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Prepared by the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) with support from
the IDEA Data Center (IDC) and the National Center on Educational Outcomes
(NCEO).

INTRODUCTION

The State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) is a comprehensive, multiyear plan that
outlines a state’s strategy for improving results for children with disabilities. The Office
of Special Education Programs (OSEP) requires that each state plan will focus on
results that will drive innovation with the use of evidence-based practices (EBPS) in the
delivery of services to children with disabilities. The SSIP is to be developed and
implemented in three phases over the five-year life of each state’s current State
Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR). Phase | of the SSIP was
submitted by states on or before April 1, 2015; Phase Il was submitted by states on or
before April 4, 2016; Phase lllI-Year 1 was submitted by states on or before April 3,
2017; Phase lll-Year 2 was submitted by states on or before April 2, 2018; Phase llI-
Year 3 was submitted by states on or before April 1, 2019; and Phase lll-Year 4, which
is the subject of this report, was due to OSEP by April 1, 2020.

Engaging stakeholders, including parents of children with disabilities, general education
partners, state advisory panels, parent training and information centers, and others, is a
critical component of efforts to improve results for children with disabilities.
Consequently, as in earlier phases, states were expected to engage stakeholders and
provide descriptions of their involvement in developing and implementing Phase 11l of
the SSIP.

This report is based on information included in the Phase llI-Year 4 SSIP submissions
of a total of 60 Part B agencies, which include states, commonwealths, territories, and
the Bureau of Indian Education. These agencies are all referred to as “states”
throughout this report.

MEASUREMENT TABLE EXPECTATIONS

As detailed for Part B Indicator 17 (SSIP) in the federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 Part B
Indicator Measurement Table, each state in Phase Il must assess and report on its
progress in implementing the SSIP, consistent with its evaluation described in Phase II,
using the following reporting requirements:

e Baseline data must be established by each state (expressed as a percentage
and aligned with the State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) for Children with
Disabilities.

e A measurable and rigorous target (expressed as a percentage) for the SIMR
must be included for each of the five years from FFY 2014 through FFY 2018.
The final year’s target must show improvement over the baseline percentage.



Updated data (expressed as percentages) for this specific FFY; those data must
be aligned with the SIMR for Children with Disabilities.

Reporting on whether the state met its target.

The Phase lll reporting on whether the state met its target must include the
following:

(0]

Data and analysis on the extent to which the state has made progress
toward and/or met the state-established short- and long-term objectives
for implementation of the SSIP

Data and analysis on the state’s progress in achieving the SIMR

A description of how the evaluation data support continuing to implement
the SSIP without modifications — if such continuation is what the state
intends to do

A description of any changes to the activities, strategies, or timelines
described in Phase Il

A rationale for any revisions the state has made or plans to make in the
SSIP as a result of implementation, analysis, and evaluation

A narrative or graphic representation (e.g., a logic model) of the principal
activities, measures, and outcomes that were implemented since the
state’s last SSIP submission

A summary of the infrastructure improvement strategies that were
implemented and the short-term outcomes achieved, including the
measures or rationale used by the state and stakeholders to assess and
communicate achievement

An explanation of how these infrastructure improvement strategies support
system change, and are necessary for (a) achievement of the SIMR, (b)
sustainability of systems improvement efforts, and/or (c) scale-up

A description of the next steps for each infrastructure improvement
strategy and the anticipated outcomes to be attained during the next fiscal
year

A summary of the specific EBPs that were implemented and the strategies
or activities that supported their selection and ensured their use with
fidelity

A description of how the EBPs and activities or strategies that support
their use are intended to impact the SIMR by changing programs; district
policies, procedures, and/or practices; practices (i.e., behaviors) of
teacher or providers; parent and caregiver outcomes; and/or child
outcomes



o0 A description of any additional data (e.g., progress monitoring data) that
were collected to support the ongoing use of the EBPs and inform
decision-making for the next year of SSIP implementation

o0 A description of meaningful stakeholder engagement, including describing
the specific strategies implemented to engage stakeholders in key
improvement efforts and how the state addressed concerns, if any, raised
by stakeholders through its engagement activities

REVIEW PROCESS

A review protocol and a writing process were developed to analyze the Phase lllI-Year 4
SSIP submissions systematically and consistently from all 60 Part B states. A data
collection tool was created based on OSEP’s State Phase Il Report Organizational
Outline. The review team consisted of 29 individuals from the NCSI, IDC, and NCEO
technical assistance (TA) centers as primary coders, and each reviewed up to three
SSIPs and coded them using a data collection tool developed by NCSI. Prior to the
reviews, initial training was conducted on the scoring process and two reliability
trainings were held for all individuals who would be involved in scoring or conducting
reliability tests, with data collected to determine a reliability rating of at least 80 percent
agreement among reviewers on each of the coded choice questions. To further ensure
reliability among reviewers during the data collection phase, three additional reliability
checkers were assigned to conduct a review of randomly selected states and items
following the individual reviews. Their results were compared to the results of the
primary coder to establish an inter-rater reliability of 89% (see Appendix 1). An
additional review was conducted to ensure that all reviewer responses were entered
accurately into the data collection tool. Following this review, an item-by-item review
was conducted to ensure that all items had an accurate number of responses.

The data collection tool team created categories of “could not tell,” “did not describe,”
and “not applicable (N/A)” for questions in the data collection tool that states were not
required to answer or address in their SSIP reports. Answers were coded to those
responses when one of the other response options in the data collection tool was not
apparent from a review of the SSIP. Also, an “other” category was created to capture
information from the SSIPs that was not covered by one of the main response options.
After reviews were completed for all 60 states, a writing team from NCSI analyzed the
data from the reviews and prepared this report.

This analysis of the Part B Phase llI-Year 4 SSIPs is based on OSEP’s State Phase llI
Report Organizational Outline and is divided into sections that address the elements
reported on by states. These include a summary of progress toward achieving SIMR
targets, implementation of the SSIP, evaluation of outcomes, data quality issues, and
plans for next year. The report also provides information about stakeholder involvement
in states’ SSIP efforts, and about states’ revisions to SSIP and SIMR, including updates
on baseline and target data. The n size for all data, figures, and tables is 60 unless
otherwise noted.



FFY 2018 SUMMARY OF PROGRESS TOWARD ACHIEVING SIMR

TARGETS

Each state continued to have its SSIP address the same SIMR category as in the prior
year, in one of six categories (Figure 1 and Table 1).

Figure 1
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Table 1

SIMR with State Names

SIMR

States

Reading (n=35)

AR, AS, AZ, CNMI, CO, CT, DE, FSM, GU, HI, IA, ID,
IL, IN, KS, LA, MI, MO, MS, NE, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK,
OR, PW, SC, SD, TN, TX, VI, WA, WI, WY

Mathematics (n=7)

KY, MD, ME, PR, RI, UT, VT

Reading and Math (n=1)

CA

Graduation (n=13)

AK, DC, FL, GA, MN, MT, NC, ND, NJ, PA, RMI, VA,
WV

Post-School Outcomes
(n=2)

AL, BIE

(n=2)

Early Childhood Outcomes | MA, NH

Nineteen states (32%) reported meeting their SIMR targets for FFY 2018, and for two
states (3%), the reviewers were unable to tell if the SIMR targets were met (Figure 2

and Table 2).




Figure 2
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Table 2
States Meeting SIMR Targets
SIMR States
Reading AS, AZ, CT, FSM, ID, KS, MI, WY
Mathematics MD, VT, PR
Reading and Math None
Graduation AK, AL, BIE, FL, GA, MN, RMI
Post-School Outcomes None
Early Childhood Outcomes | NH

STATES’ REVISIONS TO SSIP AND SIMR

Some states reported multiple types of revisions and rationales for making changes to
their SSIP and SIMR, so the total percentages in Figures 3 and 4 may be greater than
100 percent.

As states completed this fourth year of implementation of their SSIPs, more than half
(65%, 39 states) found it necessary or advisable to revise their SSIPs. Among the 39
states making revisions, they most frequently changed their improvement
strategies/activities (67%, 26 states), followed by their evaluation plan (51%, 20 states)
(Figure 3). Less frequently altered components included baseline data (21%, eight
states), the targets (21%, eight states), and the theory of action (21%, eight states).
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Changes to the Baseline and Rationale

For the eight states (21%) that reset their SIMR baselines, four states changed their
statewide assessment, which created a need to reestablish the baselines. Additionally,
three states had a change in SIMR, one state’s baseline was not representative of the
population group to be measured, one state’s data collection tools or methods changed,
and one state’s baseline was revised based on the Every Student Succeeds Act. Each
of these resulted in the states resetting their baselines.

Changes to the Targets and Rationale

Eight states indicated they had revised their SSIP due to changes in their targets and
provided several reasons for the changes. Six of the eight states (75%) indicated there
was a change in the state’s baseline. Two states had a change in SIMR, and two states
had a change in the data collection tool or measure that was being used, resulting in a
need to revise the targets. One state had data from early implementers that was not as




expected, resulting in a need to revise the targets. The following explanations were
given by one state each, to explain why the targets were revised:

e SPP was extended for another year

e New baseline established but will not go into effect until next year

e Curriculum based measured being used is not sensitive enough and does not
detect growth.

Changes to the Improvement Strategies and Rationale

The most frequently cited revision to the SSIP was changes to the states’ improvement
strategies or activities. The 26 states (67%) that made such changes indicated one or
more reasons for such changes. The most frequently cited reason (15 states, 58%)
was that information collected during implementation (e.g., practice data, feedback from
implementers) had revealed problems that needed to be addressed (Figure 4). Four
states (15%) identified issues at the implementation sites (e.g., the implementation sites
did not demonstrate readiness or improvement, or there was insufficient capacity, such
as from lack of funds or change in leadership, to implement the plan as originally
developed). In two states (8%), stakeholders directly influenced the revisions and one
state (4%) identified original timelines not being met. Several other reasons given in
individual states included unavailability of instructional coaches, an inability to complete
some of the professional development activities, the need to align department initiatives,
and scaling up.
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Changes to the Evaluation Plan and Rationale

Twenty states (33%) reported that they had made a change to their evaluation plan
during the prior year. Forty-five percent (nine states) made changes to align their
evaluation plan with a revised implementation plan or theory of action (Figure 5). Eight
of these states (40%) changed due to having identified more practical or efficient
measurement strategies. Two states (10%) made changes because the state wanted
better aligning timelines for data collection to the actual data collection. Other states
changed their evaluation plan due to alignment with other initiatives; new evaluators;
stakeholder requests; data quality; and the addition or deletion of evaluation questions.
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Among the 20 states that reported making changes to their evaluation plan, 14 states
(70%) had aligned “most to all” changes to their theory of action, one state (5%) had
aligned “many” of the evaluation measure changes to their theory of action, and for five
states (25%), the reviewers were unable to identify the rationale for the changes.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SSIP

The totals in this section vary across the figures, based on how many states reported on
the factors being included in this analysis. The percentages identified in the figures may
be greater than 100% because multiple items may have been identified in any one
state.

Progress in Improvements

Fifty-six states (93%) reported on the progress being made in achieving their intended
improvements. It was unclear if progress had been made for four states (7%), based on
information in their SSIP (Figure 6). Forty-eight of these 56 states (86%) described their
progress on making infrastructure changes that support the SSIP initiatives, including
how system changes support achievement of the SIMR, sustainability, and scale-up of
the SSIP initiative. Forty-two states (75%) presented evidence that SSIP EBPs were
being conducted with fidelity and were having the desired effects. Thirty-seven states
(66%) reported outcomes regarding progress toward short- and long-term objectives
that were necessary steps toward achieving the SIMR. More than half of the states (31
states, 55%) detailed measurable improvements towards their SIMR targets.
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Accomplishing Strategies

Most states (56 states, 93%) described the extent to which they had accomplished the
planned improvement strategies during the reporting period. For purposes of this
analysis, reviewers were provided with the following categories to indicate the extent to
which intended timelines were met: most to all (about 90-100%), many (about 50—
89%), some (about 20—-49%), and few to none (less than 20%). A majority of states (46
states, 82%) described having accomplished most to all intended activities by the date
of reporting (Figure 7). An additional five states (9%) accomplished many of the
intended activities. A small number of states’ SSIP Phase lll reports (five states, 9%)
did not indicate whether activities were implemented as planned during the reporting
period.
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Frequency of Accomplishing Improvement

Of the ten states reporting that their planned improvement activities were not all
accomplished during the reporting year, six states (60%) included an explanation or
rationale. Examples of explanations include the following:

e Impact of hurricanes continued to create challenges

e Lack of data on utilization of supports and the impact on SIMR

e Some activities are to be revisited within the next phase

e Lack of funds, reduction in staff, and challenges at district-level coaching

e Data collection negatively impacted by staffing issues, timing of other initiatives,
and lack of fidelity in measures

Infrastructure Improvements

During Phase I, states were asked to analyze aspects of their infrastructure, including
professional development; technical assistance; monitoring/accountability; governance,;
data; fiscal; and quality standards. In Phase I, states identified infrastructure
improvements that would support local education agency (LEA) implementation and



scale-up of EBPs to improve SIMRs. In Phase lll, the states reported on their progress
with implementation of these infrastructure improvements.

In their Phase lll-Year 4 submissions, most states (58 states, 97%) reported
implementing improvement strategies or activities related to improving infrastructure.
This year’s analysis revealed that most state infrastructure improvement strategies were
intended to enhance capacity in the areas of professional development (50 states,
86%), technical assistance (46 states, 79%), followed by data (38 states, 66%) and
governance (32 states, 55%) (Figure 8). Additional strategies were noted in the areas
of monitoring and accountability (28 states, 48%), quality standards (17 states, 29%),
and fiscal (16 states, 28%). Eleven states (19%) reported implementing infrastructure
improvement strategies that did not fit within the pre-defined categories, and for one
state, the reviewers could not tell the areas of infrastructure improvements.

Figure 8
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Evidence-Based Practices

All states identified the EBPs or models included in the SSIP implementation plans.
Thirty-seven states (62%) reported implementing a Multi-tiered System of Supports
(MTSS), 18 states (30%) reported implementing Positive Behavioral Interventions and
Supports (PBIS), and seven states (12%) reported implementing transition services
(Figure 9). Ten states (17%) reported implementing Universal Design for Learning
(UDL), and 16 states (27%) noted inclusive practices. Eight states (13%) reported
implementing culturally and linguistically responsive instruction. A smaller number of
states indicated implementing early warning systems (five states, 8%), dropout
prevention efforts (3 states, 5%), connections with adult service providers (four states,
7%), the Center on the Social and Emotional Foundations for Early Learning (CSEFEL)



Pyramid Model (four states, 7%), and the Division of Early Childhood (DEC)
recommended practices (one state, 2%).

Figure 9

EBPs Implemented and Used by States in their SSIP
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The following are additional examples of EBPs reported by states:

e Response to Intervention

o Data-Based Instruction

e Integrated Tiered Systems of Support
e Science of Reading (SOR)

e Check and Connect




Structured Literacy

Assess-Plan-Teach (APT)

Moving Your Numbers

Self-monitoring strategies

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS)
NCTM Math Practices

Functional Behavioral Assessments

Behavior Intervention Plans

Zones of Regulation

Explicit instruction

In addition to indicating overall data regarding the implementation of EBPs, the analysis
allows for the reporting of data related to states’ SIMR statements. Of the two states
focusing on early childhood outcomes, both (100%) reported implementing PBIS and
CSEFEL Pyramid Model. One of the states (50%) implemented an MTSS. The other
state reported implementing inclusive practices, delivering instruction that is culturally
and linguistically responsive and based on the DEC recommended practices, and
providing transition services.

Figures 10 through 12 present additional data regarding the EBPs reported most
frequently by states with SIMR statements in the areas of Reading only, Math only, and
Graduation and Post-School Outcomes.
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Figure 11
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Figure 12

EBPs Implemented Through the SSIP for Graduation / Post School Outcomes
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Activities Implemented to Improve Practices

All states (60) reported on the types of activities implemented that were directly related
to improving practices. More than half of the states described training educators in
EBPs (46 states, 77%); disseminating information to educators, supervisors/
administrators, or staff (37 states, 62%); and coaching educators in EBPs (34 states,
57%) (Figure 13). Additional activities included training educators in interpreting and
using data (27 states, 45%); training supervisors/administrators in EBPs (26 states,
43%); providing data to providers, supervisors/administrators, or staff (nonspecific) on
fidelity of implementation (26 states, 43%); and training supervisors/administrators in



interpreting and using data (22 states, 37%). Fewer states reported training staff
(nonspecific) in EBPs (21 states, 35%); training coaches in EBPs (20 states, 33%);
training staff (nonspecific) in interpreting and using data (14 states, 23%); coaching
coaches in EBPs (13 states, 22%); coaching staff (nonspecific) in EBPs (13 states,
22%); and coaching supervisors/administrators in EBPs (nine states, 15%). Additional
activities included training family members in EBPs (13 states, 22%) and training family
members in interpreting and using data (three states, 5%).
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Ensuring Fidelity

Fifty-seven states (95%) noted efforts to ensure fidelity of implementation of EBPs. Of
these states, thirty-eight (67%) reported providing a means for collection and use of
data regarding practice implementation and setting up job-embedded support systems
(e.g., coaches, mentors) (Figure 14). In addition, 33 states (58%) described
establishing implementation teams at the state and/or local levels for oversight of the
implementation plans and implementation. Thirty-one states (54%) reported
strengthening organizational structures, policies, and resources to support the
innovations being implemented. Thirty-one states (54%) also reported developing and
implementing regional or local training and TA teams to support schools. Twenty-seven
states (47%) created communication protocols for sharing information and decisions
between workgroups and implementation teams. (Additional responses are listed after
Figure 14.)

Figure 14
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The following are additional examples of actions that states reported for ensuring fidelity
of implementation of EBPs:

e Community of Practice

e State-developed self-assessments

e Professional Learning Communities

e Peer, administrator, and coach observations
e Development of cadres

e External evaluator

e Use of protocols

Ensuring Desired Frequency and Intended Dosage

Fifty-seven states (95%) reported using strategies to ensure that districts, schools,
and/or teachers were implementing EBPs at the desired frequency and intended
dosage for consistency of implementation across sites. For purposes of this analysis,
reviewers were asked to input all data into an open textbox; therefore, exact frequency
and percentage of responses across the states are not reported for this item. In
general, states’ responses consisted of using specific tools (e.g., Data-Based
Individualization [DBI] Implementation Checklist), using nonspecific tools (e.g., fidelity
checklists), engaging in capacity-building activities (e.g., professional development),
and documenting behaviors (e.g., observation). Further, some states indicated using
just one strategy, while others mentioned two to four strategies, and a few states
reported five or more strategies in response to the item. See Table 3 for examples of
strategies reported by states.

Table 3

Examples of Strategies to Ensure Desired Frequency and Dosage



Category Examples of Strategies

Specific Tools e PBIS School-Wide Tiered Fidelity Inventory

e SISEP’s State Capacity Assessment

e Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT)

e Early Childhood Positive Behavior Supports (EC-
PBS)-Program-Wide Benchmarks of Quality Data
Collection

e Structured Literacy Implementation Rubric

e Regional Transition Toolkit

e Check and Connect Practice Profile

e District Capacity Assessment (DCA)

e Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI)

e Peer Fidelity Tool

e SSIP Data Dashboard

e Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory

e Implementation Fidelity Checklist for Evidence-
Based Practices

e DBI Implementation Checklist

e MTSS Fidelity Implementation Rubric

e District Literacy Evaluation Tool (DLET)

e Fidelity Rubrics Standardized Implementation
Checkilist

Nonspecific Tools e Implementation and observation checklists
¢ Fidelity tools

e Surveys

¢ Implementation support plans

e Teachers’ lesson plans

e Coaching logs

e Fidelity walk-throughs

e Self-assessment tools

e Learning walks




Category Examples of Strategies

Capacity-Building e Professional development
e Job-embedded supports
e Coaching

e Mentoring

e Communities of Practice

e Professional Learning Communities

e Train the Trainer programs

e Training on fidelity measures

e Pre- and post-training for assessments
e Cross-training programs

e Quarterly site check-ins

e Collaboration with OSEP-funded TA centers
e School implementation teams

e Regional training structure

e Use of Transformation Zones

Behaviors e Observations

e Data collection and analysis activities
e Review of action plans

e District data self-report

e Interviews

e Site visits

e Content reviews

o File reviews

Implementation Science Framework

The use of an implementation science framework to support the SSIP varied across
states. The two frameworks most frequently reported for use were a Plan-Do-Study-Act
(PDSA) or Continuous Improvement Cycle (30 states, 50%) and the SISEP tools and
resources (24 states, 40%) (Figure 15). Two states (3%) used Moving Your Numbers
(NCEO) and one state (2%) used Carnegie Improvement Science. Examples of other
models include:

e Teaching Reading Sourcebook

e Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA) Systems Framework
o TAP-IT

e National Implementation Research Network “Full Implementation”

e |ES Practice Guide: Assisting Students Struggling with Reading

¢ Implementation Evaluation Matrix (NCSI)

e Implementation teams at different levels



Thirteen states (22%) did not report using an implementation framework to support
SSIP activities.

Figure 15
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majority of states reported how data were collected to inform infrastructure
ovement efforts (40 states, 67%), and how data was used to inform adjustments to

implementation and improvement of other SSIP strategies (40 states, 67%). Examples
of areas where data were used to make adjustments included:

informing changes to coaching practices through feedback loops

reducing redundant training modules

developing data collection tools

utilizing needs assessment results in strategic planning

using a workgroup to complete data deep dives to identify recommendations and
improvements




e changing methods and measures used to assess student-level progress toward
achieving the desired SIMR outcomes

Barriers Related to Improving Practice

Forty-seven states (78%) reported having barriers to improving practice. Of these
states, 19 (32%) noted issues related to personnel (e.g., not enough trainers and/or
coaches), ten (17%) acknowledged problems with data system capacity (e.g., inability to
provide the data needed to support implementation), ten (17%) conveyed complications
associated with state-level governance, such as changes to leadership or lack of
investment of resources, and seven states (12%) indicated financial issues (e.g., not
enough fiscal resources to implement as planned) (Figure 16). Additionally, four states
(7%) mentioned complications associated with local-level governance (e.g., local
leadership not supporting implementation) and two states (3%) reported setting overly
ambitious or unreasonable timelines as batrriers.
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Some states indicated barriers related to issues that did not fit the categories already
listed. The following are examples of additional barriers to improving practice reported
by states:

e LEA recruitment

e Weather delays and natural disasters
e Delays in contracting coaches

e Initiative overload



e Logistical and time challenges for meeting participation, data collection, and
implementation

e Data limitations

e Change to school system infrastructure

e Cross-agency alignment

e Technology

e Communication

e Local control limits

EVALUATION OF OUTCOMES

The totals in this section vary across the figures based on how many states reported on
the factors being included in this analysis. The percentages identified in the figures may
be greater than 100 percent because multiple items may have been identified in any
one state.

Data Sources Used

Previously in this report (see Figure 5), 20 states (33%) indicated making a change to
their evaluation plan. Of the 20 states that modified their evaluation plan, a large
majority (17 states, 85%) identified data sources for “most to all” of their key evaluation
measures (e.g., evaluation questions, activities, or outcomes) and one additional state
(5%) had identified “many” of the data sources. Very few states (two states, 10%) did
not identify data sources for their key evaluation measures.

Of the 20 states that modified their evaluation plan, 18 reported using a variety of data
sources to measure SSIP outputs and outcomes. For example, states reported using
surveys (15 states, 83%), existing state data such as assessment results, and
graduation rate (14 states, 78%), direct observation (10 states, 56%), LEA self-
assessments (11 states, 61%), interviews (four states, 22%), IEPs and student record
reviews (five states, 28%), and focus groups (one state, 6%) (Figure 17). Thirteen
states (72%) reported using some other data source to report SSIP outcomes; these
“other” data sources included checklists and tracking forms, behavior incident reports,
web traffic analytics, improvement plans, action plans, district/SEA self-assessment,
coaching logs, and meeting notes.
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Assessment Types

More than half of the states (36 states, 60%) reported using student academic
assessments to track interim SSIP progress (Figure 18).
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Examples of student academic assessments noted by states include the following:

e Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS)

e AIMSweb

e NWEA Map Reading

e ACT Aspire

e i-Ready diagnostic assessment

e STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading Universal Screening tools

e Washington Kindergarten Inventory of Developing Skills (WaKIDS)

e State-created systems and assessments (LEAP 360; Ed360, WaKIDS, CT
Alternate Assessment)

e Formative school-based assessments

e Screening, benchmark, and progress-monitoring data

e Fastbridge

e |station

e Standards of Learning (SOL) Assessments in Math and English

e Attendance and discipline rates

e Curriculum-Based Measure General Outcome Measure (CBM-GOM)




Baseline Data

The majority of states described baseline data for their key SSIP outcomes. For
purposes of this analysis, quantitative categories were used to describe the number of
outcomes for which states reported having baseline data: most to all (90-100%), many
(50-89%), some (20—49%), and few to none (0-19%). Forty-three states (72%)
described baseline data for “most to all” of their key SSIP outcomes, and one state (2%)
described baseline data for “many” outcomes (Figure 19). Two states (3%) described
baseline data for “some” of their key SSIP outcomes, and five states (8%) included
baseline data for “few to none” of their outcomes. In nine states (15%), the reviewer
was unable to ascertain from the SSIP report whether the state described baseline data
for key SSIP outcomes.
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Data Analysis Techniques

States reported using a variety of strategies to analyze SSIP evaluation data. Most
states (48 states, 80%) reported looking at longitudinal data/change over time. Thirty-
five states (58%) described using a comparison to a standard or a target, and 23 states
(38%) compared a pre-assessment result with a post-assessment result (Figure 20).
There was one state (2%) for which the reviewer was unable to identify the type of data
analysis used. Nine states (15%) reported using other strategies than those listed
above, such as surveys, comparisons across groups (i.e., all students, students with
disabilities, students with learning disabilities, groups of students, groups of
schools/districts), focus groups, or CORE phonics survey data matched control group
analysis. States may have reported using more than one strategy; therefore, the
percentages in Figure 21 are greater than 100 percent.
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Data Collection Types for Infrastructure

Most states (40 states, 67%) described data they have collected on their infrastructure
improvement efforts. Examples of such data include the following:

survey results on stakeholder engagement

survey results of state and district capacity

survey on professional development and coaching

fidelity of implementation of MTSS, coaching, literacy, high-quality professional
development (PD)

individual student outcome data related to students with disabilities
SSIP evaluation data

onsite monitoring visits

learning walks

state infrastructure leadership capacity assessment

retrospective surveys of organization

professional development and training evaluation results

coaching logs, coaching assessments, and contact records
teacher evaluation data

observation checklists

exit surveys




e document reviews (e.g., state and district meeting notes, meeting minutes,
reports on implementation progress and procedures, action plans, LEA
improvement plans, project guidelines, communication documents)

DATA QUALITY ISSUES

Limitations and Concerns

Forty-three states (72%) noted limitations or concerns with data quality either as a
current or prior issue, a future issue, or both. A total of 42 states (70%) described
current or prior data limitations or concerns leading up to the date of submission of their
2020 SSIP Phase llI-Year 4 report (Figure 21). Fourteen states (23%) predicted future
data quality limitations or concerns.
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Of the 43 states (72%) that reported limitations or concerns about data quality, more
than half of the 43 states (23 states, 53%) had concerns about the quality of their
student outcomes data, and 17 states (40%) noted concerns about the quality of their
data on documenting progress in implementation of improvement activities (Figure 22).
Eighteen states (42%) were concerned about quality of their data on fidelity of practices
to their model or to EBPs, five states (12%) on their infrastructure, and seven states
(16%) about the quality of data related to the status of or changes to practice. Twelve
states (28%) reported other problems with their data quality; these “other” data quality
issues included data quality limitations, ability of LEA personnel to efficiently and
effectively navigate the state student information system, frequent turnover in LEA
personnel resulting in varied data interpretation, lack of statewide assessment data due
to COVID-19, and inability to measure implementation theory through professional
development opportunities.
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Impact on Reporting Progress

Among the 43 states (72%) that noted current, prior, or future concerns about data
quality, 18 states (42%) acknowledged these data quality issues affected their ability to
report or measure progress in student achievement/attainment of the SIMR statement.
Twenty-five states (58%) reported that data quality issues either did not affect their
ability to report or measure progress or reviewers were unable to tell whether the state
identified that data quality issues affected their ability to report or manage progress.
States described the reasons they believe the data quality will affect reporting on their
achievement of the SIMR target as follows:

e Issues found with the survey that was developed to standardize the interim
measures

e |ssues with implementation

e Limitations of data collection; lack of reliable and valid data

e Change in SSIP cohort

e Small sample of special education students in graduation cohorts causes data
volatility

e Low response rates to post-surveys

e Progress monitoring did not occur due to fidelity challenges

e Statewide assessment was not administered this year due to COVID-19

e State measure not sufficiently sensitive to record growth, adequacy of measure,
lack of confidence in measure



e Change in graduation rate calculation, making comparison to prior years
impossible
e Ability for students to opt out of summative assessments

Of the 43 (72%) reporting data quality concerns, 24 states (56%) indicated data quality
issues affected their ability to report or measure progress regarding planned strategies
or activities (Figure 23).
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States provided multiple examples of data quality issues that affected their ability to
report or measure progress in planned strategies or activities. Examples included:

e Low response rate in surveys and feedback

e Issues with availability of interim measures across schools

e Inaccuracy of data

e Inability of LEA personnel to efficiently and effectively navigate the state student
information system

e Lack of confidence in the main outcome measure for the SSIP

e Incomplete or inaccurate submission of videos and logs

e Lack of timely submission of data

e Unable to make valid and reliable comparisons between treatment and
nontreatment groups

e Inability to conduct implementation due to personnel changes/fluctuations

e Variability in how observation instruments are used



e Delays in analysis of data

e Local control issues affected timeliness or participation

e Introduction of new state content standards and/or new state assessments

e Lack of fidelity of implementation data for inclusion in the current report

e Administration of different universal screeners and progress monitoring tools

Of the states that reported data quality concerns that affected their ability to report or
measure progress regarding planned activities or strategies, four states (17%) did not
report any implications from the data quality issue (Figure 24). Fifteen states (63%)
indicated that current or prior data quality concerns affected their ability to report or
measure progress about planned activities or strategies. Five states (21%) indicated
that future data quality concerns may affect their ability to report or measure progress
about planned activities or strategies.
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Limitations or Concerns Reported

Some states reported on the implications of data concerns on the state’s ability to report
or measure progress on planned strategies or activities, up to the date of this report.
Examples included:

e Inability to collect data in time

e Expansion of program will necessitate expansion of data system, which may be
costly and require additional staff/training

e Challenging to monitor impact

e Sites needed additional supports regarding systems available

e Inability of LEA personnel to efficiently and effectively navigate the state student
information system

e Limited empirical coaching data

e SIMR target progress may not accurately reflect progress in student learning



¢ Insufficient observation data

e Lack of state assessment scores due to COVID-19

e Change in assessment will impact longitudinal progress data
e Low response rate to surveys

e A small n-size resulted in limitations to data analysis

Plans for Improving Data Quality

Of the 43 states indicating data quality concerns, 38 states (88%) had plans for
improving their data quality (Figure 25).
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The following are examples of how states plan to improve data quality:

e Develop a survey for standardization of interim measures reporting

e Improve VIDE/SOSE access to data

e Improve Reflection and Planning Tool

e Release the newly designed coaching log

e Provide increased training and coaching on effectively capturing
behavior/discipline data

e Develop a screening data collection tool

e Develop a data collection workbook to support schools

e Increase sample sizes and assign additional staff

e Increase professional development opportunities

e Create checkpoints and tools to be created by SSIP team to ensure goals are
being monitored and data are being reviewed



e Develop strong pre/post survey questions to assess impact of training on
participants’ knowledge

e Address data omissions that occurred due to spring 2020 school closures (from
COVID-19)

e Continue collaboration with IDEA Data Center Training

¢ Refine coaching logs

e Refocus efforts on fidelity of data collection

e Increase staff stability

e Investin an online data system that will allow teachers access to real-time
student data

e Train consultants and specialists on the use of protocols

e Provide online modules and TA

e Develop easily accessible FAQs

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT IN SSIP PHASE lll-Year 4

States were asked to provide a description of how stakeholders had been engaged in
Phase llI-Year 4 of the SSIP, including their involvement in decision-making regarding
revisions, implementation, and evaluation. The following descriptors of stakeholder
involvement used in this analysis — informing, networking, collaborating, and
transforming — are based on work from Leading by Convening (Cashman et al., 2014).
These levels are hierarchical in nature; however, depending on the purpose for the
engagement, one level of engagement is not necessarily more valued over another. In
addition, the totals in this section vary across the figures based on how many states
reported on the factors being included in this analysis. The percentages identified in the
figures may be greater than 100 percent because multiple items may have been
identified in any one state.

Stakeholder Involvement in Revisions to the SSIP

A review of the SSIPs indicated that of the 39 states (65%) that revised their SSIPs for
Phase lllI-Year 4, 35 (90%) described how they engaged stakeholders in decision-
making. More than half of the states engaged stakeholders in networking (26 states,
74%) through two-way sharing of ideas, and 26 states (74%) used collaborating, which
involved engaging more deeply over time to make joint decisions about revisions
(Figure 26). Transforming was less frequently identified, with 11 states (31%) having
engaged stakeholders as equal partners in the decision-making that occurred to revise
the SSIP for Phase lll-Year 4.
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The 35 states that described stakeholder engagement in the process of revising their
SSIPs reported various types of decisions that stakeholders were asked to make.
Foremost were decisions on the types of revisions to make in the SSIP (26 states,
74%), followed in frequency by decisions of whether to make revisions (19 states, 54%),
and decisions regarding the timing of revisions (seven states, 20%) (Figure 27).
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The “other” type of decisions that states noted related to stakeholder input with
assessments and scaling up.

Stakeholder Involvement in SSIP Implementation

All states (60 states, 100%) described how stakeholders were informed of the ongoing
implementation of the SSIPs. Most often, updates were presented to stakeholders at in-
person meetings (51 states, 85%) (Figure 28). Additionally, states shared
implementation information through virtual convenings such as webinars (23 states,
38%), postings on websites (16 states, 27%), newsletters (ten states, 17%), listserv
mailing (four states, 7%), and the use of infographics (four states, 7%). States also
reported using other forms of dissemination, such as social media, public relations firm,
collaboration platforms, email communications, local news, conference calls,
workgroups, trainings, and state reports.
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Fifty-eight states (97%) provided a description of stakeholder involvement in decision-
making concerning the implementation of the SSIP, and most of those states engaged
with stakeholders through networking opportunities (50 states, 86%) (Figure 29). States
also used informing (46 states, 79%) and collaborating (39 states, 67%). Transforming
engagements (16 states, 28%) were also used with stakeholders in decisions regarding
implementation.
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States involved stakeholders in decision-making about the implementation of the SSIP
in a variety of ways. States solicited information from stakeholders and gathered their
responses through verbal (35 states, 60%) and written (28 states, 48%) methods
(Figure 30). States also reported having stakeholders, rather than state staff, gather
information to inform decision-making (17 states, 29%) and using observational data
from stakeholders to inform decision-making (15 states, 26%).
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Other means of engaging stakeholders included their involvement in:

e Serving on SSIP committees

e Participating in an implementation review process
e Contributing observational data

e Analyzing fidelity data

e Providing input on barriers

e Co-presenting at conferences and workshops

Stakeholder Involvement in Ongoing Evaluation of the SSIP

Fifty-three states (88%) reported informing stakeholders about the ongoing evaluation of
the SSIP. Most of this information was shared through updates at in-person meetings
(46 states, 87%) (Figure 31). Sixteen states (30%) used virtual convenings, such as
webinars, seven states (13%) used website postings, six states (11%) used newsletters,
and five states (9%) used infographics. Another 14 states (26%) used a variety of other
means including emails, phone communications, professional learning communities,

work groups, conferences, and data reports.
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Fifty-one states (85%) reported having stakeholders contribute to the decision-making in
the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP. Informing, or one-way communication from states
to stakeholders, was most frequently cited in states’ SSIPs (40 states, 78%), followed
by networking, or the use of two-way communication (39 states, 76%) (Figure 32). At
the same time, many states (28 states, 55%) engaged in the deeper level of
engagement — collaborating, with nine states (18%) evidencing the deepest level of
engagement — transforming.



Figure 32

Nature of Stakeholder Involvement in Ongoing Evaluation
(n=51)

Informing: sharing/disseminating — 78
(one-way communication)
oy oy I 76
(two-way communication)
Collaborating: engaging _ 55
(working together on the issue over time)

Transforming: committing (approaching issues
through engagement and consensus building) - 18

Type of Involvement

Could nottell | O

T

0 50 100
% of States

PLANS FOR NEXT YEAR
New Activities and Their Timelines

Thirty-six states (60%) specified that they planned to implement new activities next year
(Figure 33).
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These 36 states described a range of new activities that they planned to implement next
year. Many states have added data focused activities including (a) providing training to
stakeholders to increase data literacy, (b) creating data dashboards to support access
and use of data, (c) prioritizing essential data sources, and (d) using trend data to
conduct root cause analysis. Some states continue to have a focus on enhancing their
PD/TA offerings to LEA leaders, teachers, and school-based administrators and will be
increasing their focus on providing coaching services. Many states are focused on
improving alignment of implementation processes, leadership teams, and frameworks to
support scale-up activities and will be developing guidance, protocols, and tools to
standardize implementation activities and measure fidelity of implementation. Other
states are focused on increasing the alignment of their SSIP work to the vision of RDA
and other initiatives, such as ESSA and SPDG, as they work to revise their general
supervision, review, and support system. Finally, most states noted that they are
working to develop resources to assist stakeholders, including toolkits to support online
learning, updating a website that includes a resource toolbox, and the development of
intensive intervention materials.

Many of these 36 states (20 states, 56%) that reported they planned to implement new
activities next year also provided timelines for implementation of these new activities
(Figure 34).
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New Evaluation and Data Sources for New Activities

Of the 36 states reporting new activities, 20 (56%) identified planned evaluation
activities for the new activities to be implemented next year (Figure 35).
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The 36 states reporting new activities also described the data sources that they will use
for these new activities. Fourteen states (39%) planned to use surveys; ten of the
states (28%) indicated they plan to use existing state data; seven states (19%)
mentioned plans to use LEA self-assessments; five states (14%) mentioned using the
IEP and student record reviews; and four states (11%) proposed the use of direct
observation (Figure 36). Plans to hold focus groups as well as intentions to conduct
interviews were each reported by three states (8%). Other sources of data states plan
to use include checklists and document reviews, rating scales, fidelity rubrics and
checklists, site visits and coaching logs, and rate of growth on standardized
assessments.
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Addressing Anticipated Barriers to Improvement Activities Next Year

Forty-one (68%) states described anticipated barriers to SSIP improvement activities
next year (Figure 37).



Figure 37

State-Reported Anticipated Barriers to Improvement Activities
(n=60)

32%

=Yes

No/ Could not tell

68%

These states identified a wide range of anticipated barriers (Figure 38), including:

e Personnel turnover and staff shortages (13 states, 32%)

e Interruption of instruction due to COVID-19 or other emergencies (13 states,
32%)

e Lack of adequate resources (nine states, 22%)

e Lack of systems alignment/challenges with communication and collaboration
across divisions within the SEA (seven states, 17%)

e Limited or no capacity to collect and/or report data on impact of practice changes
(three states, 7%)

In addition, the following were identified by two states each (5%):

e Technology challenges

e Limited staff capacity in data-based decision-making

e Limited number of training and TA staff trained in use of selected EBPs
e Limited staff capacity to implement EBPs

e Unable to locate personnel to do the TA, coaching, etc.
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Examples of other barriers anticipated by these states related to approval of
assessment waivers, lack of progress in grade 3 state test data, challenges with
coordination, alignment, cultural shifts around continuous improvement, changes in
leadership, lack of consistency in school implementation efforts, concerns about
maintaining fidelity at scale, and implementation overload. Thirty-four (83%) of the
states that identified these barriers for the next year also reported steps to address
those barriers (Figure 39).
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Steps that states will take to address these include the following:

e Using benchmark data rather than state assessment data

e Developing a new Theory of Action and Logic Model to ensure all personnel
involved with the SSIP in the targeted LEAs benefit from the specific data training
provided to increase capacity to collect and report high-quality data, particularly
data on student outcomes

e Supporting sites in the development of guidance related to EBP implementation
and fidelity monitoring

e Refining systems of communication

e Supporting principals and other staff in professional development to build
capacity in mentoring and coaching

e Exploring options to provide virtual transition camps hosted through Google
classrooms to access remote schools with a limited number of students



e Reaching out to vendors for contracted services to fill gaps in personnel
vacancies

¢ Integrating academic and behavior models to support alignment of improvement
initiatives

e Increasing collaboration with external agencies, organizations, and groups to
provide support for SSIP implementation

e Providing specific guidelines and examples to SSIP schools regarding
assessment tools and progress monitoring and offering guidance on
sustainability of practices

Technical Assistance Needs

Thirty states (50%) indicated that they need additional resources, supports, or TA
(Figure 40).
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Thirty states (50%) indicated needing additional TA supports in several areas. The
most frequently mentioned areas were support for LEA and/or providers for the
implementation of EBPs (15 states, 50%) and infrastructure development (12 states,
40%) (Figure 41). Evaluation (ten states, 33%), Implementation of EBPs (ten states,
33%), and Stakeholder involvement (three states, 10%) were also identified as areas of
need. Finally, one state reported the need for assistance in the selection of EBPs.
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Other areas where states would benefit from support include:

e Scaling up the SSIP and information about the next SSIP reporting cycle
e Reporting on the SSIP and data use

e Working with partners

¢ Coaching and professional development on data-based individualization
e Using Implementation and Improvement Science

e Using screening measures in behavior and academics

e Implementing fidelity measures to further develop the capacity of staff and LEAs

e Engaging in quality review processes for data being collected and analyzed
e Developing the capacity of stakeholders and SEAs

e Helping to equip LEAS to provide IEP services in a virtual/online environment due

to the COVID-19 pandemic
e Regularly contacting OSEP-funded TA centers in all areas to support the
response to national emergencies such as the COVID-19 pandemic.

Fifty of the 60 states indicated they will draw upon resources going forward with future

implementation of their SSIP (Figure 42) which included:

e National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) (41 states, 68%)
e |DEA Data Center (IDC) (30 states, 52%)

e National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII) (11 states, 18%)

e The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) (ten states, 17%)




e National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) (ten states, 17%)

e State Implementation and Scaling-Up of Evidence-Based Practices (SISEP)
Center (four states, 13%)

e Collaboration for Effective Educator Development, Accountability, and Reform
(CEEDAR) Center (six states, 10%)

e Institutions of Higher Education faculty/consultants (five states, 8%)

e National Center for Improving Literacy (NCIL) (four states, 7%)

e The Center for IDEA Early Childhood Data Systems (DaSY) (three states, 5%)

e Early Childhood Technical Assistance (ECTA) Center (three states, 5%)

e National Center for Educational Outcomes (NCEO) (three states, 5%)
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In addition to those resources indicated in Figure 42, some other resources that states
plan to draw upon include the Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR), Center on
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Center, State Improvement
Grant (SIG) Network, Center for Integration of IDEA Data (CIID), regional educational
labs (REL), an equity assistance center (EAC), National Implementation Research
Network (NIRN), National Association of State Directors of Special Education
(NASDSE), Parent Information Center, National Council of Teachers of Mathematics



(NCTM), National Dropout Prevention Center, Technical Assistance for Excellence in
Special Education (TAESE), Exceptional Children Assistance Center (ECAC), and the
National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations (NCPMI).

Target Setting for FFY 2019

States were requested to provide targets for the FFY 2019 (Figure 43). Twenty-five
states (42%) set a target that was the same as FFY 2018, while 22 states (37%)
established a target that would indicate growth beyond the FFY 2018 target. Six states
(10%) set an FFY 2019 target established from a new baseline. Five states (8%) did
not indicate that an FFY 2019 target had been set, and in two states (3%) the setting of
an FFY 2019 target was unclear to the reviewers.

Figure 43
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CONCLUSION

This analysis of Phase lll-Year 4 SSIPs indicates that states, as in the prior year,
continue to actively engage stakeholders in all aspects of the SSIP, including decisions
to revise, implement, and evaluate the SSIP. States are involved in extensive
infrastructure improvements, implementation of EBPs, coherent improvement strategies
at the LEA/school level, and implementation of evaluation plans. States noted a need
for support from national TA centers and providers, OSEP, and staff from institutions of
higher education to overcome barriers and to support continued implementation of an
effective SSIP.

This was the fifth year that states reported on whether they met their SIMR targets, with
32% (19 states) having met their targets for this year of reporting (2020 submission). In
the prior four years, 45% (2016 submission), 48% (2017 submission), 40% (2018



submission), and 32% (2019 submission) of the states, respectively, met their targets
for those years.
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APPENDIX 1 — Sampling Procedures

Inter-rater reliability across eight randomly selected items in six randomly selected
states

State Item | Item | Item | Item | Item | Item | Item | Item
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Alabama 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 3
Connecticut | 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 2
Idaho 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 2
Mississippi | 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 2
Montana 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2
Wyoming 2 3 3 1 3 3 3 2
Total % 67% | 89% | 94% 83% 72% 89% 89% 72%
inter-rater

reliability by

Item

Note: Total number of raters for each item = 3. Joint probability of agreement was used
to calculate the percentage of inter-rater reliability.

Inter-rater reliability was determined by comparing the results of three unique raters on
a random selection of 10% of the states (n=6) out of the total population (N=60), and
10% (n=8) of the items on the data collection review tool used in the report (N=81). The
inter-rater reliability ranged from 83-94% on five items and 67—72% on three items.

The overall inter-rater reliability was 89%.



APPENDIX 2 — Stakeholder Engagement

The following stakeholder engagement definitions were used by reviewers when scoring
the SSIPs.

Informing: sharing/dissemination, in a one-way communication method, from the state

to the stakeholders, such as by emails or newsletters. With this type of engagement, a
state would be informing stakeholders that revisions were made to the Phase Il SSIP.

Information would be shared with or disseminated to stakeholders who had an interest
in the SSIP. There is no expectation from the state to receive any information in return
from stakeholders.

Networking: exchanging information in a two-way communication between the SEA and
the stakeholders. With this type of engagement, the state would give out information
and stakeholders would give back information to the state about their understanding.
Each party is explaining their position and working to understand the other.
Communication at this level of engagement is about clarifying what the other party is
saying. There is no creation of new knowledge nor combining of information to create a
new idea. In this level of engagement, the state would be asking stakeholders what
they think about an issue and listening to what is said. There is no expectation from
stakeholders that the state will use the information that is received.

Collaborating: the SEA and stakeholders engaging with each other, getting together on
an issue over time, and creating new thoughts. There would be dialogue and
discussion occurring. This type of engagement is more likely done in smaller groups.
With this type of engagement, the intent is to engage the state and stakeholders in
trying to do something of value and working together around the issue.

Transforming: committing to the work, approaching issues through engagement and
consensus-building, where the SEA and stakeholders are equals and considered
partners. Stakeholders may block decisions. At this level, the state is engaged in
actively talking with practitioners, such as speaking directly to multiple teachers, rather
than only engaging with a teacher representative on a committee. This type of
engagement leads to creating things that are new and different. The state provides
leadership by convening people to come together and address an issue. Perhaps the
state and stakeholders are co-presenting information at meetings or conferences or
working in cross-stakeholder groups to accomplish their work. There is usually a
sharing of leadership in conducting meetings and building consensus on most or all
issues that are tackled jointly. The state and partners are “in it together.” The partners
have “skin in the game.”





