic formats that are easily

3 2 1 0
Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / Check if 50- Check if 1 Check if no
criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of 1-49% of criteria are
lace criteria are in criteria are in in place.
P place. place.
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Core Component: (V) Data Driven Problem Solving (SYSTEMS)
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35]

Defining Feature Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

C | The necessary resources are allocated | Tool Selection

to ensure effective implementation of 76 The school allocates sufficient time in the master schedule for staff to engage in the problem-solving

the data driven problem-solving cycles and identifies meeting dates/times in school calendars prior to the beginning of each year.
process. I

77 Building level leaders allocate time and resources for professional development and coaching to
ensure that teachers understand and make informed decisions based on student outcomes and
[zl\éTSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 27 - allocate technological resources and expertise for meaningful analysis of the data.

78  Staff are identified at each school to monitor and support fidelity of implementation of data and
problem-solving systems.

79 | School-level Leadership teams assess fidelity of implementation of the data-driven problem-solving
process at least three times a year through a review of student formative assessments, products,
interviews, and observations.

80 | District and school-level leaders provide time at Board, community, faculty, and other meetings to
share results, findings, and decisions with staff and wider community.

3 2 1 0
_ o Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / e (;he;:koif 1f c(r:lrtw:;: ;frg(l)n
Scoring for Defining Feature | criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria | 1-49%of P
place are in place. cnter:a are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (V) Data Driven Problem Solving

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35]
Defining Feature

Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

NYS SSIP MTSS Self-Assessment — VERSION 1 2018-2019

D | Assessment tools at all levels are | Tool Selection
intentionally ~ selected to provide | g1 Tools selected to measure student outcomes, and for screening, progress monitoring, and
meaningful, valid and reliable data to diagnostic purposes, are:
drive instructional and systemic decision- o reliable (shown to be consistent internally and across users);
making. o valid (shown to measure what the tools are meant to measure and to predict desired
outcomes);
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 28 — 29] o sensitive to change_wnhln asse_ssm_ent intervals;
o hormed on appropriate populations;
o socially valid (acceptable to and valued by the school community);
o useable (easy to learn and interpret); and
o efficient (requiring the least amount of time to collect the necessary data).
82 The school regularly evaluates assessment measures through analysis of results.
83 The school documents the rationale for each chosen measure to improve transparency and
decision-making in the event of turnover within the team.
3 2 1 0
_ o Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / e Check i 1 ng:rl’r;f;;:
Scoring for Defining Feature | criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria | 1 -49% of T
place are in place. criteria are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (V) Data Driven Problem Solving (STUDENT OUTCOMES DATA)

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35]

Defining Feature

Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

E | Student outcome data are used to
evaluate the effectiveness of school
programs and to make decisions
regarding program improvements.

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, p. 30]

Scoring for Defining Feature

Evaluation of School Programs

84 | The building team conducts summative evaluations annually to determine the effectiveness of
the Universal (Tier 1) curriculum and instruction in achieving student outcome goals.

85 | Teams use objective measures, such as reading levels, math levels, office discipline referrals,
suspensions, attendance, and demographic data and analyze such data at multiple levels to
identify patterns and areas of needed improvement (i.e., comparing school to school within a
district; grade to grade; classroom to classroom).

86 | Student outcomes are disaggregated for identifying and monitoring the extent of
disproportionality in student outcomes.

87 | Interventions available at the school and student response rates within each intervention are
tracked in order to make programmatic decisions.

88 | The school team sets annual goals for improved student outcomes that are measurable,
ambitious, and realistic, using summative evaluations for baseline data.

3 2 1 0
sl IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / Check if50- | Checkif1 | Check ifno
criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of 1-49% of cf’fel;la are
- criteriaare in | criteria are in in place.
P place. place.
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Core Component: (V) Data Driven Problem Solving (STUDENT OUTCOMES DATA)

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35]

Defining Feature Criteriato Achieve Gold Standard

F | Academic, social-emotional, and Evaluation of Universal (Tier 1) and Identification of Students for Supplemental (Tier 2)

behavioral screenings are conducted g9 | Teams identify tools directly aligned to literacy, behavioral, and social-emotional outcomes; for
to evaluate the effectiveness of the literacy growth, progress monitoring tools include a combination of curriculum-based measures and
Universal (Tier 1) curriculum and informal measures (e.g., reading inventories, checklists, rubric, running records) to measure
instruction and to proactively identify progress and inform instruction, and for social-emotional and behavioral growth, progress
students who would benefit from monitoring tools include teacher rating forms, daily progress reports and self-monitoring data.

Supplemental (Tier 2) and/or Intensive 90 | The school team establishes a schedule for screening all students a minimum of three times per
(Tier 3) supports. year and specify the logistics for conducting screenings, including who, what, where and when.

91 | Grade-level teams meet after each screening to analyze results in order to determine intervention

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 31 — needs and allocate resources.

32]

' 92 | Grade level teams disaggregate screening data to assess whether continuum of instruction and
intervention is equally effective for all student groups.

93 | Grade level teams use established benchmarks and decision rules that are valid for a diverse
student population, and account for linguistic, cultural and socio-economic differences to inform
decisions about individual students.

3 2 1 0
. o Check ifall IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / o Check i 1 c(r:lrtw:;: ;frg(l)n
Scoring for Defining Feature | criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria | 1-49%of 206
place are in place. crlte7a are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (V) Data Driven Problem Solving
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35]

Defining Feature Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

G | Academic, social-emotional, and . Progress Monitoring

behavioral progress monitoring 94 | The school team identifies literacy, social-emotional, and behavioral progress monitoring tools to
processes are used to assess the monitor individual student response to interventions; progress monitoring tools are similar to
effectiveness of Supplemental (Tier 2) screening tools.

and Intensive (Tier 3) interventions 65 | Frequency of collection of progress monitoring data for each student is determined by the
and to inform instructional decisions. problem-solving team based on intervention and student need. The greater the concern about
lack of progress, the more frequent the progress monitoring should be to allow for immediate
changes to instruction.

Progress monitoring data are graphed, evaluated in relation to a specific student performance
goal, and used to inform and modify instructional practices in response to student needs.

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 32 —
33] 96

| 97 | Instructional decisions may include increasing the frequency or duration of the intervention,
modifying the intervention, fading the intervention, or discontinuing the intervention.

98 | The student problem-solving team documents and communicates decisions clearly to staff
supporting the student and family members.

99 | If progress monitoring data show that Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions are not effective for a
student, the team determines whether additional diagnostic assessments need to be conducted.

3 2 1 0
_ o Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / D Check if 1 c(r:lrtw:;: ;frg(l)n
Scoring for Defining Feature | criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria peciel Jace.
place are in place. criteria are in place.
place.
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Core Component: (V) Data Driven Problem Solving
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35]

Criteria to Achieve Gold Standard

Defining Feature

H Diagnostic assessments provide

Diagnostic Assessments

additional information on a student’s ' 100 | The problem-solving team conducts a deeper analysis of screening, progress monitoring, and other
skill levels and specific individual available data to determine whether additional diagnostic assessments need to be conducted.
needs and motivators in order to .

develop individualized interventions 101 | If needed, diagnostic assessment(s) are conducted to provide additional information on student’s
when Supplemental (Tier 2) supports current skill levels to pinpoint areas of skill deficit and target specific needs.

have not been effective. - ; ; : - ; — X ,

102 | The problem-solving team examines this additional data on skill deficits/error patterns to identify

reasons why Supplemental (Tier 2) interventions were ineffective and to inform individualized
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 33 - Intensive (Tier 3) interventions.
34] 103 | For diagnostic testing, the procedures utilized reduce potential bias and discrimination in the use of
standardized tests.

104 | Using tools like intervention checklists, video recording, peer feedback, walk-throughs, and
coaching sessions, the Student Problem Solving team checks for fidelity of implementation of
interventions on a monthly basis to ensure interventions are using allotted time, methods, and
materials that are required for that intervention.

3 2 1 0
_ o Check if all IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE / e Check i 1 c(r:lrtw:;: ;frg(l)n
Scoring for Defining Feature | criteria are in DATA SOURCES 99% of criteria | 1-49% of i
place are in place. cntet:a gy prace.
place.
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Core Component: (V) Data Driven Problem Solving
[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 26— 35]

Defining Feature Criteriato Achieve Gold Standard

The school leadership teams ensure Fidelity Data

that the district and school MTSS
plans are implemented as intended.

105 | Fidelity of implementation of MTSS is measured at multiple organizational levels within schools and
the district.

| 106 | The school leadership team regularly assesses the extent to which systems are being implemented
as specified in the MTSS plans, in the areas of:

[NYSED SSIP MTSS Model, pp. 34 —
35]

©)
@)
@)
@)
[©)

Team Approach

Leadership

Engaged Stakeholders

Continuum of Instruction & Interventions
Data-Driven Problem Solving

' 107 | Building leaders provide targeted support to teachers and interventionists that are not implementing
the MTSS plan with fidelity.

3

Scoring for Defining Feature

Check if all
criteria are in
place

IF Score of 3: Provide EVIDENCE /
DATA SOURCES

2 1 0
. Check if 1 Check if no
Check if 50- . .
99% of criteria |  1-49%of | ¢ "‘;’I’:;’ B
are in place. criteria are in .
place.
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Optional Self-Assessment Summary Table

Directions: Scores from the above assessment can be transferred to the table below for ease of reference. For Focus Areas, indicate the criteria
from each defining feature that are identified as a priority to develop the MTSS Action Plan.

Core Component Defining Score Focus Areas to drive Action Planning
Feature

I. Team Approach

II. Leadership Support

lll. Engaged Stakeholders

V. Continuum of Instruction and

Intervention

V. Data Driven Problem Solving

— | TIOMMOO|m@(>IMMO 0w >|E|>|we|>|o (>
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School-Level SSIP MTSS Action Plan

District:

School:

Individuals Involved in Development:

The School-Level SSIP MTSS Action Plan will enable the School-Level MTSS Leadership team to determine implementation activities

for MTSS.

MTSS Core Component:

Defining Feature:

Criteria | Actions (Activities)

Who's Responsible

Timeline

Resources

Progress Monitoring tools to measure impact

MTSS Core Component:

Defining Feature:

Criteria | Actions (Activities)

Who's Responsible

Timeline

Resources

Progress Monitoring tools to measure impact

MTSS Core Component:

Defining Feature:

Criteria | Actions (Activities)

Who's Responsible

Timeline

Resources

Progress Monitoring tools to measure impact
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Appendix J

NYSED SSIP School-Level MTSS Self-Assessment

DESCRIPTION

The dual purpose of this instrument is to: (1) schools develop action plans and monitor implementation progress, and
(2) collect summative data for MTSS evaluation purposes. (This is not a Special Education Quality Assurance
compliance tool)

ORGANIZATION and SCORING

There are five Core Components of the New York State Education Department (NYSED) Statel Systemic
Improvement Plan (SSIP) Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS) Team Approach, Leadership Support, Engaged
Stakeholders, Continuum of Instruction and Intervention, and Data-Driven Problem Solving. In turn, each Core
Component has been broken into sub-components, termed Defining Features. The Defining Features are the items
that the School-based MTSS Leadership Team will score to measure/assess the school’s current level of MTSS
implementation. For each Defining Feature, there are specific “look-fors” or criteria that represent the “gold standard”
for full implementation of MTSS. Team members should expect that these Criteria to Achieve the Gold Standard
will be the targets for steady growth over time.
Teams will consider each Defining Feature and discuss its Criteria to reach consensus on the percentage of criteria
the school currently has in place. Then, the Team should record the score for the Defining Feature in the green box
using the following scale:

o 3 — all criteria are currently in place (If this is the score for a given Defining Feature, briefly note sources of

evidence in the space provided.)

e 2 —50% to 99% of cntena are currently in place

o 1—1% to 49% of cnteria are currently in place

e 0—no criteria are currently in place.
These scores will be summarized in the table at the end of the document to assist with developing the school's MTSS
Action Plan.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR USE

The assigned Regional Integrated Implementation Team (RIIT) member facilitates a discussion with the School-based
MTSS Leadership Team assisting them in completion of the assessment. This discussion will build a shared
understanding about the purpose, procedure for completion, and ways to interpret and use results from the instrument.

Guidelines for Completion:

1. Who completes the MTSS Self-Assessment? The School-based MTSS Leadership Team responsible for
leading the MTSS initiative will complete the Self-Assessment, with assistance from the assigned RIT
member
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Appendices H and I

OSE Educational Partnership’s Online Data Management System (DMS)

In previous structures, collection of data was cumbersome, as there were multiple avenues to receive varying levels of data. Many times, OSE relied on contractors to collect and submit data regarding their work within the educational organizations assigned to them.  OSE had no consistent collection methodology or electronic system that aligned these avenues or communicated with each other.  Within the Partnership, the TAP for Data was established, and its main responsibility was to create an evaluation program and online data management system to ensure that data-based decision-making is facilitated at all levels of implementation.  



The DMS will utilize a variety of data sources that will enable the PIT to understand the effectiveness of the work conducted by the Partnership, including providing a means to engage in course corrections. Data sources ultimately will be decided upon by the PIT. These sources may include, but are not limited to: 

· quantitative and qualitative data input by the RPCs and FACE Centers (e.g., demographic information, types of support being provided); 

· outcome-based measures (e.g., fidelity measures, student academic/behavioral measures and academic outcome measures available on the NYS school report card); 

· professional development and technical assistance activities and outcomes; and

· other available data (including, but not limited to, school report card data, noncompliance data, post-school outcome data, PBISApps, 853 school data, and preschool data).



The DMS will include: 

· Authentication, Authorization and User Management

Authentication allows users to log into the DMS. Authorization determines users’ level of access to application functionality based on their permissions. Through user management, individual users can edit their profiles. Administrative users are given broader access to user management features, such as adding new users, setting, and editing permissions and managing multiple users. OSE staff, TAP staff, RPC members, and FACE Center members will have access to the DMS. 



· OSE Educational Partnership Directory

As communication and collaboration are at the heart of the OSE Educational Partnership, access to all network members, including State and Regional Teams, is necessary. As part of the DMS, a network staff directory will be developed that will enable all partners to communicate with each other. The directory will include each network partner’s name, their role, who they are affiliated with, which Regional Team they participate on, as well as their phone number and email address. 



· Meeting Management, Event Management and Event Calendar

The DMS will provide meeting management functionality through which users can set meetings, invite participants, manage agenda/minutes, and view a calendar list of meetings. It will also provide the ability for TAPs to create and edit events within the DMS.                          Currently, events only include webinars and in-person events. If needed, an online registration form can be generated automatically for any event. Participants can be added to each event manually or via an online registration form. These events will be viewable via the calendar.



· Technical Support

The DMS v1.0 will also provide an online technical support form on the temporary home page of the application. TAP for Data technical staff will be available for trouble-shooting purposes, with the goal of most problems being resolved within 24 hours.



· Training

All network partners will be trained by the developers on the DMS capability, as well as how to use the system for collection, analysis, and reporting, by May 2020. Continuous professional development will be provided to build user capacity.



· Current and future functionality

Currently, logs for tracking regional resource planning, support plans, and activities associated with support plans are being trialed in spreadsheets to standardize the collection of information on activities related to the Partnership.  After analyzing feedback from the field, these spreadsheets will be updated and used as the basis for the development of online forms and reports within the DMS.



In the next year, functionality to support regional resource planning, support plan and activity logging will be the priorities. 

· Regional resource planning functionality

· Data Dashboards: Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) data will be compiled by region in dashboards within the DSM to help regions use data to better understand the needs of their region.

· Resource Plan: Based on available staff time and training resources, regions will be able to create a regional Resource Plan outlining the types of activities and supports educational organizations will receive in their region.



· Support Plan and activity logging functionality

· Support Plan: Regional Teams will be able to create an online plan for each educational organization identified in the Resource Plan as requiring a Support Plan.

· Activity tracking: Regional Teams will enter activity information (e.g., title of event/activity, type of training, participant roles, participant numbers, etc.) related to key interactions engaged with educational organizations.

· Reporting: Regions will be able to pull standard and customized activity reports. 



Partnership Professional Learning Details

Training



Offerings Held to Date:

Completing a Support Plan Part 1 - Smart Goals and Goal Attainment Scaling -11/15/19, @ 10AM

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: When completing the Support Plan, it is important to develop specific, measurable, achievable, results-oriented and time-bound (S.M.A.R.T.) goals. Once a specific goal has been set, the next step is to set a scale to evaluate the outcome of the goal. In this training, attendees will be introduced to SMART goal development and will see how to apply those concepts while developing and refining a goal. Presenters will then discuss Goal Attainment Scaling as utilized in Support Planning. The training will then present an example that starts with developing a SMART goal and developing the corresponding Goal Attainment Scale to assess the outcome.

Competency level/Domain - Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



Completing a Support Plan Part 2 – Overview of the Comprehensive Organizational Assessment (COA). (11/26/19, @1:30PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: This webinar will provide an overview of the COA and its components. The presenters will highlight why the COA process is important to support data-based decision making and inform planning with the educational organization. The Presenters will provide an overview of each step, and possible tools that can be used when working with Educational Organizations.

Competency level/Domain - Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



Managing Organizational Change and the OSE Partnership. (12/6/19 @ 10:00AM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description:  The Partnership represents a change in how NYS is working to improve the outcomes of youth with disabilities. In this training, the presenters will describe how frameworks of organizational change management and implementation science have informed the Partnership model, and further how they will inform regional teamwork with educational organizations. Attendees will learn how the principles of implementation science and change management theory can be applied to work within their regions and develop a greater understanding of the role of the individual in effective implementation of change efforts. 

Competency level/Domain - Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



Completing a Support Plan Part I - SMART Goals and Goal Attainment Scaling Part II (12/6/19 @ 1:30PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: A follow up of questions collected during SMART Goals and Goal Attainment Scaling. Live captions will be available, training will be recorded and archived. 

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



TAP for Data Training: Introduction to TAP for Data (2/17/20 @ 2:00PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: Introduction to the TAP for Data – who we are and what we do within the Partnership.

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership



TAP for Transition Training: Introduction to TAP for Transition (2/26/20 @ 1:00PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: Introduction to the TAP for Transition – who we are and what we do within the Partnership.

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership



TAP for Data Training: Understanding the SPP Indicators (3/11/20 @ 1:00PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: TBD

Hangouts

Updates on Evidence-Based Practices and Predictors – Hangout (11/15/2019 @ 2:30PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: Introduction to the TAP for Transition. Learn what a ‘hangout’ is and what these will entail. Receive an overview of recent updates to NTACT Evidence-Based Practices and Predictors. Followed by a Q&A.

Competency level/Domain - Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



TAPs Hangout: Self-determination and Transition (Vetted Training Review) (11/26/19 @ 2:30PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: A review of a vetted training on Self-Determination and Transition that is now available for use in the field

Competency level/Domain - Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.

TAP for Data Hangout: Follow up to Completing a Support Plan 2 and Managing Systems Change (12/13/19 @ 2:30PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: Follow up with questions on Support Planning II and Managing Systems Change.

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



TAPs Hangout: Completing Logs for Regional Learning, Targeted Skills/Support Groups, and Support Plans: Overview and FAQs (1/17/20 @ 2:00PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: Q&A on the revised versions of Support Plan logs.

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



TAP for Transition Hangout: Transition in the IEP and Indicator 13 Vetted Training Packages 

(2/12/20 @ 2:30PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: Discussion on what’s in the Transition in the IEP and Indicator 13 vetted training packages and how to use them.

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



TAP Hangout: Partnership FAQs (2/13/20 @ 3:00PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: Follow up on any questions that couldn’t be answered during 1/17 webinar, post RLT questions.

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



TAP for Data Hangout: Completing a Support Plan Part 3: Case Studies (2/26/20 @ 2:30PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description: Follow up on any questions that couldn’t be answered during 1/17 webinar, post RLT questions

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership.



TAP for Transition/TAP for Behavior Hangout: How Behavior and Transition Intersect (3/4/20 @ 2:30PM)

Audience: Suitable for OSE Educational Partnership Transition and Behavior Specialists

Description: Follow up.



TAP for Data Hangout: Q&A on SPP Indicators (3/25/20 @ 2:30 PM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership.

Description: Follow up.



DMS Webinars



OSE Educational Partnership Data Management System (DMS) Launch – Webinar (12/20/19 @ 11:00AM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of OSE Educational Partnership, recommended for those who will be DMS Liaisons. DMS Liaisons are individuals who have been or will be identified by their agency as responsible for updating DMS information in the system on behalf of their organizations.

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - General skills for all members the OSE Educational Partnership

Description:  The Data Management System (DMS) is a password-protected website that will be utilized by the OSE Educational Partnership.  In this webinar, the TAP for Data team will provide a walk-through of the initial website and features.

DMS: TAP for DATA: DMS Liaisons Training (2/21/20 @ 11:00AM)

Audience: Suitable for all members of the OSE Educational Partnership

Description:  An introduction to the role of DMS Liaison for those identified by their region/agency.

Competency level/Domain: Beginner - Specific skills for identified DMS Liaisons
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OSE Educational Partnership’s Online Data Management System (DMS)

In previous structures, collection of data was cumbersome, as there were multiple
avenues to receive varying levels of data. Many times, OSE relied on contractors to collect and
submit data regarding their work within the educational organizations assigned to them. OSE had
no consistent collection methodology or electronic system that aligned these avenues or
communicated with each other. Within the Partnership, the TAP for Data was established, and
its main responsibility was to create an evaluation program and online data management system
to ensure that data-based decision-making is facilitated at all levels of implementation.

The DMS will utilize a variety of data sources that will enable the PIT to understand the
effectiveness of the work conducted by the Partnership, including providing a means to engage
in course corrections. Data sources ultimately will be decided upon by the PIT. These sources
may include, but are not limited to:

e quantitative and qualitative data input by the RPCs and FACE Centers (e.g., demographic
information, types of support being provided);

e outcome-based measures (e.g., fidelity measures, student academic/behavioral measures
and academic outcome measures available on the NYS school report card);

e professional development and technical assistance activities and outcomes; and

e other available data (including, but not limited to, school report card data, noncompliance data,
post-school outcome data, PBISApps, 853 school data, and preschool data).

The DMS will include:

o Authentication, Authorization and User Management

ﬂ L Type here to search

Authentication allows users to log into the DMS. Authorization determines users’ level of
access to application functionality based on their permissions. Throuah user management.
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Appendices K and L

SSIP Transformation Zone Visits Summary



Throughout the Spring of 2019, State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leaders from the Office of Special Education traveled to each of the participating regions to meet with SSIP districts and schools.  The purpose of these visits was to learn first-hand the accomplishments and challenges each has faced as they implement Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS). 



Region 1 - 3/21/2019

Districts/Schools in Attendance: 

1. District A: School 1, School 2

2. District B: School 1 

3. District C: School 1, School 2

4. District/School D



District A

Successes:

· District A has developed a strategic plan that aligns everything into MTSS.                                                 A visual/schematic was developed and is referred to at every meeting.

· A consistent message is coming from leadership that this work is a priority.



Challenges:

· Cultural competency is difficult because District A is a small, rural district.  There is no access to professional development (PD).  The district struggles with how to bring families into this.  The district would love to have assistance from New York State Education Department (NYSED) in this area.  



District B

Successes:

· District B has an MTSS building leadership team that meets regularly.  The roles of the team have been developed and each member of the team is part of a subcommittee that follows up on next steps.  

· Google Docs is used as the structure for making the work visible and for streamlined sharing.

· The superintendent has been involved from the very beginning and has provided a presentation to the Board of Education.

· Child-care and transportation are offered to increase parent engagement at parent-teacher conferences.







District C

Successes:

· The principals in District C have been very involved in integrating academic and behavior through an MTSS framework.  They have been active participants and committed to this work and this plan.  They are looking at the system as a team.

· The district is now operating with a data-driven mindset.

· In an attempt to increase parent feedback, one school held a raffle which enabled a student the opportunity to read to a service dog.  Parents who completed a survey were entered into the raffle.  The school learned that it needed to get better at involving parents at times when it is convenient for them.

· The district did a full assessment of the SSIP school’s strengths and gaps.  It aligned its services and drafted a “Student Success Manual”, documenting every service offered. 

· District C realigned the Pupil Personnel Services (PPS) department. 

· District C increased the number of Committee on Special Education chairpersons and restructured the PPS department to include 3.5 new positions.

· An outreach team was formed to engage the community.  Once per month, from 10-1:00, “Saturday Academy” is held.  Over 70 community partners participate in this event.  It is similar to a big fair for families, with academic support, enrichment activities, yoga and other activities in the gym, etc.  Parents must be in attendance with their children at this event.  They have the opportunity to get their child’s report card and there is a question and answer booth. 



Challenges:

· The district feels that it is building the plane as it goes, and preliminary work was minimal.

· There is no district-wide electronic data system.  The current data dashboard requires manual input of data and identification of data errors.  This is time consuming.

· NYSED asks for many different reports, often with the same information.  Initiatives need to be combined and aligned.  

· The SSIP MTSS School-Level Self-Assessment was too large and time consuming.



District/School D

Successes:

· In District/School D, teams have been developed.  The superintendent and school principal are on the district-level SSIP team.  This team helps to bridge the message.  The school-level team consists of staff persons with experience in data, Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS), and instruction.  A literacy component is missing from this team, however.



Challenges:

· The district/school lacks a method for providing PD with fidelity.

· The district/school needs a way to prioritize trainings.

· NYSED initiatives need to be aligned, otherwise it becomes overwhelming.



Region 3 - 5/9/2019

Districts/Schools in Attendance: 

1. District G: School 1

2. District H: School 1

3. District I: School 1

4. District J: School 1

5. District K: School 1



Regional Results

Successes:

· The majority of schools in Region 3 have universal screening tools for academics.

· Data informs targeted classroom instruction and progress monitoring. 

· Schools utilize a team approach to MTSS.

· Schools have demonstrated installation of new literacy interventions and behavior systems and practices.

· Schools have created referral systems to identify students in need of advanced tiered supports.

· Schools are utilizing continuous improvement cycles (Plan/Do/Study/Act) to inform implementation of interventions, PD and technical assistance.

· Schools are providing ongoing coaching for teachers and administrators.

· Administrative supports were provided to school staff.

· Districts/schools have expanded their view of stakeholders to include parents and guardians.

· Schools are providing PD to their staff.

· Flexible scheduling is being used to address instructional needs and PD.

· Schools are introducing Evidence-Based Practices.

· Staff have demonstrated buy-in.

· Districts/schools are working to use MTSS language with all stakeholders.

Challenges:

· Districts/schools need to utilize a team approach when looking at data.

· They require a universal electronic recording system for data (behavior/academic).

· There are many language barriers when attempting to engage with parents and families.

· Leadership support and team structures are lacking.

· There is a need for greater family involvement. 

· District/schools need support to ensure equity and access for all students. 

· Districts/schools require more PD and coaching on effective use of progress monitoring.





Region 2 – 5/17/2019 

Districts/Schools in Attendance: 

1. District E: School 1, School 2

2. District F: School 1



Region-Wide

Successes:

· Using the lens of MTSS and implementation science, all participating SSIP districts developed a model to align all aspects of their systems from district to student to ensure an increase in outcomes.

· Buy-in and enthusiasm were reported among teachers engaged in SSIP work.

· “I am so much more data-driven…This has changed the way I teach.”

· “I never saw how all of this connects, but now I do” (in reference to mapping standards, skills, lesson plans, action plans, IEPs).



District E

Successes:

· District E engaged in collaborative inquiry around progress monitoring, MTSS, and framing work that facilitates growth.

· There is a focus on the whole child.

· District E developed a school-wide framework for social-emotional, behavioral and academic character.  

· District E developed infrastructure for PBIS and adjusted schedules to accommodate “What I Need” (WIN) Time to focus on targeted skills with students.

· The district developed a menu of interventions to create a pathway to a climate and culture that supports growth for all students and adults. 

· Consistency in curriculum is seen throughout reading and writing.

· Teachers engage in effective needs-based assessment, using their student data to align their instruction.



Challenges:

· Lack of common planning time with grade-level teams.

· School rules and expectations need to be explicitly taught, refined, acknowledged, and celebrated.



District F

Successes:

· District F exhibits strong collaborative efforts by building on one another’s ideas and establishing a learning network within and between grade-levels.

· The district has established data cycles and data chats to focus on outcomes.  They have two-day articulation meetings where on day one they share data and identify gaps, and on day two the group develops a scope and sequence and plans. 

· Teachers design, implement, analyze and practice components of evidence-based learning experiences. 

· Teachers engage in reflective process and self-monitor their own practices.

· Teachers conduct inter-visitations to colleagues’ classrooms to learn and share their observations and learning thus increasing capacity across the school.  Teachers felt that these visitations reignited their love for teaching.



Challenges:

· The district lacks a shared understanding of the implication of disabilities and how it impacts instruction.

· Teachers within District F feel that both general education and special education teachers need to know and implement specially designed instruction. 



In Conclusion:



Based upon these visits, with a mere nine months of implementation, the SSIP model of MTSS is having an immediate impact on all those involved.   Through these convenings, school leaders have noted the impact of the implementation of this work. It has shifted school culture, reenergized teachers, impacted instruction, enabled alignment from State learning standards to IEP goals, and enabled greater data-based decisions to guide instruction.  









Transformation Zone Literacy Benchmark Data



Literacy benchmark assessments were completed in the SSIP schools for students in grades 3 to 5 across the Transformation Zone (TZ) in Fall 2019 and Winter 2020. The exact tool to collect benchmark data varied by school but all schools were able to categorize scores into two categories: ‘At or Above Grade Level’ (≥ Grade) and ‘Below Grade Level’ (< Grade). The schools were able to further disaggregate counts and percentages of students in each category into the groups-students who are not classified, students with disabilities, and students with learning disabilities[footnoteRef:1]. Every student who was counted as a student with a learning disability was also counted in the larger students with disabilities group.  [1:  The data on students with learning disabilities was not available for Region 2 of TZ.] 




Benchmark data was also available on literacy for Fall 2018 and Spring 2019, so the tables and charts below contain data from Fall 2018 to Winter 2020 for all but Region 2. In Region 2, data was available from Fall 2018 to Fall 2019. The number of students varied widely from one school to the next across the TZ, so the descriptive statistics are reported in percentages. The percentages sum to 100 percent across the two categories (At or above grade level, below grade level) for a single time point, like Fall 2018 or Winter 2020, in each row of the table. 



Transformation Zone



Across the whole TZ, percentages of scores at or above grade level were highest for students not classified with a disability. As shown in Table 1 and Figure 1 below, score percentages at or above grade levels were higher in the Fall 2019 than the previous school year and Winter 2020 percentages were higher across groups when compared to Fall 2018. For the smaller cohort of students with learning disabilities, proficiency scores increased between Fall 2018 and Winter 2020, with proficiency highest in Spring 2019 and Fall 2019. Most interesting is that the pattern of percentages over time were similar for students not classified with disabilities and students with learning disabilities.





















Table 1: Table 1. Percentages of literacy benchmark scores at or above (≥) grade level or below (<) grade level over time for students in grades 3-5 across the Transformation Zone

		

		≥ Grade Level Fall 2018

		≥ Grade Level Spring 2019

		≥ Grade Level Fall 2019

		≥ Grade Level Winter 2020

		

		< Grade Level Fall 2018

		< Grade Level Spring 2019

		< Grade Level Fall 2019

		< Grade Level Winter 2020



		Students not Classified

		42.07 percent

		44.26 percent

		54.52 percent

		44.90 percent

		

		57.93

percent

		55.74

percent

		45.48

percent

		55.10

percent



		Students with Disabilities

		11.79

percent

		12.52

percent

		13.07

percent

		15.89

percent

		

		88.21

percent

		87.48 percent

		86.93 percent

		84.11 percent



		Students with Learning Disabilities

		5.04

percent

		8.82

percent

		10.78

percent

		6.29

percent

		

		94.96

percent

		91.18

percent

		89.22

percent

		93.71

percent



		All Students

		36.58

percent

		37.81

percent

		47.42

percent

		38.57

percent

		

		63.42

percent

		62.19

percent

		52.58

percent

		61.43

percent











Figure 1: Transformation Zone Literacy Scores by Student Type Over Time





















Region 1



In Region 1, the majority of scores were below grade level for all groups from Fall 2018 to Winter 2020. For students with disabilities, including students with learning disabilities, 100 percent of the scores were below grade level in Fall 2018 but this percentage decreased over time. For the subgroup of students with learning disabilities, the percentage of below grade level was 100 percent in Fall 2018 and 97.87 percent in Spring 2019, and then dropped dramatically to 79.03 percent in Fall 2019 meaning 1 in 5 students with learning disabilities started the school year at or above grade level. By Winter 2020, the percentage of scores below grade level increased to 95.38 percent. Full summary statistics are listed in Table 2 and Figure 2.



Table 2. Percentages of literacy benchmark scores at or above (≥) grade level or below (<) grade level over time for students in grades 3-5 in Region 1

Table 2: Region 1 Literacy Benchmark Scores by Student Type

		

		≥ Grade Level Fall 2018

		≥ Grade Level Spring 2019

		≥ Grade Level Fall 2019

		≥ Grade Level Winter 2020

		

		< Grade Level Fall 2018

		< Grade Level Spring 2019

		< Grade Level Fall 2019

		< Grade Level Winter 2020



		Students not Classified

		24.60

percent

		34.42

percent

		30.78

percent

		38.06

percent

		

		75.40

percent

		65.58

percent

		69.22

percent

		61.94

percent



		Students with Disabilities

		0.00

percent

		5.26

percent

		4.40

percent

		8.92

percent

		

		100.00

percent

		94.74

percent

		95.60

percent

		91.08

percent



		Students with Learning Disabilities

		0.00

percent

		2.13

percent

		20.97

percent

		4.62

percent

		

		100.00

percent

		97.87

percent

		79.03

percent

		95.38

percent



		All Students

		20.59

percent

		29.57

percent

		26.39 percent

		33.68 percent

		

		79.41 percent

		70.43 percent

		73.61 percent

		66.32 percent











Figure 2: Region 1 Literacy Benchmark Scores by Student Type Over Time

Region 2



Data from Region 2 was limited in several ways, including data missing from some time periods, schools, and counts for students with learning disabilities, which is discussed in more detail in the section Data Limitations. For schools that reported, the percentage of students at or above grade level significantly improved in Fall 2019 over the previous school year. For students not classified with disabilities, Spring 2019 benchmark literacy score at or above grade level were 42.43 percent and in Fall 2019 the percentage was 86.36 percent. Percentages of scores at or above grade level for students with disabilities also more than doubled in the same time period with 14.41 percent for Spring 2019 and 29.75 percent for Fall 2019. See Table 3 and Figure 3 for more details. 



Table 3. Percentages of literacy benchmark scores at or above (≥) grade level or below (<) grade level over time for students in grades 3-5 in Region 2

		

		≥ Grade Level Fall 2018

		≥ Grade Level Spring 2019

		≥ Grade Level Fall 2019

		

		< Grade Level Fall 2018

		< Grade Level Spring 2019

		< Grade Level Fall 2019



		Students not Classified

		52.31

percent

		42.43

percent

		86.36

percent

		

		47.69

percent

		57.57

percent

		13.64

percent



		Students with Disabilities

		13.52

percent

		14.41

percent

		29.75

percent

		

		86.48

percent

		85.59

percent

		70.25

percent



		All Students

		46.94

percent

		47.25

percent

		77.83

percent

		

		53.06

percent

		52.75

percent

		22.17

percent









Figure 3: Region 2 Literacy Benchmark Scores by Student Type Over Time





Region 3



The percentage of benchmark literacy scores at or above grade level increased for students with disabilities and students with learning disabilities between the Fall 2018 and Fall 2019 yet decreased for students not classified. For students with learning disabilities, the percentage of scores above grade level increased between Fall 2018 and Spring 2019 with proficiency scores relatively flat when comparing Fall 2018 with Winter 2020. 



Table 3: Percentages of literacy benchmark scores at or above (≥) grade level or below (<) grade level over time for students in grades 3-5 in Region 3

		

		≥ Grade Level Fall 2018

		≥ Grade Level Spring 2019

		≥ Grade Level Fall 2019

		≥ Grade Level Winter 2020

		

		< Grade Level Fall 2018

		< Grade Level Spring 2019

		< Grade Level Fall 2019

		< Grade Level Winter 2020



		Students not Classified

		42.97

percent

		57.53 percent

		54.46 percent

		53.46 percent

		

		57.03 percent

		42.47 percent

		45.54 percent

		46.54 percent



		Students with Disabilities

		17.31 percent

		15.95 percent

		11.54 percent

		19.93 percent

		

		82.69 percent

		84.05 percent

		88.46 percent

		80.07 percent



		Students with Learning Disabilities

		7.22 percent

		12.36 percent

		4.76 percent

		7.45 percent

		

		92.78 percent

		87.64 percent

		95.24 percent

		92.55 percent



		All Students

		36.26 percent

		48.03 percent

		46.19 percent

		43.74 percent

		

		63.74 percent

		51.97 percent

		53.81 percent

		56.26 percent









Figure 4:Region 3 Literacy Benchmark Scores by Student Type Over Time
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Region 2 Scores by Student Type Over Time



Students not Classified	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.52305665349143615	0.4243268337975859	0.86363636363636365	0.4769433465085639	0.57567316620241415	0.13636363636363635	Students with Disabilities	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.13524590163934427	0.1440677966101695	0.2975206611570248	0.86475409836065575	0.85593220338983056	0.7024793388429752	All Students	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.46935300794551643	0.47249007373794666	0.77833125778331258	0.53064699205448351	0.52750992626205329	0.22166874221668742	

Literacy Benchmark Percentages









Region 3 Scores by Student Type Over Time



Students not Classified	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.42970521541950113	0.57525510204081631	0.54463130659767145	0.5345557122708039	0.57029478458049887	0.42474489795918369	0.45536869340232861	0.46544428772919605	Students with Disabilities	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.17307692307692307	0.15948275862068967	0.11538461538461539	0.19926199261992619	0.82692307692307687	0.84051724137931039	0.88461538461538458	0.80073800738007384	Students with LD	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	7.2164948453608241E-2	0.12359550561797752	4.7619047619047616E-2	7.4468085106382975E-2	0.92783505154639179	0.8764044943820225	0.95238095238095233	0.92553191489361697	All Students	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.36264656616415408	0.48031496062992124	0.46194225721784776	0.43737373737373736	0.63735343383584586	0.51968503937007871	0.53805774278215224	0.56262626262626259	

Literacy Benchmark Percentage









Transformation Zone Scores by Student Type Over Time



Students not Classified	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.4206896551724138	0.44260485651214126	0.54518581081081086	0.44896681277395117	0.57931034482758625	0.55739514348785868	0.4548141891891892	0.55103318722604888	SWD	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.11788617886178862	0.12519561815336464	0.13073005093378609	0.15887850467289719	0.88211382113821135	0.87480438184663534	0.86926994906621391	0.84112149532710279	SWLD	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	5.0359712230215826E-2	8.8235294117647065E-2	0.10778443113772455	6.2893081761006289E-2	0.94964028776978415	0.91176470588235292	0.89221556886227549	0.93710691823899372	All Students	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.36582371716179718	0.37813144709696433	0.47418612298585994	0.38574938574938578	0.63417628283820282	0.62186855290303567	0.52581387701414006	0.61425061425061422	

Literacy Benchmark Percentages









Region 1 Scores by Student Type Over Time



Students not Classified	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.24598930481283424	0.34422403733955659	0.30777656078860899	0.38063063063063063	0.75401069518716579	0.65577596266044336	0.69222343921139107	0.61936936936936937	Students with Disabilities	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0	5.2631578947368418E-2	4.3956043956043959E-2	8.9171974522292988E-2	1	0.94736842105263153	0.95604395604395609	0.91082802547770703	Students with LD	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0	2.1276595744680851E-2	0.20967741935483872	4.6153846153846156E-2	1	0.97872340425531912	0.79032258064516125	0.9538461538461539	All Students	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Fall 2018	Spring 2019	Fall 2019	Winter 2020	Scores ≥ Grade Level	Scores 	<	 Grade Level	0.20590868397493287	0.29571984435797666	0.26392694063926941	0.33684210526315789	0.79409131602506711	0.7042801556420234	0.73607305936073064	0.66315789473684206	

Literacy Benchmark Percentages
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SSIP Transformation Zone Visits Summary

Throughout the Spring of 2019, State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leaders from
the Office of Special Education traveled to each of the participating regions to meet with SSIP
districts and schools. The purpose of these visits was to learn first-hand the accomplishments
and challenges each has faced as they implement Multi+ Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS).

- Region 1 - 3/21/2019

- Districts/Schools in Attendance:
- 1. District A: School 1, School 2
- 2. District B: School 1

R 3. District C: School 1, School 2
- 4. District/School D
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Successes:

e District A has developed a strategic plan that aligns everything into MTSS.

A visual/schematic was developed and is referred to at every meeting.

e A consistent message is coming from leadership that this work is a priority.

Challenges:
e Cultural competency is difficult because District A is a small, rural district. There is no
. access to professional development (PD). The district struggles with how to bring families
wn into this. The district would love to have assistance from New York State Education
. Department (NYSED) in this area.
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SSIP MTSS Implementation Impact at District and School Levels	Appendix M

[bookmark: _GoBack]FFY 2018 SSIP Work Summary for Region 1, District A, SSIP Schools 1 and 2 

The 2018-19 SSIP work in Region 1 – District A focused on district-wide initiatives, as well as school-level support in SSIP School 1 and SSIP School 2.

District-Wide Initiatives:

1. Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS).

· [bookmark: _Hlk36645675]District leadership was provided an overview of PBIS.

· New PBIS teams at two schools attended a three-day PBIS Universal Team training.

· PBIS teams from three schools attended a PBIS Kick-Off training; PBIS team members from three of five schools attended the regional PBIS Team Implementation Guidance sessions; PBIS Coaches from four of five schools attended PBIS Coaches’ Forums.

· PBIS teams received on-site coaching.

2. Specially Designed Instruction (SDI)

· Special education teachers from the three elementary schools received embedded district training on SDI.

· Teaching assistants from two of the three elementary schools attended a teaching assistants training series.

3. Culturally Responsive Instruction

· A district Leadership Team attended a training on Evidence-Based Practices (EBPs) in Culturally Responsive Education.



[bookmark: _heading=h.1ksv4uv]SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

SSIP School 1: 

In October of 2018-19, the school Leadership Team completed the Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) School-Level Self-Assessment. The school created an action plan and implemented the following:

· The PBIS team attended a PBIS Kick-Off training.

· The PBIS team met three times during the year and attended two Team Implementation Guidance sessions, for a total of five meetings, to engage in on-going planning and assessing.

· The PBIS team trained teachers in the Students Achieving Expectations Tool (SAET) and collected pre and post data for the year. 

· Five teachers attended the SDI training in-district and two teaching assistants attended a teaching assistant training series.



Impact:

· The percent of students achieving expectations “Often to Always” in the classroom and the hallways increased from Fall to Spring from 70 to 90 percent and 83 to 96 percent, respectively.



SSIP School 2:

In October of 2018-19 the school leadership team met to complete the MTSS self-assessment. The Response to Intervention (RtI) team had previously completed the regional survey in Spring 2018.  The school created an action plan and implemented the following:

· The PBIS coaches attended the PBIS Universal/Tier 1 Team training and PBIS Coaches Forum.  

· PBIS team members attended a PBIS Kick-Off training.

· PBIS coach and team received coaching on creating effective teams.

· RtI team met monthly with the consultant from the New York State Education Department’s (NYSED) Middle School RtI Project and created an action plan which included data analysis and use of AIMSweb Plus in a four-step problem-solving protocol.

 

FFY 2019 SSIP Work Summary for Region 1, District B, School 1 

District-Wide Initiatives:

1. Leadership training and technical assistance on data systems and data-driven decision-making for District Implementation Team and data leaders in schools in regional meetings. 

· SSIP Leadership Team met monthly and communicated expectations to school-based teams and staff.

· SSIP Leadership Team attended regional meetings of District Implementation Teams. 



2. Participated in District Equity teams



Impact:

· Decrease in gap on datapoints between all students, and Hispanic and Economically Disadvantaged students



SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

· Positive, proactive school-wide tiered system of social-emotional/behavioral supports that increase instructional time and reduce office discipline referrals.

· School level PBIS teams completed the Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ) and SAET in November and May. 

· School level PBIS teams met monthly to review student and fidelity of implementation data and to plan necessary steps to sustain implementation of the framework based on boosters and action planning.

· School level PBIS coaches actively participated in bi-monthly (four) district PBIS coaches’ meetings to plan for fidelity of implementation for Tier 1 practices, discuss Bright Spots, and engage in collaborative problem-solving.

· Clinicians met bi-monthly (five) to plan for Tier 2 interventions, review student data, and identify curriculum for skill-based groups and clinical groups.

· PBIS coaches and teams attended Coaches Forums and Team Implementation Guidance throughout the year.

· PBIS team members attended PBIS Boosters aligned with areas of need identified in BoQ results, and work with school level PBIS team to implement selected practices.



Impact:

· Increased the percent of students with learning disabilities receiving instruction 80 percent or more of the time in general education classrooms.

· Increased the percent of students with learning disabilities achieving expectations on the SAET.

· Decrease in average number of office discipline referrals per day for students with learning disabilities.

· Increased attendance/on-time rates for students with learning disabilities.



FFY 2018 SSIP Work Summary for Region 1 – District C, SSIP Schools 1 and 2 



[bookmark: _Hlk33176076]District-Wide Initiatives:

1. PBIS:

· PBIS coaches from elementary schools and the middle school attended the PBIS Coaches’ Forum. 

· PBIS Coaches from an elementary and the middle school attended the PBIS Kickoff training.

2. Equity and Disproportionality

· District leaders created a quality improvement plan for equity and disproportionality. This was accomplished through monthly facilitated meetings of the district Guardians of Equity team and the Technical Assistance Center for Disproportionality (TAC-D).

· The district Parent, Family and Community Liaison collaborated with the bilingual training specialist from the Hudson Valley Special Education Parent Center to conduct district-wide parent/family meet-and-greets where parents/families were surveyed about needs, provide information sessions on services and supports for families at Saturday Academies, and provide trainings for families and parents of students with disabilities on approaches to working collaboratively with school teams to meet students’ needs. They also developed a local action plan aligned with MTSS. 



SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

SSIP School 1



In October of 2018-19, the SSIP School 1 Leadership Team met to complete the MTSS self-assessment. After meeting, the school created an action plan. 



· A building Leadership Team for MTSS was established.

· The building Leadership Team met monthly with regional specialists to review data, identify needs, and create and revise plans for implementation; staff are embracing data-based decision-making. 

· As a result of the Leadership Team meetings, the following were implemented:

· Professional development and embedded classroom coaching occurred on goal setting, explicit instruction, and formative assessment.  As a result, 80 percent of the cohort of teachers who were trained were conducting formative assessments during walk-throughs in May 2019.

· PBIS coaches and subcommittees worked on improving four key areas: attendance, acknowledgements, data, and staff training.

· Universal screeners for behavior were piloted.

· School leadership and clinicians met 15 times to analyze data and plan for Tier 2 behavior supports, including Check-In Check-Out and behavior skills groups.

· The PBIS team developed strategies to improve Functional Behavioral Assessment/Behavioral Intervention Plan (FBA/BIP) procedures.

· A School Comprehensive Education Plan (SCEP) was developed in alignment with SSIP/MTSS work.  Five committees were created with all stakeholders (staff, parents, teachers), including PBIS/Social Emotional Learning, Data, Communication, Curriculum and Instruction, and Professional Development. 



Impact:

· On the SAET, the percentage of students rated as “Almost Always” and “Always” demonstrating the expected behaviors overall increased from 61.7 percent to 67.3 percent from Fall to Spring.  This percent increased for all three expectations, with the greatest improvements in “Be Ready”, from 59.4 percent to 71.5 percent.

· On the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA): Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) assessment, 58 percent of students exceeded their projected growth scores on the mid-year administration.

· When cohort teachers were observed conducting formative assessments, at least 80 percent of students answered accurately on the assessment.



SSIP School 2



In October of 2018-19, the school Leadership Teams completed the MTSS self-assessment. The school created an action plan with the assistance of the regional specialists, and implemented the following:

1. Specialists met monthly with leadership (principal and assistant principal) to discuss implementation drivers and school-wide systems needed for MTSS implementation, complete initial work on the Initiative Inventory, create a teacher mentor program, and analyze pre- and post- Explicit Instruction Walk-Through data from seven classrooms to identify targeted instructional support.

2. School Leadership Team met monthly to review components of MTSS and how they related to the school context, analyze PBIS Tier 1 implementation data from the BoQ (total score of 66 percent), explore a literacy fidelity of implementation tool, and begin implementation of the teacher mentor program.

3. Reading teachers met with regional specialists to introduce them to a data spreadsheet created by the SSIP School 1 team, and to begin entry of literacy benchmarking data.

4. PBIS work continued with regional specialist in PBIS Team Implementation Guidance sessions.



Impact:

· In grade three, the percent of students scoring On or Above Grade level on the Fountas and Pinnell assessment, increased from 48.3 to 48.9 percent.  

· The percent scoring Above Grade level also increased from 20.1 percent to 37.8 percent and those scoring Two Grades Below decreased from 28.0 percent to 23.6 percent. 

In October of 2018-19, the school Leadership Team completed the MTSS Self-assessment. The team created an action plan and implemented the following:

· The School Leadership Team met monthly to discuss MTSS implementation plan, current needs and initiatives were evaluated to identify gaps for a comprehensive system, and a literacy fidelity of implementation tool was developed. The team also reviewed and revised the PBIS matrix for the school and began to develop matrices for every area of the school.

· School administrators collaborated to refine the data spreadsheet and to explore ways of making data entry more efficient.

· The PBIS coach attended a Coaches’ Forum and two PBIS Boosters - PBIS Kick-Off and PBIS Evaluation Planning.

· On-site, the PBIS team and coach worked with the regional specialist to evaluate PBIS Tier 1 implementation using the BoQ and elements of the Schoolwide Evaluation Tool.



Impact:

· The percent of students scoring On or Above Grade level on the Fountas and Pinnell assessment, increased from 54 to 55 percent.  



[bookmark: _heading=h.44sinio]FFY 2018 SSIP Work Summary for Region 1 – District D 

The 2018-19 SSIP work in District D focused on improving implementation of MTSS district-wide. 

District-Wide Initiatives:

1. The established District SSIP Leadership Team continued to meet monthly, with additional meetings as needed.  They completed the following:

· Two administrations of the MTSS Self-assessment 

· PBIS and EDI walkthroughs throughout the year  

· Creation of the Instructional Coach position

· Development of an agency-wide behavioral data system (early installation of Kickboard is showing promising results)

· Creation of a system for delivering consistent staff professional development



2. The Leadership Team assessed their own functioning and found that they engaged in the following activities on an on-going basis:

· Setting protocols;

· Analyzing data and interventions utilizing a continuous improvement cycle;

· Coordination of school and residential based teams; and

· Strategically planning and prioritizing initiatives and interventions



3. The PBIS team assessed fidelity of PBIS Tier 1 implementation using the BoQ at the school and residential level. 



Impact:

· Implementation in the school increased from a baseline in June 2018 of 36 percent to 61 percent in June 2019; 

· In the residence the BoQ scores increased from 50 percent to 73 percent across the same time period.  

· Classroom walk-through also showed that behavioral expectations were taught in 100 percent of classrooms. 

· The PBIS coach and members of the SSIP Leadership Team attended the PBIS Coaches’ Forum throughout the year.

· The Leadership Team and teachers analyzed the Explicit Instruction walk-through data from 15 classrooms to identify targeted areas for professional development. 

· Nine staff attended an Explicit Instruction three-day training and every teacher participated in a paired coaching model on-site that was facilitated by the Instructional Coach.

· At the end of the year, classroom walk-throughs with targeted components of the RSE-TASC EI Walk-Through Tool showed increases in six of eight areas of explicit instruction - classroom management, positive classroom climate, classroom organization, provision of explicit corrective feedback, and use of SDI in literacy and in behavior. 

· Teachers in 73 percent of classrooms were utilizing effective instructional feedback strategies when checking for understanding.

· Two areas remained constant -- 100 percent of students had access to grade level curriculum, and support staff in 87 percent of classrooms were actively engaged in supporting students.

· There was a 50 percent reduction of critical incidents from the previous school year.



FFY 2018 SSIP Work Summary for Region 2, District E, SSIP Schools 1 and 2



District-Wide Initiatives:

Using the lens of MTSS and implementation science, District E developed a model to align all aspects of their systems, from district to student, to ensure an increase in outcomes.

Data:

· Established district wide - screening and benchmarking system for academic and behavior data collection.

PBIS: 

· Put components of PBIS into place with full roll out in September 2019.

· Developed infrastructure for PBIS, adjusted schedule to accommodate “What I Need” (WIN) time to focus on targeted skills with students.





Instruction

· Developed a menu of interventions to create a pathway to a climate and culture that supports growth for all students and adults.



SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

· Alignment of goals, New York State learning standards and curriculum.

· Engaged in collaborative inquiry around progress monitoring, MTSS, and framing work that facilitates growth.

· Developed a school-wide framework for social-emotional, behavioral and academic character.  

· Established a building roster to monitor behavior data (i.e., number of referrals, number of absences, grade level, gender) across the grade levels. 

· Established data teams to strategically plan horizontally (grade level teams) and vertically (across grade levels). 

· Through conversations with colleagues, a third school decided to engage in the process and is actively contributing to the Transformation Zone (TZ). 

· Consistency in curriculum are seen throughout reading and writing.  Groupings leveled for student success. Writing is scaffolded and taught based on student needs.

· Teachers engage in effective needs-based assessment, using their student data to align their instruction.

· Installed Check-in Check-out, established a mentoring program for students to aid in the implementation of PBIS.



Impact:

· The percent of students meeting their individual growth target, as measured by STAR reading assessment, increased from 35 percent (Fall 2018) to 55 percent (Spring 2019). 

· The percent of students engaged in peer feedback increased from 0 percent (Fall 2018) to 61 percent (Spring 2019).





FFY 2018 SSIP Work Summary for Region 2, District F 



District-Wide Initiatives:

Using the lens of MTSS and implementation science, District F developed a model to align all aspects of their systems, from district to student, to ensure an increase in outcomes.  

Data:

· Established data cycles and data chats to focus on outcomes and practices. Had two-day articulation meetings where, on day 1, they shared data and identified gaps, and on day 2, the group developed a scope and sequence and plans. The scope and sequence leads to cross building academic supports.

· Established a Data-Wise Protocol which provides structure, maps, with explicit roles and timelines.  This leads to actions plans for instructions, such as flexible groupings, and tiered instruction.

PBIS:

· Installation and training using ClassDojo to collect and monitor behavior data across settings and to connect with families.  It aligns to the school-wide behavioral expectations matrix.

· Students produced a kid friendly video to illustrate behavioral expectations across school settings (i.e., hallway, cafeteria, bathroom) to show examples and non-examples.  Used as an incentive for students to participate. 

· All school staff involved with multiple incentives/opportunities to participate.



Instruction:

· Design, implement, analyze and practice components of evidence-based learning experiences

· Engage in reflective process as teachers self-monitor their own practices.

· Teachers conduct inter-visitations to colleagues’ classrooms to learn and share their observations and learnings, thus increasing capacity across the school.  Teachers felt that these visitations reignited their love for teaching.

· Strong collaboration efforts, building on one another’s ideas and establishing a learning network within and between grade-levels have strengthened.

· Infuse and use technology to enhance instruction.  Teachers intentionally plan it into their instructional lessons.

· “Super Switch” – cross classroom practices where students are grouped by instructional needs and switch between two teachers; one who instructs students on math and science and another who teaches English Language Arts (ELA) and social studies.  This enables teachers to differentiate instruction tailored to the grouping’s needs. 

SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

· Instructional staff received coaching on how to use student level data to make instructional decisions.

· Instructional staff were provided professional development and technical assistance on integrated co-teaching models and implementation of differentiated learning experiences around target skills. 

· Instructional staff received embedded support and coaching on explicit instruction.

· Instructional staff received professional development around awareness of differentiation in action and how it looks different across the content areas.



Impact:

· The percent of students monitoring their own goals, or the learning objective increased from 11 percent in Fall to 61 percent in Spring.

· The percent of students engaged in differentiated tasks increased from 33 percent in Fall to 99 percent in Spring. 

· The percent of students engaged in tiered learning tasks increased from 33 percent in Fall to 93 percent in Spring. 

· 83 percent of students with learning disabilities showed growth in their STAR reading assessment scores from Fall to Spring.



[bookmark: _heading=h.2jxsxqh]FFY 2018 SSIP Work Summary for Region 3, District G, School 1 

[bookmark: _heading=h.z337ya]SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

1. Behavior 

· The school has rebranded their RtI and PBIS teams as MTSS-Academics (MTSS-A) and MTSS-Behavior (MTSS-B) respectively. 

· A MTSS Leadership Team has been established by the school with the goal of looking at merged data from the MTSS-A and MTSS-B teams simultaneously.  

· The team collaboratively problem solves and then communicates feedback to the A/B teams with coherence and consistency.  

· The team has established a monthly schedule of meetings and is using the action plan, developed based on the results from the school self-assessment, to guide their next steps.  

Impact: 

· Using the School-wide Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (SWPBIS) Tiered Fidelity Inventory Behavior Walkthrough Tool, 83 percent of staff were able to identify the School Wide Behavior Expectations. 

· 100 percent of the staff questioned have reported teaching these expectations to students this year. Classroom walkthroughs indicate a need for additional data to confirm the consistency of meeting this goal. 

· 64 percent of students were able to identify the School Wide Behavior Expectations. 

· [bookmark: _heading=h.3j2qqm3]Two out of three staff members working with students with disabilities and multi-lingual learners are incorporating some culturally and linguistically appropriate classroom strategies, routines and approaches that can target and support students’ individual needs and that will generate an increase in student achievement and proficiency levels on State exams. 

· As per progress monitoring data and as indicated by a Culturally Responsive Pedagogy (CRP) Site Visitation Tool created by a regional specialist, (from Not Evident or Some Evidence to Some Evidence and Evident), two out of three educators have implemented approaches and strategies (using materials with clearly delineated labels in multiple languages, accessing text in alternate formats, teaching organizational strategies, and utilizing student’s dominant or home language, etc.) that are culturally responsive and support student learning.  



FFY 2018 SSIP Work Summary for Region 3, District H, School 1 



SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

· Implemented and utilized a universal screener: i-Ready (Baseline and End-line).

· Individualized differentiated instruction/intervention: i-Ready individualized lessons.

· Cohort of teachers and paraprofessionals exposed to and gained experience with benchmark/progress monitoring tool, Easy CBM, Slosson Oral Reading Test and CORE Phonics Survey (Assessing Reading Multiple Measures).

· Cohort of teachers exposed to and gained experience with phonics and phonemic awareness diagnostic assessments.

· Cohort of teachers and paraprofessional have been trained and gained experience with progress monitoring in the implementation of a Reading Fluency Tier 2/3 program (Great Leaps Reading).

· Cohort of upper grade teachers were provided materials and received training in the Recipe for Reading Program.

· Creation of an integrated school-wide MTSS Team, training round team operating procedures. 

Impact: 

· Evidence of Progress Inquiry Great Leaps Reading Program:

· 6 of the 14 targeted students have met their student outcome goal.

· 1 of 14 targeted students made significant gains (gain of 9 percentile) toward student outcome goal.

· 5 of 14 targeted students made gains between 2-4 percentile toward student outcome goal.

· 2 of 14 targeted students made no gains toward student outcome goal.

· 7 of 14 students in targeted classrooms are implementing the Great Leaps Reading Fluency K-5 Program for target students with an average equal or greater to three times  per week.

Anecdotal review/Trends: 

· 6 of 7 targeted students who were assessed at baseline/Q2 above the 12th percentile in Passage Reading Fluency obtained a 9-percentile gain or greater.  The one exception only participated in the Great Leap Reading Intervention for 3 weeks/8 sessions.

· 2 of 2 targeted students who were assessed at baseline/Q2 between the 8th-11th percentile in Passage Reading Fluency obtained a 4-percentile gain.

· 2 of 2 targeted students who were assessed at baseline/Q2 between the 2nd-3rd percentile in Passage Reading Fluency obtained a 2-percentile gain.

· 2 of 2 targeted students who were assessed at baseline/Q2 at the 1st percentile in Passage Reading Fluency made no gains toward student outcome goal.

FFY 2018 SSIP Work Summary for Region 3, District I, School 1



SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

· Established a MTSS Leadership Team that meets monthly to ensure the implementation is moving forward as planned. This team oversees academic and behavior subcommittees who are tasked with action items related to implementation.

· Developed an MTSS action plan aligned to the results of the initial MTSS School-Level Self-Assessment.

· School-level leaders involved in all aspects of MTSS implementation (data meetings, attends all grade-level meetings)

· Instructional staff received embedded support up to twice weekly to provide feedback, technical assistance, and professional development to targeted teachers. 

· Professional development and technical assistance provided to members of the MTSS Leadership Team and behavior team.

· Teams used a formal, four-step problem solving process (problem identification, problem analysis, plan implementation, and plan evaluation) to conduct continuous improvement cycles (Plan/Do/Study/Act or PDSA) in Tier 1 and Tier 2.

Impact:

· Percent of students in grades 4 and 5 who scored below grade level decreased from 100 percent of students (Fall 2018) to 79 percent (Spring 2019), illustrating that professional development and coaching had an impact on student outcomes.

· Evidence that the four-step problem solving process is used during grade level meetings increased from 0 percent to 100 percent in 4 out of 4 classrooms.



FFY 2018 SSIP Work Summary for Region 3, District J, School 1

SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

· Development of feedback loops and acknowledgment systems.

· Coached to explore data system to capture positive behavioral data, as well as discipline data.

· School has implemented a universal screener for literacy to inform interventions related to the five pillars of reading. 

· Individual teachers received coaching on the implementation of Fundations. The teachers implementing received on-site coaching and mentoring weekly. Teachers received supported through weekly sessions on lesson development, modeled delivery, and assessment. 

Impact: 

· The suspension rate for all students has reduced in percentage from 9.5 percent (June 2017) to 4 percent in June 2019. 



2018-2019 SSIP Work Summary for Region 3, District K, School 1

SSIP Specific School-Level Work:

· Regional Team members are finding it challenging to access the school.
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Office of Special Education (OSE) Educational Partnership: Organizational Structure

State Level Team (SLT)						      

Purpose: Share information about current initiatives to determine areas of intersection and potential collaboration.

Membership: Representatives from multiple NYSED offices; Special Education Technical Assistance Partnerships (TAPs). Optional members: other State agencies; Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) District Superintendents representative; representatives of Big 5 city school districts.

Meeting Frequency: 3 times a year

[image: ]

Partnership Implementation Team (PIT)			       

Purpose:  Develop a common language and understanding. The PIT will be prescriptive, focusing the work of the Educational Partnership, as well as school participation, with input from stakeholders. Based on a broad understanding of New York State (NYS) strengths and needs across agencies, identify and/or develop tools, resources, and materials to be used in statewide/regional learning, targeted support groups, and intensive partnerships. 

[bookmark: _Hlk527115876]Membership: NYSED Program Development and Support Services (PDSS) Unit, Special Education Quality Assurance (SEQA) Supervisor(s), other offices/staff as needed); TAP Directors (Behavior, Transition, Equity, Academic, Data); Regional Partnership Center (RPC) Systems Change Facilitator representative; Family and Community Engagement (FACE) Centers representative

Meeting Frequency: 7 times a year (4 virtual meetings, 3 in-person meetings)
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Regional Level Team (RLT)						        

Purpose: Determine regional strengths and needs; guide and support systems-change efforts within the region.

Membership: RPC Systems Change Facilitator and Content Specialists (Special Education Training Specialists (SETS), Behavior, Transition, Culturally Responsive Educator, Literacy, Specially Designed Instruction (SDI)); TAP Associates (Behavior, Transition, Equity, Academic); FACE Centers; SEQA Regional Associates; PDSS Unit. Optional members: BOCES Superintendent; District representative; Early Childhood Director; Nondistrict representative.

Meeting Frequency: 3 times a year

[image: ]

Intensive Partnerships – District/Agency Team; Building Level Team

Purpose: Build capacity at the district/agency and/or school/building level. Address needs and problem-solve at appropriate levels.

Membership: Regional Partnership Center representative(s); FACE Center representative(s); District/Agency Leadership. Optional members: school leadership, stakeholders.

Meeting Frequency: TBD

											Appendix C and F

[image: ]Arrows represent ongoing communication ensuring a consistent feedback loop. Each level informs the others’ work.





		SSIP Organizational Structure 

2014- June 2019

		OSE Educational Partnership Organizational Structure 

July 2019 – June 2024



		State-level Leadership

		State-level Leadership



		SSIP State Leadership Team (SLT)



Purpose: to share information about current initiatives to determine areas of intersection and potential collaboration

Membership: Multiple NYSED Offices (including Office of Special Education (OSE), Multiple funded Technical Assistance (TA) Networks, and SSIP External Evaluator.



		State Level Team (SLT)



Purpose: Share information about current initiatives to determine areas of intersection and potential collaboration.

Membership: Multiple NYSED Offices (including Office of Special Education (OSE), Multiple funded TA Networks, and SSIP External Evaluator.

Meeting Frequency: 3 times a year





		SSIP Implementation Design Team (SIDT)



Purpose: Provides the direction and guidance, determines who is needed to do the work,

Allocates the resources based upon recommendations from the SLT

Membership: SLT liaison; NYSED OSE staff, Multiple funded TA Networks, Transformation Zone Coordinators, External Subject Matter Experts, and SSIP External Evaluator.



















		Partnership Implementation Team (PIT)



Purpose:  Develop a common language and understanding. The PIT will be prescriptive, focusing the work of the Educational Partnership, as well as school participation, with input from stakeholders. Based on a broad understanding of NYS strengths and needs across agencies, identify and/or develop tools, resources, and materials to be used in statewide/regional learning, targeted support groups, and intensive partnerships. 

Membership: NYSED (Program Development and Support Services (PDSS) Unit, SEQA Supervisor(s), other offices/staff as needed); Technical Assistance Partnership (TAP) Directors (Behavior, Transition, Equity, Academic, Data); Regional Partnership Center Systems Change Facilitator representative; Family and Community Engagement (FACE) Centers 

Meeting Frequency: 7 times a year (4 virtual meetings, 3 in-person meetings)





















		Regional-level Leadership

		Regional-level Leadership



		Regional Integrated Intervention Team (RIIT)



Purpose: Provide trained intervention teams of specialists to provide on-site support, share valid, reliable MTSS assessment tools and surveys, develop and maintain a toolkit of evidence-based practices for literacy, behavior, culturally and linguistically responsive practices and family engagement.

Membership: Regional Special Education Technical Assistance and Support Center (RSE-TASC) Reps, District representative, Special Education Quality Assurance (SEQA) representative, Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) representative, Curriculum and Instruction representative, and Assistant Superintendent.

		Regional Level Team (RLT)



Purpose: Determine regional strengths and needs; guide and support systems-change efforts within the region.

Membership: Regional Partnership Center Systems Change Facilitator and Content Specialists (Special Education Trainers, Behavior, Transition, Culturally Responsive Educator, Literacy, Specially Designed Instruction); TAP Associates (Behavior, Transition, Equity, Academic); FACE Centers; SEQA RA(s); PDSS Unit. Optional members: BOCES Superintendent; District representative; Early Childhood Director; Nondistrict representative.

Meeting Frequency: 3 times a year



		District-level Leadership

		School Level Leadership



		District Implementation Team (DIT)



Purpose: Use tools and training to create a district action plan to support building teams, professional development, establish data systems, collect and analyze student level data, ensure fidelity of implementation, successes, barriers, and solutions.

Membership: Superintendent or designee, Curriculum and Instruction Administrator, Special Education/Pupil Personnel Administrator, Data Administrator, SSIP School Principal, RSE-TASC representative.

		Intensive Partnerships



Purpose: Build capacity at the district/agency and/or school/building level. Address needs and problem-solve at appropriate levels.

Membership: Regional Partnership Center representative(s); FACE Center representative(s); District/Agency Leadership. Optional members: school leadership, stakeholders.

Meeting Frequency: TBD – Based on designation level



		School Level Leadership

		



		School-level Leadership Team (SLT)

Purpose: Implement Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) and evidence-based practices, collect and use data to inform instruction; participate in professional development, coaching and technical assistance.

Membership: School Principal, Special Education Teacher, General Education Teacher, Data Adm., Literacy Coach, Response to Intervention (RtI)/Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Coach, Parent Representative, RSE-TASC representative.
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[bookmark: _Hlk31202440]REMAINING FINDINGS OF NONCOMPLIANCE IDENTIFIED IN FFYS 2011, 2010, 2009, 2008, AND 2007, AS NOTED IN OSEP’S RESPONSE TO THE STATE’S FFY 2013 SPP/APR 

(NEW YORK PART B)

In its FFY 2012 SPP/APR, the State reported in prior Part B Indicator 15 (Timely Correction of Noncompliance) that there were one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011 or earlier. OSEP’s June 30, 2015 Response to the State’s FFY 2013 SPP/APR noted that the State had 18 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, seven remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, seven remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 43 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008, and 21 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007, and required the State to report, with the FFY 2014 SPP/APR, that it had corrected those remaining findings.    

With its FFY 2014 SPP/APR, the State reported that it verified the correction of 14 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011 and one finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010. The State reported on the actions it took to address the uncorrected noncompliance.  

With its FFY 2015 SPP/APR, the State reported that it verified the correction of 1 finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011.  The State reported on the actions it took to address the uncorrected noncompliance. 

With its FFY 2016 SPP/APR, the State reported that it verified the correction of 1 finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007.  The State reported on the actions it took to address the uncorrected noncompliance.

With its FFY 2017 SPP/APR, the State reported that it verified the correction of 4 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, 5 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 7 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008, and 6 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007.  The State reported on the actions it took to address the uncorrected noncompliance.

With its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State reported that it verified the correction of 2 findings of noncompliance identified in 2011, 6 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, 5 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 22 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008, and 13 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007.  The State reported on the actions it took to address the uncorrected noncompliance.

Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2011:



		Number of remaining FFY 2011 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2013 SPP/APR 

		

3



		Number of remaining FFY 2011 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		2



		Number of remaining FFY 2011 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		1









Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2010:



		Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2013 SPP/APR 

		

6



		Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		6



		Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		0









Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2009:



		Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2013 SPP/APR 

		

7



		Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		5



		Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		2









Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2008:



		Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2013 SPP/APR 

		

43



		Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		29



		Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		14







Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2007:



		Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2013 SPP/APR 

		20



		Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		13



		Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		7









The Secretary strongly encouraged the State to access technical assistance related to those results elements and compliance indicators for which the State received a score of zero on the 2019 Results Driven Accountability (RDA) Matrix. The State must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission (due February 3, 2020) on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) what actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.



(1)  NYSED received a score of zero on its 2019 Part B Compliance Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance.  This longstanding noncompliance is currently associated with only one district within the State.  NYSED met with Jana Rosborough and Anne Louise Thompson of WestEd’s National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) and Nancy O’Hara from the IDEA Data Center (IDC) in February 2019 to discuss its monitoring system, resolution of noncompliance, and recommendations for improvement.  Additional meetings are scheduled to continue these conversations.  From March through July 2019, NYSED staff also participated in monthly calls and virtual events with other states as part of NCSI’s Results Based Learning Collaborative.  This Collaborative includes a focus on increasing capacity to effectively monitor for compliance and results, and to use that information to provide targeted, evidence-based technical assistance and professional development.

(2)  The feedback shared by Jana Rosborough, Anne Louise Thompson, and Nancy O’Hara and technical assistance obtained through the collaborative informed how NYSED identifies and resolves noncompliance, conducts monitoring, and directs NYSED’s funded technical assistance providers to provide support to districts with longstanding noncompliance. 

With the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must, in an attachment to the Introduction, report on the status of correction of the remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, FFY 2010, FFY 2009, FFY 2008, and FFY 2007.  When reporting on the correction of the remaining findings of noncompliance identified, the State must report that it has verified that each LEA with remaining noncompliance: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
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[bookmark: _Hlk31202210]Additional Information Regarding Remaining Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2011 or Earlier



General Supervision System (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible, but in no case later than one year from identification.



Information required by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs:



In its FFY 2012 SPP/APR, the State reported in prior Part B Indicator 15 (Timely Correction of Noncompliance) that there were remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, FFY 2010, FFY 2009, FFY 2008 and FFY 2007. 

With its FFY 2013 SPP/APR, the State reported that, of these findings, 18 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, 7 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, 7 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 43 findings of noncompliance identified in 2008 and 21 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 remain uncorrected. 

With its FFY 2014 SPP/APR, the State reported that, of these findings, 4 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, 6 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, 7 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 43 findings of noncompliance identified in 2008 and 21 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 remain uncorrected.

With its FFY 2015 SPP/APR, the State reported that, of these findings, 3 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, 6 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, 7 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 43 findings of noncompliance identified in 2008 and 21 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 remain uncorrected.



With its FFY 2016 SPP/APR, the State reported that, of these findings, 3 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, 6 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, 7 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 43 findings of noncompliance identified in 2008 and 20 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 remain uncorrected.



With its FFY 2017 SPP/APR, the State reported that, of these findings, 3 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, 2 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, 2 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 36 findings of noncompliance identified in 2008 and 14 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 remain uncorrected.



The State must report, with the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, that it has corrected the 3 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011; 2 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010; 2 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009; 36 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008 and 14 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 that were not reported as corrected in the FFY 2016 APR. 



When reporting with the FFY 2018 SPP/APR on the correction of the remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, FFY 2010, FFY 2009, FFY 2008, and FFY 2007, the State must report that it verified that each LEA with a remaining finding of noncompliance identified: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. 



Correction of Remaining FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance



		FFY 2011 Findings of Noncompliance Not Timely Corrected (corrected more than one year from identification of the noncompliance and/or not corrected):

		



		1. Number of FFY 2011 findings not timely corrected 

		3



		1. Number of FFY 2011 findings the State has verified as corrected beyond the one-year timeline (“subsequent correction”)

		2



		1.  Number of FFY 2011 findings not yet verified as corrected [(1) minus (2)]

		1







Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected:



One finding of noncompliance that remains uncorrected was identified in School District A. This district is the same district with continuing noncompliance identified in FFYs 2007, 2008, and 2009. A description of the nature of the finding of noncompliance, why the noncompliance has persisted, steps the State has taken to ensure correction and new or different actions that the State will take to enforce the correction of the noncompliance will be provided at the end of this document for School District A.



Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011 (including any revisions to general supervision procedures, technical assistance provided and/or any enforcement actions that were taken):



One finding of noncompliance that was verified as corrected was identified in School District B.  Although the district resolved this instance of noncompliance, the State continues to work with this district to provide technical assistance in special education and continued support through our funded network. 



Correction of Remaining FFY 2010 Findings of Noncompliance

		1. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings noted in Office of Special Education Programs' (OSEP) FFY 2012 APR response table for this indicator (2010-11)

		6



		1. Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has verified as corrected 

		6



		1.  Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has not verified as corrected [(1) minus (2)]

		0





School District A:

Verification of Correction for findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010

The State verified the correction of six findings of noncompliance that were first identified in FFY 2010.  The State verified that the school/district: (1) was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010 (including any revisions to general supervision procedures, technical assistance provided and/or any enforcement actions that were taken):

The State provided ongoing technical assistance to special education administrators on procedures/practices pertaining to the identification of evaluations/assessments for initial evaluations.  The State reviewed records of students evaluated by the committee on special education (CSE) for initial eligibility to ensure students were appropriately evaluated.

Correction of Remaining FFY 2009 Findings of Noncompliance

		1. Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings noted in Office of Special Education Programs' (OSEP) FFY 2012 APR response table for this indicator (2009-10)

		7



		1. Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings the State has verified as corrected

		5



		1.  Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings the State has not verified as corrected [(1) minus (2)]

		2





School District A:

Verification of Correction for findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009

The State verified the correction of five findings of noncompliance that were first identified in FFY 2009.  The State verified that the school/district: (1) was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009 (including any revisions to general supervision procedures, technical assistance provided and/or any enforcement actions that were taken):

The State provided on-going professional development and training to district administrators on the least restrictive environment provisions and the required continuum of program/placement options. The district continues to struggle to meet the needs of its special education students in less restrictive program/placement options.

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected:

The two findings of noncompliance that remain uncorrected were identified in School District A. This district is the same district with continuing noncompliance identified in FFYs 2007, 2008, and 2011. A description of the nature of the noncompliance finding(s), why the noncompliance has persisted, steps the State has taken to ensure correction of the noncompliance and new or different actions the State will take to enforce correction of the noncompliance will be provided at the end of this document for School District A.

Correction of Remaining FFY 2008 Findings of Noncompliance

		1. Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings noted in OSEP’s FFY 2012 APR response table for this indicator (2008-09) 

		43



		1. Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings the State has verified as corrected 

		29



		1. Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings the State has not verified as corrected [(1) minus (2)]

		14





School District A:

Verification of Correction for findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008

The State verified the correction of twenty-nine findings of noncompliance that were first identified in FFY 2008.  The State verified that the school/district: (1) was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008 (including any revisions to general supervision procedures, technical assistance provided and/or any enforcement actions that were taken):

[bookmark: _Hlk534876979]The State provided training and professional development on the regulations pertaining to CSE decision making. The State observed CSE meetings to confirm compliance with the regulatory requirements.

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected:

The 14 unresolved instances of noncompliance were all found in School District A. This district is the same district with continuing noncompliance identified in FFYs 2007, 2009, and 2011. A description of the nature of the noncompliance finding(s), why the noncompliance has persisted, steps the State has taken to ensure correction of the noncompliance and new or different actions the State will take to enforce such correction will be provided at the end of this document for School District A. 

[bookmark: _Hlk504040185]Correction of Remaining FFY 2007 Findings of Noncompliance

		1. Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings noted in OSEP’s FFY 2012 APR response table for this indicator 

		20



		1. Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings the State has verified as corrected 

		13



		1. Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings the State has not verified as corrected [(1) minus (2)]

		7





School/District A: 

Verification of Correction for findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007

The State verified the correction of thirteen findings of noncompliance that were first identified in FFY 2007.  The State verified that the school/district: (1) was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100 percent compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

Describe the specific actions that the State took to verify the correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 (including any revisions to general supervision procedures, technical assistance provided and/or any enforcement: 

The State provided training and professional development on the regulations pertaining to committee on special education (CSE) decision making. The State observed CSE meetings to confirm compliance with the regulatory requirements.

Actions Taken if Noncompliance Not Corrected: 

The remaining 7 findings of noncompliance were in School District A. This district is the same district with continuing noncompliance identified in FFYs 2008, 2009, and 2011.

Following is a description, for School District A, of the nature of all remaining noncompliance finding(s), why the noncompliance has persisted, steps the State has taken to ensure correction of the noncompliance and new or different actions the State will take to enforce such correction. 

The State provided professional development and training to building leaders and special education administrators on regulations pertaining to functional behavioral assessments (FBA) and behavioral intervention plans (BIP). The district developed forms to assist staff in writing compliant FBAs and BIPs.   Though the district has demonstrated progress toward compliance, professional development and training is on-going to achieve compliance.













The Secretary strongly encouraged the State to access technical assistance related to those results elements and compliance indicators for which the State received a score of zero on the 2019 Results Driven Accountability (RDA) Matrix. The State must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission (due February 1, 2020) on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) what actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.



(1)  NYSED received a score of zero on its 2019 Part B Compliance Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance.  This longstanding noncompliance is currently associated with only one district within the State.  NYSED met with Jana Rosborough and Anne Louise Thompson of WestEd’s National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) and Nancy O’Hara from the IDEA Data Center (IDC) in February 2019 to discuss its monitoring system, resolution of noncompliance, and recommendations for improvement.  Additional meetings are scheduled to continue these conversations.  From March through July 2019, NYSED staff also participated in monthly calls and virtual events with other states as part of NCSI’s Results Based Learning Collaborative.  This Collaborative includes a focus on increasing capacity to effectively monitor for compliance and results, and to use that information to provide targeted, evidence-based technical assistance and professional development.



(2)  The feedback shared by Jana Rosborough, Anne Louise Thompson, and Nancy O’Hara and technical assistance obtained through the Collaborative informed how NYSED identifies and resolves noncompliance, conducts monitoring, and directs NYSED’s funded technical assistance providers to provide support to districts with longstanding noncompliance. 
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HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

INTRODUCTION

In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State,
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year
(SY) 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diplomal; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY)
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.

The RDA Matrix consists of:

1. aCompliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other

compliance factors;
2. aResults Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;
3. aCompliance Score and a Results Score;
4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
5. the State’s Determination.
The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections:
A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix
B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix

C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

! When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with disabilities who
exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma These students meet the same standards for graduation as
those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school
diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State
standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement
standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA. A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a
diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.”





HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

A.2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX

In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the
following data:

1. The State’s FFY 2018 data for Part B Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 (including
whether the State reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether the State
demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017 under
such indicators;

2. The timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the
IDEA;

3. The State’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State
complaint and due process hearing decisions;

4. Longstanding Noncompliance:
The Department considered:

a. Whether the Department imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part
B grant award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination, and the number of years for which the State’s Part B grant award has
been subject to Specific or Special Conditions; and

b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by
either the Department or the State that the State has not yet corrected.

Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

The Compliance Matrix indicates a score of 0, 1, or 2, for each of the compliance indicators in item one
above and for each of the additional factors listed in items two through four above. Using the cumulative
possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the actual points the State
received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, which is
combined with the Results Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and Determination.





HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for each
of Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 :

e Two points, if either:

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least
95% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 5%
compliance) ; or

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least
90% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 10%
compliance); and the State identified one or more findings of noncompliance in FFY
2017 for the indicator, and has demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance
identified in FFY 2017 for the indicator. Such full correction is indicated in the matrix
with a “Yes” in the “Full Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017”
column.

e One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at
least 75% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 25% compliance),
and the State did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.

e Zero points, under any of the following circumstances:

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator reflect less than 75% compliance (or, for
Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect greater than 25% compliance); or

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were not valid and reliable; or

o The State did not report FFY 2018 data for the indicator.

2

A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not applicable to that
particular State. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.

In determining whether a State has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from
94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether a State has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department will
round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether a State has met the 75% compliance criterion for these
indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 5%
compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining whether
a State has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher) to 10%. In
addition, in determining whether a State has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from
25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for: (1) the
timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the State’s FFY 2018 data, reported
under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing decisions.

For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%.

A “No” in that column denotes that the State has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the
State has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the State did not identify any
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator.

If a State’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with a
corresponding score of 0. The explanation of why the State’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s
FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool.

If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the State), the matrix so indicates
in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.
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Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data®:

e Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.
e One point, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 75% and less than 95% compliance.

e Zero points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects less than 75% compliance.

Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for
timely State complaint decisions and for timely due process hearing decisions, as reported by the State
under section 618 of the IDEA:

e Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.
e One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance.
e Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance.

e Not Applicable (N/A), if the State’s data reflect less than 100% compliance, and there were fewer
than ten State complaint decisions or ten due process hearing decisions.

Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific
Conditions)

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for the
Longstanding Noncompliance component:

e Two points, if the State has:

o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in FFY 2016 or
earlier; and

o No Specific Conditions on its FFY 2019 grant award that are in effect at the time of the
2020 determination.

8 OSEP used the Part B Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data Rubric to award points to States based on the timeliness and accuracy of
their sections 616 and 618 data. A copy of the rubric is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS
SPP/APR reporting tool. On page two of the rubric, entitled “APR and 618-Timely and Accurate State Reported Data,” States are given one
point for each indicator with valid and reliable data and five points for SPP/APRs that were submitted timely. The total points for valid and
reliable SPP/APR data and timely SPP/APR submission are added together to form the APR Grand Total. On page three of the rubric, the
State’s section 618 data is scored based on information provided to OSEP on section 618 data timeliness, completeness, and edit checks
from EDFacts. The percentage of Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data is calculated by adding the 618 Data Grand Total to the APR
Grand Total and dividing this sum by the total number of points available for the entire rubric. This percentage is inserted into the
Compliance Matrix.
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e One point, if either or both of the following occurred:

o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the State has not yet demonstrated
correction (see the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS
SPP/APR reporting tool for specific information regarding these remaining findings of
noncompliance); and/or

o The Department has imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 Part B grant
award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.

e Zero points, if either or both of the following occurred:

o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the State has not yet demonstrated correction (see the
OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool for
specific information regarding these remaining findings of noncompliance); and/or

o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX

In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the
following data:

1. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;

2. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;

3. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;

4. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;

5. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;

6. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;

7. The percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out; and

8. The percentage of CWD exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma.

The Results Elements for participation in regular Statewide assessments and participation and
performance on the NAEP are scored separately for reading and math. When combined with the exiting
data, there are a total of fourteen Results Elements. The Results Elements are defined as follows:

Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

This is the percentage of CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), who took regular
Statewide assessments in SY 2018-2019 with and without accommodations. The numerator for this
calculation is the number of CWD participating with and without accommodations on regular Statewide
assessments in SY 2018-2019, and the denominator is the number of all CWD participants and non-
participants on regular and alternate Statewide assessments in SY 2018-2019, excluding medical
emergencies. The calculation is done separately by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading). (Data
source: EDFacts SY 2018-2019; data extracted 4/8/20)

Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

This is the percentage of CWD, not including students with a Section 504 plan, by grade (4 and 8) and
subject (math and reading), who scored at or above basic on the NAEP in SY 2018-2019. (Data Source:
Main NAEP Data Explorer; data extracted 10/31/19)

Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

This is the reported percentage of identified CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading),
who were included in the NAEP testing in SY 2018-2019. (Data Source: Nation’s Report Card, 2019):

® While the goal is to ensure that all CWD demonstrate proficient or advanced mastery of challenging subject matter, we recognize that States
may need to take intermediate steps to reach this benchmark. Therefore, we assessed the performance of CWD using the Basic achievement
level on the NAEP, which also provided OSEP with the broader range of data needed to identify variations in student performance across
States. Generally, the Basic achievement level on the NAEP means that students have demonstrated partial mastery of prerequisite
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.
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Inclusion rate for 4™ and 8™ grade reading (see page 11):

https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/reading/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_reading
.pdf

Inclusion rate for 4™ and 8™ grade math (see page 11):

https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/mathematics/supportive_files/2019 technical_appendix_m
ath.pdf

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by dropping out.
The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under
IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category dropped out by the total number of students ages 14
through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school
categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received
a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by
100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017-2018; data extracted 5/29/19)

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma

This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by graduating with
a regular high school diploma. The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular
high school diploma by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B,
reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular
high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached
maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017—-
2018; data extracted 5/29/19)

Scoring of the Results Matrix

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Results Matrix, a State received points as follows for the
Results Elements:

e A State’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores of ‘2’, ‘1’ or ‘0’
based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States. A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least
90% of CWD in a State participated in the regular Statewide assessment; a score of ‘1’ if the
participation rate for CWD was 80% to 89%; and a score of ‘0’ if the participation rate for CWD was
less than 80%.

e A State’s NAEP scores (Basic and above) were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States received a ‘2,
the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States received a ‘0’.

' The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.
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e A State’s NAEP inclusion rate was assigned a score of either ‘0’ or ‘1’ based on whether the State’s
NAEP inclusion rate for CWD was “higher than or not significantly different from the National
Assessment Governing Board [NAGB] goal of 85 percent.” “Standard error estimates” were reported
with the inclusion rates of CWD and taken into account in determining if a State’s inclusion rate was
higher than or not significantly different from the NAGB goal of 85 percent.

e A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by dropping out were rank-ordered; the
top tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile
of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage)
received a ‘0’.

e A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by graduating with a regular high school
diploma were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage)
received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e.,
those with the lowest percentage) received a ‘0.

The following table identifies how each of the Results Elements was scored:

RDA RDA RDA
Score= | Score= | Score=

Results Elements 0 1 2

Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on

Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a

Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13

Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing
(reading or math):
1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different
from the NAGB goal of 85%.
0 points if less than 85%.

Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and
Determination.
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:

Meets Requirements

Needs Assistance

Needs Intervention

Needs Substantial Intervention

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,*
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018,
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if
its RDA Determination percentage is 80% or above, but
the Department has imposed Special or Specific
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018,
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention
if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.

The Department did not make a determination of Needs
Substantial Intervention for any State in 2020.

1 |n determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up
from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.

10





		Introduction

		A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13

		Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data

		Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and  Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions

		Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance  (Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific Conditions)



		B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix

		Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

		Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

		Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

		Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

		Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma

		Scoring of the Results Matrix

		C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination










image22.emf
ny-resultsmatrix-2020 b.pdf


ny-resultsmatrix-2020b.pdf
New York
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

57.92 Needs Intervention

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 24 11 45.83
Compliance 20 14 70

2020 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 68 0
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 62 0
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 26 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 86 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 40 2
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 92 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

Math Assessment Elements

Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 68 0
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 61 0
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 37 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 87 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 23 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 94 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

1 For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and
Determination were calculated, review "How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Part B."





Exiting Data Elements

Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 13 2
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a 74 1
Regular High School Diplomat?

2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

Part B Compliance Indicator? Performance Full Correction of Score
(%) Findings of
Noncompliance
Identified in
FFY 2017
Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 1.23 No 2

ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with
specified requirements.

Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial 0.9 Yes 2
and ethnic groups in special education and related
services due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 0.92 No 2
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability
categories due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 87.67 No 1
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 75.75 Yes 1
birthday
Indicator 13: Secondary transition 92.51 Yes 2
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 97.62 2
Timely State Complaint Decisions 100 2
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 52.46 0
Longstanding Noncompliance 0

Special Conditions None

Uncorrected identified noncompliance | Yes, 5 or more

years

1 When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with
disabilities who exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma. These students meet the same
standards for graduation as those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30,
2017, “the term regular high school diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students
in the State that is fully aligned with State standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be
aligned to the alternate academic achievement standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA. A regular high school
diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion,
certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.”

2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at:
https://osep.grads360.org/#tcommunities/pdc/documents/18303
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

June 25, 2020

Honorable Shannon Tahoe

Interim Commissioner

New York State Education Department
89 Washington Avenue

Albany, New York 12234

Dear Interim Commissioner Tahoe:

I am writing to advise you of the U. S. Department of Education’s (Department) 2020
determination under section 616 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The
Department has determined that New York needs intervention in implementing the requirements
of Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and
information, including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual
Performance Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available
information.

Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s “2020 Part B
Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for
each State and consists of:

(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on Compliance Indicators and other
compliance factors;

(2) a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;

(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score;

(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
(5) the State’s Determination.

The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made
Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020:
Part B” (HTDMD).

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and
compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014,
2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria
are set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B
determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:

400 MARYLAND AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON DC 20202-2600
www.ed.gov

The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by
fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access.





Page 2—Chief State School Officer

(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;

(2) the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently administered (school
year 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);

(3) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and
(4) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.

You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data
by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at
https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in
Indicators 1 through 16, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is
required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:

(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP
Response” section of the indicator; and

(2) any other actions that the State is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section
of the indicator.

It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include
language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.

You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:
(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;
(2) the HTDMD document;

(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the
State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and

(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section
618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and
“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.

As noted above, and as further explained in the enclosures to this letter, the Department has
determined that New York needs intervention in implementing the requirements of Part B of
IDEA. The Department identifies a State as needing intervention under IDEA Part B if its RDA
Percentage is less than 60%. New York’s RDA Percentage is 57.92%. The major factors
contributing to New York’s 2020 Needs Intervention determination are the scores of ‘0’ on the
results elements for the percentage of fourth grade children with disabilities participating in
regular Statewide assessments in reading and math, the percentage of eighth grade children with
disabilities participating in regular Statewide assessments in reading and math, and the
percentage of fourth grade children with disabilities scoring at basic or above on the NAEP in
math. In addition, New York received a score of ‘0’ on Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions
(52.46%) and Longstanding Noncompliance (uncorrected noncompliance identified in FFY 2013
or earlier).

OSEP notes that the State has placed the New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE)
on a compliance assurance plan to address longstanding noncompliance with New York City’s
provision of a free appropriate public education to children with disabilities and protection of
parental and student rights. As stated in OSEP’s September 10, 2019 letter to the State, there has
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been an increase in the number of due process hearing requests filed with NYCDOE, many of
which have not been resolved within the 45-day timeline without having received a specific
extension under 34 C.F.R. § 300.515(c). The State’s most recent dispute resolution data
submitted under section 618 of IDEA provides additional evidence of this continued backlog.
Therefore, OSEP will continue to address, under separate cover, the State’s general supervisory
and monitoring responsibilities under sections 612(a)(11) and 616(a) of IDEA to ensure that due
process complaints, impartial due process hearings, and expedited due process hearings are
conducted consistent with IDEA requirements.

Pursuant to section 616(d)(2)(B) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. 8 300.603(b)(2), a State that is
determined to be “needs intervention” or “needs substantial intervention” and does not agree
with this determination, may request an opportunity to meet with the Assistant Secretary to
demonstrate why the Department should change the State’s determination. To request a hearing,
submit a letter to Mark Schultz, Delegated the authority to perform the functions and duties of
the Assistant Secretary for Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, U.S. Department of
Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20202 within 15 days of the date of
this letter. The letter must include the basis for your request for a change in your State’s
determination.

States were required to submit Phase 111 Year Four of the State Systemic Improvement Plan
(SSIP) by April 1, 2020. OSEP appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to
improve results for students with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your
submission and will provide additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP
will continue to work with your State as it implements the fifth year of Phase 111 of the SSIP,
which is due on April 1, 2021.

As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational
agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in
the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after
the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:

(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;

(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs
intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA,

(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and

(4) inform each LEA of its determination.

Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s
website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:

(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State
attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973; and

(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website.
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OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities
and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we continue our important
work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact your
OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request
technical assistance.

Sincerely,

(/\f{uo\u; kﬁmw\f/(,oe%

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

cc: State Director of Special Education
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@EMAPS

EDFacis

New York

IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year: 2018-19

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 216
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 126
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 104
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 121
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 5
(1.2) Complaints pending. 0
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 90

Section B: Mediation Requests

(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes.

(2.1) Mediations held. 189
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 13

352

(2.1) (a) (1) Mediation agreements related to due process

complaints. 1

(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process 176

complaints.

(2.1) (b) (1) Mediation agreements not related to due process 150

complaints.

(2.2) Mediations pending. 32

(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 131
Section C: Due Process Complaints

(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 10071

(3.1) Resolution meetings. 9702

3.1 (a) Writter} settlement agreements reached through 130

resolution meetings.

(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 1384

(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 148
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 578
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 6229

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed

(including resolved without a hearing). 2458

Section D: Expedited Due Process Complaints (Related to Disciplinary Decision)

(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints

filed. 22
(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 14
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 1
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered. 0
(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending. 5
({1.4) ‘Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or 17
dismissed.
Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by New York. These data were generated on 10/21/2019 12:55 PM GMT-05:00.
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NY-2020DataRubricPartB.pdf
APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data

DATE: February 2020 Submission

Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet.
SPP/APR Data

1) Valid and Reliable Data — Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when
appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained).

Part B
618 Data

1) Timely — A State will receive one point if it submits all EDFacts files or the entire EMAPS survey associated
with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table
below).

EDFacts Files/ EMAPS

618 Data Collection S Due Date

urvey
Part B Child Count and C002 & C089 15t Wednesday in April
Educational Environments
Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 18t Wednesday in November
Part B Exiting C009 18t Wednesday in November

C005, C006, C007, C088,

Part B Discipline C143, C144

18t Wednesday in November

Wednesday in the 3" week of
Part B Assessment C175, C178, C185, C188 December (aligned with CSPR data
due date)

Part B Dispute Resolution

¢ .
Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in November

Part B Dispute Resolution

Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort
Reduction and Coordinated Early
Intervening Services

Part B MOE Reduction and

st .
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in May

2) Complete Data — A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets,
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies.

3) Passed Edit Check — A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related

to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally
consistent within a data collection.
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FFY 2018 APR New York

Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total
1 1
2 1 1
3B 1 1
3C 1 1
4A 1 1
4B 1 1
5 1 1
6 1 1
7 1 1
8 1 1
9 1 1
10 1 1
11 1 1
12 1 1
13 1 1
14 1 1
15 1 1
16 1 1
17 1 1
Subtotal 19
Timely Submission Points - If the
FFY_ 2018 APR was submitte_d 5
on-time, place the number 5 in the
APR Score Calculation cell on the right.
ooy s a2 | 24,00
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618 Data

. Passed Edit
Table Timely Complete Data Check Total
Child Count/LRE
Due Date: 4/3/19 1 1 1 3
Personnel
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Exiting
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Discipline
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 0 2
State Assessment
Due Date: 12/11/19 1 1 1 3
Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
MOE/CEIS Due Date:
5/1/19 1 1 1 3
Subtotal 20
Grand Total
(Subtotal X 22.86
618 Score Calculation 1.14285714) =
Indicator Calculation
A. 618 Grand Total 22.86
B. APR Grand Total 24.00
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 46.86
Total N/A in 618 O Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 0
Total N/A in APR O
Base 48.00
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 0.976
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 97.62

* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618.
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 19

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 2

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 22.857142800000002

		State List: [New York]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 24

		B618GrandTotal: 22.857143

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 46.857143

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 20

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9761904791666667

		IndicatorScore0: 97.61904791666667

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0






