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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
In SY2019-20, Colorado was comprised of 67 Administrative Units (AUs), which served as Educational Service Agencies. The size of these AUs range from AUs that consist of a single school district to AUs that consist of more than 10 individual school districts. In Colorado, the AUs are considered the Local Educational Agency (LEA) for the purpose of administering the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and are responsible for the provision of a Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) to students with disabilities.

The table below summarizes whether Colorado met the FFY2019 performance target for each indicator and if a slippage was detected.


Summary of Indicator Targets and Slippage

Indicator ………… Target Met? ………… Slippage?
1 ……………………… No ……………………… No
2 ……………………... Yes …………………...… No
3B ………………….… NA ……………………… NA
3C ………………….… NA ……………………… NA
4A …………………… Yes ……………………… No
4B …………………… Yes ……………………… No
5A …………………… Yes ……………………… No
5B …………………… Yes ……………………… No
5C …………………… Yes ……………………… No
6A …………………… Yes ……………………… No
6B …………………… Yes ……………………… No
7A1 …………………… No ……………………… Yes
7A2 …………………… No ……………………… Yes 
7B1 …………………… No ……………………… Yes
7B2 …………………… No ……………………… Yes
7C1 …………………… No ……………………… Yes
7C2 …………………… No ……………………… Yes
8 ……………………… Yes ……………………… No
9 ……………………… Yes ……………………… No
10 ……………..……… Yes ……………………… No
11 ……………………… No ……………………… Yes
12 ……………………… No ……………………… Yes
13 ……………………… No ……………………… No
14A …………….……… No ……………………… Yes
14B …………………… Yes ……………………… No
14C ……….…………… No ……………………… No
15 ………..…………… Yes ……………………… No
16 ……………………… No ……………………… No
Additional information related to data collection and reporting
Due to COVID-19 pandemic, Colorado schools suspended all in-person instructions per Governor’s Executive Order in March 2020. This school closure impacted several indicators in the current SPP/APR submission; 
• Indicator 3B&C – The Spring 2020 state assessments were canceled, thus, there are no data to report.
•	Indicator 7 – The end-of-year checkpoint data were not collected at the end of SY2019-20. Instead of the end-of-year checkpoint data, the mid-year checkpoint data were used to calculate the exit scores for preschool children with IEPs. Consequently, all sub indicators showed slippages compared to the previous year. 
•	Indicator 11 – The disruption of in-person instruction caused significantly more delays in initial evaluations than usual years. 
• Indicator 12 – The disruption of in-person instruction caused significantly more delays in C-to-B transitions than usual years.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
67
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.
This section is submitted as an attachment.
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.
CDE consultants are available via email, telephone, and in person to address AU-specific requests for technical assistance (TA) as a part of the General Supervision System. In addition, the CDE provides a continuum of support to ensure the timely delivery of high quality support to AUs. The CDE provides varied levels of technical assistance. 

Universal Support 
Typically available for AUs that have demonstrated compliance with IDEA/ECEA regulations based on policies, procedures, and self-audits of student records. Examples of Universal Supports include, but are not limited to tools and resources on the website, conferences, and webinars. 

Targeted Support 
Typically for AUs that have demonstrated multiple areas of moderate need demonstrated over 12-18 months that are reflected in student achievement data as well as issues of noncompliance based on its self-audits of IEP-related documentation and performance on indicators. The AU’s specific area(s) of need are targeted through TA activities and interventions outlined in a plan developed by the AU with support and follow up from the CDE. Additional data on AU identified area(s) of need were collected, either through an on-site or desk audit of the AU data submission. Examples of Targeted Supports include but are not limited to side-by-side assistance, in-person professional learning, and tools and resources to analyze areas of concern.

Intensive Support 
Typically for an AU that has an ongoing area of intense need or many areas of need that have not been addressed. Evidence includes student achievement data and/or results of self-audits regarding compliance and implementation of IDEA and ECEA regulations, verified by CDE record review. A Corrective Action Plan (CAP) is developed to address findings of noncompliance. The AU receives intensive support from the CDE (e.g., site visits, professional development, increased data reporting to the CDE in targeted area(s), virtual meetings, desk audit) to develop and implement the CAP. The CDE follows up with AUs regarding its CAP on a regular basis to ensure compliance and progress.
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.
Colorado has a number of systems in place to ensure that educators and providers have the skills to work effectively with students with disabilities. Institutions of higher education in the state work closely with the CDE and the Department of Higher Education to ensure programs that cover the range of skills and knowledge required of teachers of students with disabilities. Fourteen (14) public and/or private four-year schools in Colorado offer undergraduate and/or graduate degrees and licensure programs in special education. There are currently five (5) BOCES approved by the CDE to offer alternate programs leading to licensure as a special education generalist.

The CDE is responsible for the content review of all teacher preparation programs, both traditional and alternative, to ensure that any program seeking authorization or reauthorization meets the state standards defined in statute, State Board of Education rules and CDE policy and guidance. Initial approval and reauthorization are required for any institution offering educator preparation programs leading to endorsement in Colorado, including public and private institutions. The OSE works with the Educator Talent Licensing Office to review the content of any program that seeks to prepare teachers in special education and related fields. The process ensures that programs offered throughout the state meet the Performance Based Standards for Colorado Teachers and the endorsement related standards delineated in the Rules for the Administration of the Educator Licensing Act of 1991.

Additionally, the CDE is actively engaged in the enhancement of skills and knowledge required of licensed educators currently working in the field. The OSE provided professional development in areas identified by teachers, related service providers, local Directors of Special Education, and OSE consultants. Informal surveys are conducted at least annually with Directors of Special Education who are asked to note topics for professional development required by their staff, which then are prioritized and offered to the field. Content specialists in the OSE provide ongoing professional development for educators and specialized service personnel in their respective disciplines.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.
The 2013 - 2018 Colorado State Performance Plan (SPP) was drafted internally by team members from the CDE. Throughout the process, input was gathered from numerous internal CDE stakeholder groups, which included the Office of Learning Supports, the Office of Literacy, the Office of Early Learning & School Readiness, the Office of Student Assessments, the Federal Programs Unit, the Office of Accountability, the Office of District & School Performance Unit, and the Improvement Planning Unit. The OSE gathered input from these internal stakeholder groups to assist in developing SPP targets. 

Additionally, representatives from the following groups participated in various stages throughout the process: the Directors of Special Education from across the State, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Council (CSEAC), the Family, School & Community Partnering Community of Practice, Colorado’s Parents Training and Information (PTI) Center, Parents/families of students with disabilities, the Preschool Advisory Committee, Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center, representatives from the Higher Education Council in Colorado, Transition Coordinators, the Colorado Department of Human Services - Early Intervention Office, and DaSy.

Input was provided by these stakeholder groups in a variety of methods, most commonly in the form of face-to-face discussions, planned meetings, and regularly scheduled meetings. Technology was also utilized to communicate via telephone, the CDE website, and email. The tasks requested of these groups were related to the development of a new State Performance Plan, such as reviewing and establishing baselines and targets, assisting in determining an appropriate State-identified Measurable Result for the State Systemic Improvement Plan, provide input regarding a coherent set of improvement activities, and input into the likely efficacy of the strategies proposed that will assist local Administrative Units and the OSE in improving outcomes for students with disabilities. 

<FFY2019 target update>
Given the 1-year extension of the current SPP/APR, the CDE consulted with the state advisory panel, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Council (CSEAC). In addition, the CDE also sought input from the content-specific advisory boards (e.g., preschool advisory council for Indicator 6 and 7, secondary transition task force for Indicator 14) as well as an advisory group made up of AU directors of special education.
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 FFY18 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 2018 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 2018 APR in 2020, is available.
Following the submission of the FFY2018 SPP/APR to the U.S. Department of Education, the CDE posted the FFY2018 performance of each AU on the following website: 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdesped/AUperformanceprofiles.asp 
A complete and final copy of the State’s SPP/APR was also posted on the following website:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdesped/spp-apr

Intro - Prior FFY 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.

The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2019 and 2020 is Needs Assistance.  In the State's 2020 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 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, 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.

Response to actions required in FFY 2018 SPP/APR
Technical Assistance Accessed by the State in SY2019-20
In response to the States' Determination of Needs Assistance, we have accessed the following technical assistance.


Results Driven Accountability
TA sources
• National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI)
•	IDEA Data Center 
• Office of Special Education Programs

CO’s Action 
• NSCI provided samples of states’ monitoring self-assessments and the educational benefit reviews. Based on these, the Colorado General Supervision and Monitoring Team evaluated processes and components of states’ systems. A comprehensive comparison of models was developed and presented to Colorado leadership. A proposed framework was developed and the implementation of the work of developing a new Colorado monitoring and supervision Facilitated Self-Assessment including Education Benefit Review was begun in July, 2020 with internal stakeholders.
• Given the TA from NCSI, the CDE refined the correction of noncompliance process to more closely follow OSEP memo 09-02.
• Per IDEA Data Center’s on-going support with significant disproportionality (e.g., peer-to-peer exchange), Colorado developed various resources that help AUs prevent significant disproportionality, as well as tools that guide the AUs identified as significantly disproportionate through the remedy process (e.g., review of policy, practice, and procedure, root-cause analysis, comprehensive coordinated early intervening services).
• Colorado submitted the FFY2018 SPP/APR after receiving TA from IDC and OSEP.


Indicators 1, 2, 13, 14 (Graduation, Dropout, Transition Compliance, and Post School Outcomes)
TA sources
• National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT)

CO’s Action 
•	Support to setup a framework to increase students with disabilities’ access to career technical education (CTE) programs 
 o	Developed a project that creates a partnership between CDE/ESSU and Colorado Community College System/CTE in Colorado to build a pipeline to career readiness success at the systemic level for students with disabilities engaged in CTE programming statewide with a focus on rural and underserved geographic areas of Colorado.
 •	Assembled a core planning team
 •	Developed an interest assessment for the field to determine interest in the project. 
 •	Provided an informational webinar to provide information to individuals who expressed interest in the project. 
 •	Set up meeting with NAPE discuss data dashboard and requirements for CDE.
 •	The core planning team will be assembled to review CTE data, identify potential pilot sites based on data analysis and AU interest, and begin working on the project proposal.
 •	Developed a proposal for submission to CDE leadership team.
 •	Identified pilot sites, and working with NAPE to prepare for implementation of project SY 2021-2022
• Support and coaching on the postschool outcomes interview process
 o	Redesigned PSO interview protocol
 o	Used information to lead PSO stakeholder group discussions
 o	Designed and delivered PSO interview training to the field
 o	Designed website to include information provided by NTACT
• Provided training and resources regarding COVID supports
 o	Webinar to provide support and resources to address needs in the field
 o	Offered office hours to discuss challenges
 o	Developed webpage to provide resources to the field
• Provided training and supports on postsecondary goals for students with significant support needs
 o	Developed training webinar and resources to provide guidance on how to write postsecondary goals for students with significant support needs
• Ongoing coaching and support for State Toolkit for Examining Post-School Success (STEPSS)
 o	Continued to support school districts who were in the implementation phase of STEPSS


Indicator 3 and SSIP: (Academic Achievement)
TA sources
•	State Implementation and Scaling-up of Evidence-based Practices (SISEP) (virtual & in-person) 
•	Collaboration for Educator Effectiveness, Development, Accountability, and Reform (CEEDAR): Intensive Technical Assistance (virtual & in-person) 
•	WestEd: Targeted technical assistance (virtual and in-person) 

CO’s Action 
•	Updated Phase III of the SSIP (FFY 2019) 
•	Utilized the SISEP Implementation Science frameworks to inform next steps in the SSIP 
•	Continued syllabi review using the Innovation Configuration for K-5 Reading Instruction with Institutes of Higher Education and completed multiple crosswalks to literacy licensure standards to align programming to streamline professional learning between pre-service learning, new teacher learning, and professional learning. 
•	Developed crosswalks between the four domains of rapid school turnaround, especially focusing on Leadership for Rapid Improvement and Instructional Transformation regarding students with disabilities. 


Indicator 6 & 7: (Preschool Settings and Skills)
TA sources
• Center for IDEA Early Childhood Data Systems (DaSy) Center for IDEA Early Childhood Data Systems (DaSy)
• ECTA/DaSy Child Outcomes Local Data Use Cohort

CO’s Action 
• Using the DaSy Center’s technical expertise, Colorado was able to work with assessment vendors to set their automatic conversion algorithms for Indicator 7 reporting
• With help from the DaSy Center, Colorado redesigned its rubric/criteria used for selecting preschool assessments. Colorado subsequently was able to use the rubric/criteria to select vendors for preschool assessment list.
• Through participation in the GOLD Learning Community, a peer learning community facilitated by DaSy, Colorado was able to stay abreast of assessment issues and consult with other states around Indicator 7 data patterns resulting from the GOLD assessment tool.
• Colorado participates in the Teaching Strategies Special Education Council Convening to analyze thresholds GOLD uses to determine age-appropriate functioning of children assessed with the tool.
• Through participation in the Child Outcomes Data Use Cohort, Colorado is able to work within the cohort with family and local administrative unit representatives to identify critical questions for Preschool Outcomes and promote data use in local communities.


Indicator 8: (Parent Involvement)
TA sources
• IDEA Data Center

CO’s Action 
•	Colorado developed a new parent survey that measures and promotes parent involvement, as well as fulfills the CDE’s requirements for Indicator 8. The survey was developed with the help from the IDEA Data Center during SY2018-19 and was used to collect the data during SY2019-20. 


Dispute Resolution
TA sources
• The CDE participates in the TAESE Dispute Resolution quarterly conference calls for State Complaints Officers, Mediators and Due Process Hearing Officers/Administrative Law Judges. State Compliant Officers and SEA staff participate on the State Complaints call; SEA staff and contract mediators participate on the Mediators call; and, SEA staff and ALJs participate on the Due Process call.
CO’s Action 
•	Case law and professional resources are utilized by participants to assist in conducting effective and legally sound state complaint investigations, mediations, and due process hearings. 

Data Quality
TA sources
• IDEA Data Center
• OSEP
CO’s Action 
• IDC and OSEP’s data collection webinars have helped Colorado fulfill the federal data reporting requirements with high-quality data
Intro - OSEP Response
The State's determinations for both 2019 and 2020 were Needs Assistance.  Pursuant to section 616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), OSEP's June 25, 2020 determination letter informed the State that it must report with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, 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.
Intro - Required Actions
The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2020 and 2021 is Needs Assistance. In the State's 2021 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 2020 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2022, 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.


Intro - State attachments







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 2019 SPP/APR, use data from 2018-2019), 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 Year
	Baseline Data

	2017
	75.43%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	80.00%
	80.00%
	73.40%
	75.00%
	76.60%

	Data
	54.63%
	53.78%
	57.24%
	75.43%
	74.12%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target >=
	78.20%



Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
Colorado’s Stakeholder Consultation and Engagement in State Plan Development:

The Colorado Department of Education (CDE) recognizes that ongoing and meaningful stakeholder engagement is essential to the effective development and successful implementation of Colorado’s Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) state plan on behalf of Colorado students. CDE is committed to providing multiple avenues and opportunities for interested individuals and organizations to review the decision points, options, recommendations, and drafts and provide feedback throughout the design and development of Colorado’s ESSA plan. In addition, CDE is committed to making the stakeholder consultation and plan development process as meaningful and transparent as possible. These efforts included frequent and widely disseminated updates on the process, timelines, and opportunities to engage at different stages and levels of plan development.

Colorado’s roadmap in support of effective stakeholder consultation included the following overarching strategies to promote engagement and participation opportunities: Building awareness and establishing a variety of communication channels with schools, districts, and the public through online and virtual engagement; Meeting with stakeholder groups throughout the plan development process, including, but not limited to: a statewide Listening Tour, participation opportunities in ESSA Committees, and multiple recurring meetings with critical education partners; Posting plan drafts and decision points for public input and comment prior to submission to USDE; Developing a formalized internal process to incorporate and address stakeholder feedback as appropriate; and Creating a system of continuous feedback to remove any barriers that could prevent broad, meaningful, and authentic engagement.

Stakeholder Meetings and Engagement with Critical Partners through Plan Development:

Concurrent with the development of an open and transparent online presence, the Department began planning for a multi-stage public input and stakeholder consultation effort to collect input and feedback on the components of the state plan at several stages and in various platforms throughout plan development. A statewide ESSA Listening Tour was a first step towards gathering broad and geographically diverse input and feedback from across the state on how Colorado should implement vital components of ESSA. Following the ESSA Listening Tour, the Department convened a Hub Committee and multiple spoke committees to begin reviewing and making recommendations on options to address ESSA state plan requirements. The committees used the Listening Tour feedback as a starting point for discussion and decision making. After recommendations and decisions were incorporated into state plan drafts, CDE circled back to the public by posting a draft plan for public review and comments. Through all steps, CDE consulted with critical education partners and the State Board of Education.

In total, through formal and informal listening events, CDE engaged in discussion regarding ESSA with more than 1,500 people across Colorado. From these listening events, more than 3,800 comments were gathered. Participants in the Listening Tour sessions represented a wide range of demographics and included stakeholders from the State Board of Education, the Colorado Education Association, Colorado Association of School Boards, Colorado Association of School Executives, school and district administrators (including superintendents and district Board of Education members), school staff (principals, teachers, paraprofessionals, etc.), college and university administrators, parents, and members of the community including those representing nonprofit organizations, advocacy groups, advisory groups, and other interested parties. CDE also engaged with specific constituency groups and liaisons, such as Head Start, McKinney-Vento, Gifted Education State Advisory Committee, Youth Council, Arts360, Adult Education, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Committee, IDEA, and Native Americans, for their thoughts, ideas, and feedback. The conversation with our Native American constituents has led to larger conversations and consultation with Colorado tribal groups (See the section on “Native American Tribal Consultation” for more information on this process.). 

Additional information can be found at:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/fedprograms/essa 

<FFY2019 target update>
Colorado’s SPP/APR FFY2019 target aligns with Colorado’s ESSA plan. 

Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	07/27/2020
	Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma
	[bookmark: _Ref78273198]*[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Data suppressed due to privacy protection] 


	SY 2018-19 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	07/27/2020
	Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate
	6,398

	SY 2018-19 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695)
	07/27/2020
	Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table
	76.50%



FFY 2019 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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	*1
	6,398
	74.12%
	78.20%
	76.50%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
Extended ACGR
If extended, provide the number of years
7
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.
Under Colorado law, “each school district board of education retains the authority to develop its own unique high school graduation requirements, so long as those local high school graduation requirements meet or exceed any minimum standards or basic core competencies or skills identified in the comprehensive set of guidelines for high school graduation developed by the state board pursuant to this paragraph.” 22-2-106(1)(a.5) C.R.S. There are no specific courses, or numbers of courses, required by the state’s graduation guidelines, and there are no legislated course requirements other than one course in Civics: “Satisfactory completion of a course on the civil government of the United States and the state of Colorado . . . shall be a condition of high school graduation in the public schools of this state.” 22-1-104 (3)(a) C.R.S. 
Youth with IEPs must meet the same requirements as youth without IEPs in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.
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

[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 FS009.
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 2019 SPP/APR, use data from 2018-2019). 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 2019 SPP/APR, use data from 2018-2019), 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 Year
	Baseline Data

	2011
	30.02%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target <=
	25.20%
	25.20%
	25.20%
	24.20%
	23.20%

	Data
	25.43%
	23.02%
	23.62%
	22.13%
	22.17%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target <=
	23.20%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
Stakeholder input was gathered from a variety of meetings and in multiple contexts across the state. To better focus and coordinate efforts, CDE established and expanded a comprehensive Unit of Dropout Prevention and Student Engagement. This unit is made up of six programs and initiatives including Colorado Graduation Pathways, Expelled and At-Risk Student Services, Foster Care Education, School Counselor Corps, 21st Century Community Learning Center, and McKinney-Vento Education for Homeless Youth. Staff members of the Exceptional Student Services Unit have been active participants in the efforts of the Dropout Prevention Unit by the sharing of information, resources, and alignment of the Individual Career and Academic Plan (ICAP) requirements with current IEP activities and practices, development and dissemination of materials, cross-training, and facilitating involvement of special education providers at the local level. Input has been gathered from the Dropout Prevention Unit regarding dropout rate for students with disabilities and establishing rigorous and attainable targets.

Another Stakeholder group that provided input to the targets was the Secondary Initiatives Collaborative Group which met monthly. This group provided essential feedback regarding dropout prevention for students with disabilities and input regarding appropriate targets for students with disabilities. The group consisted of the following CDE Divisions, Offices, and Units: Dropout Prevention and Engagement, Language Culture & Equity, Standards and Instructional Support, Achievement and Strategy, Accountability and Data Analysis, the Assessment Unit, Improvement Planning, Federal Programs, Learning Supports, Teaching & Learning, Postsecondary Readiness, Innovation & Choice, Online & Blended Learning, and Exceptional Student Services Unit (ESSU).

State Directors of Special Education also participated in discussions regarding dropout data, as well as a special committee that had met for 4 years, entitled Reinventing Special Education. This group consisted of members from Higher Education, the Parent Training and Information Center (PEAK Parent), Colorado Special Education Advisory Committee (CSEAC), Mountain Plains Resource Center, Directors of Special Education, and the Exceptional Student Services Unit (ESSU). Additionally, stakeholders from the Colorado Special Education Advisory Committee met in November 2014 and reviewed previous dropout data. An explanation of how dropout rates are calculated was provided to stakeholders. Targets were discussed and input was recorded. Stakeholders are encouraged to see dropout rates decreasing after the collaborative work regarding dropout prevention.

The Colorado Department of Education engaged L. Morgan (2014) to conduct a literature review to "provide an update to the dropout prevention best practices from around the country, in order to better address the goals of the Colorado Department of Education as outlined in the January, 2014 strategic plan (CDE, 2014)" (p. 3). Since we strongly believe that students with disabilities are general education students first, the work of the Dropout Prevention and Re-engagement Unit certainly applies to students with disabilities as we continue to break down the silos between general education and special education.

Morgan (2014) states, "The intervention strategies chosen from the field will directly apply to these goals and provide educators, counselors, and administrators with effective ways of providing support for diverse groups of students around the state" (p. 3). The review is attached and available at: http://www.cde.state.co.us/cgpbestpracticeguide 

Citation: Morgan, L. (2014). Review of the literature in dropout prevention. Colorado Department of Education, USDE High School Graduation Initiatives Project. Denver, CO: Colorado Department of Education.

<FFY2019 target update>
Given the 1-year extension of the current APP/APR, the CDE consulted with the state advisory panel, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Council (CSEAC) as well as an advisory group consisted of local directors of special education to extend the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019. They all agreed that the extension of the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019 would be appropriate.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 1
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/27/2020
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	4,354

	SY 2018-19 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/27/2020
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by receiving a certificate (b)
	100

	SY 2018-19 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/27/2020
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c)
	64

	SY 2018-19 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/27/2020
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d)
	1,096

	SY 2018-19 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/27/2020
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e)
	27



FFY 2019 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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1,096
	5,641
	22.17%
	23.20%
	19.43%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable  

Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
By Colorado law, a dropout is defined as a "person who leaves school for any reason, except death, before completion of a high school diploma or its equivalent, and who does not transfer to another public or private school or enroll in an approved home study program." A student is not a dropout if he/she transfers to an educational program recognized by the district, completes a High School Equivalency Diploma (HSED) or registers in a program leading to a HSED, is committed to an institution that maintains educational programs, or is so ill that he/she is unable to participate in a homebound or special therapy program. Students who reach the age of 21 before receiving a diploma or designation of completion (“age-outs”) are also counted as dropouts.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)
YES
If yes, explain the difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs below.
In Colorado, students who are considered as "exited from special education due to drop out" include students whose district reported them as one of the following: Transfer to a Career or Technical Education Program, Discontinued Schooling/Dropped Out, Expulsion, GED Transfer, Student Received GED from Non-District Program in the Same Year. The difference between the two is that while some students may still be engaged in educational pursuits (e.g., GED) they are no longer receiving district provided special education services in their new setting, thus they are "exited from special education." However, if they return to school prior to their 21st birthday, their IEP could be reinstated through conducting an updated evaluation.
[bookmark: _Toc382082362][bookmark: _Toc392159270][bookmark: _Toc365403651]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

2 - OSEP Response

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
	Overall
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X



Historical Data: Reading 
	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A
	Overall
	2005

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

	A
	Overall
	99.40%
	Actual
	85.80%
	86.78%
	87.73%
	89.27%
	88.97%



Historical Data: Math
	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Overall
	99.40%
	Actual
	85.68%
	87.33%
	87.75%
	89.37%
	89.10%



Targets
	Subject
	Group
	Group Name
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

[bookmark: _Toc392159273]
FFY 2019 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts
Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no)
YES
Data Source:  
SY 2019-20 Assessment Data Groups - Reading  (EDFacts file spec FS188; Data Group: 589)
Date: 

Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Data Source: 
SY 2019-20 Assessment Data Groups - Math  (EDFacts file spec FS185; Data Group: 588)
Date: 


Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	
	
	88.97%
	95.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A




FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	
	
	89.10%
	95.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A



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. 
Reporting of the Colorado Measures of Academic Success data in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) can be found at:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/assessment/cmas-dataandresults
 
Performance results for Colorado’s Alternate Assessment (CoAlt), based on alternate standards can be found on the CDE’s website at:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/assessment/newassess-coaltelam
http://www.cde.state.co.us/assessment/newassess-coaltsss 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdesped/sped_data under “Participation and Achievement in the State Assessments”

Additional district or individual school information can be found at 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/schoolview
[bookmark: _Toc382082367][bookmark: _Toc392159276]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
No data to report in this indicator due to the cancellation of the SY2019-20 state assessments under the COVID 19 pandemic. 
3B - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
3B - OSEP Response
The State was not required to provide any data for this indicator. Due to the circumstances created by the COVID-19 pandemic, and resulting school closures, the State received a waiver of the assessment requirements in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, and, as a result, does not have any FFY 2019 data for this indicator.
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
	Overall
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


Historical Data: Reading 
	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A
	Overall
	2011
	Target >=
	33.86%
	33.86%
	33.86%
	33.86%
	33.86%

	A
	Overall
	22.86%
	Actual
	10.49%
	8.50%
	9.02%
	9.97%
	11.03%


Historical Data: Math
	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A
	Overall
	2011
	Target >=
	30.95%
	30.95%
	30.95%
	30.95%
	30.95%

	A
	Overall
	19.95%
	Actual
	8.02%
	6.92%
	7.11%
	7.38%
	7.71%


Targets
	Subject
	Group
	Group Name
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	33.86%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	30.95%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 


FFY 2019 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts
Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no)
YES
Data Source: 
SY 2019-20 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec FS178; Data Group: 584)
Date: 


Reading Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Data Source:  
SY 2019-20 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec FS175; Data Group: 583)
Date: 

Math Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



FFY 2019 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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	
	
	11.03%
	33.86%
	
	N/A
	N/A




FFY 2019 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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	
	
	7.71%
	30.95%
	
	N/A
	N/A




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. 
Reporting of the Colorado Measures of Academic Success data in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) can be found at: 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/assessment/cmas-dataandresults
 
Performance results for Colorado’s Alternate Assessment (CoAlt), based on alternate standards can be found on the CDE’s website at:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/assessment/newassess-coaltelam
http://www.cde.state.co.us/assessment/newassess-coaltsss 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdesped/sped_data under “Participation and Achievement in the State Assessments”

Additional district or individual school information can be found at 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/schoolview
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
No data to report in this indicator due to the cancellation of the SY2019-20 state assessments under the COVID 19 pandemic.
3C - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

3C - OSEP Response
The State was not required to provide any data for this indicator. Due to the circumstances created by the COVID-19 pandemic, and resulting school closures, the State received a waiver of the assessment requirements in section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA, and, as a result, does not have any FFY 2019 data for this indicator.
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 2019 SPP/APR, use data from 2018-2019), 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 2019 SPP/APR, the data for 2018-2019), 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 Year
	Baseline Data

	2016
	0.00%


										
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target <=
	3.50%
	3.50%
	3.50%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
2016 Stakeholder Input:
During the 16-17 school year, the Exceptional Student Services Unit (ESSU) at the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) facilitated discussions about updating the current thresholds in 4A & 4B with the following advisory groups: the Colorado School Mental Health Advisory Council (CO MH), the Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports (PBIS) state leadership team at CDE, the Serious Emotional Disturbance (SED) stakeholder group, the Administrative Unit (AU) Special Education Directors’ Leadership Team (SDLT), and the Colorado Special Education Advisory Committee (CSEAC). Majorities from the CO MH, SDLT, and the CSEAC advisory groups supported the proposed changes, with cautions around state-wide impacts to school discipline such as the Claire Davis Act https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cssrc/claire-davis-school-safety-act. The SED taskforce appreciated the plan to incorporate supports for AUs, and expressed concern about Special Education Directors’ abilities to impact building level administrator’s discipline practices. The PBIS leadership team supported a less rigorous threshold for monitoring purposes, but made a commitment to partner in supporting AUs. 

Based upon stakeholder feedback, the ESSU amended the original proposed changes to compare AU data to the state rate, which as a result would be more responsive to state-wide changes and legislation that may impact school discipline. A final proposal was provided to the AU Special Education Directors’ Leadership Team (SDLT), whereas they stated that they thought that the ESSU did a good job listening to the stakeholders as feedback was well-reflected in the finalized rules, the rules were reasonable, and changes to the thresholds would be enacted.

Ind4A: AU’s >10-day suspension/expulsion rate is significantly discrepant from the state if its suspension/expulsion rate is more than 4 times of the state’s rate for 3 consecutive years (includes 3 annual data collections).

The stakeholders also made a decision on Indicator 4B: AU has a significant discrepancy in their >10-day suspension/expulsion rates from the state by race if 1) 5 or more students of a particular racial category received >10-day suspension/expulsion, and that race’s suspension/expulsion rate was more than 4 times the state’s rate for 3 consecutive years; 2) the policies, practices, and procedures were found problematic.

Previous Stakeholder Input:
For the development of the 2013-2018 SPP, Stakeholder input was gathered from internal Colorado Department of Education stakeholder groups, including the ESSU and the Office of Learning Supports which includes the Multi-Tiered System of Supports (RtI & PBIS), and the Indicator 4 Team. Longitudinal data was analyzed and targets were proposed. Additionally, representatives from the following groups participated in reviewing data and targets: the Directors of Special Education, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Council (CSEAC), and the Family, School & Community Partnering Community of Practice. Input from stakeholders was recorded and the targets finalized. 

Stakeholders discussed multi-year data and consistent compliance for several years. Also discussed were improvement activities with a continued focused on improving school climate through implementing MTSS as a whole-school, data-driven, prevention-based framework for improving learning outcomes for every student through a layered continuum of evidence-based practices and systems.

<FFY2019 target update>
Given the 1-year extension of the current APP/APR, the CDE consulted with the state advisory panel, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Council (CSEAC) as well as an advisory group consisted of local directors of special education to extend the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019 for Ind4A. They all agreed that the extension of the FFY2018 targets for the FFY2019 would be appropriate.

FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)
NO

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of districts in the State
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	63
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	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
Colorado identifies an AU as having a “significant discrepancy” if an AU’s out-of-school greater-than-10-day suspension/expulsion rate is more than 4 times of the State's out-of-school greater-than-10-day suspension/expulsion rate for 3 consecutive school years.
[bookmark: _Toc384383334][bookmark: _Toc392159286]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Three AUs (2 correctional facilities and 1 mental-health facility) were excluded from the calculation of this indicator; they do not participate in the discipline data collection because they cannot suspend/expel the students in their facilities.

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2019 using 2018-2019 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.
Colorado did not conduct the review of policies, procedures, and practices, because there was no AU identified as significantly discrepant.

The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)
[bookmark: _Toc381956335][bookmark: _Toc384383336][bookmark: _Toc392159288]
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions
None


4A - OSEP Response

4A - Required Actions



Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion
[bookmark: _Toc384383338][bookmark: _Toc392159290]Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Compliance 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 2019 SPP/APR, use data from 2018-2019), 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 2019 SPP/APR, the data for 2018-2019), 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 Year
	Baseline Data

	2016
	0.00%




	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target 
	0%



FFY 2019 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.
40

	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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	0
	23
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES
[bookmark: _Toc392159294]State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology
Colorado identifies an AU as having a “significant discrepancy” if 1) 5 or more students of a particular racial category received >10-day out-of-school suspension/expulsion, and that race’s suspension/expulsion rate was more than 4 times of the state’s rate for 3 consecutive school years; 2) the policies, practices, and procedures contributed to the significant discrepancy. The seven federal racial categories (i.e., White, Hispanic, Black, Native Americans, Pacific Islanders, Asians, and Two or more Races) are examined.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Three AUs (2 correctional facilities and 1 mental-health facility) were excluded from the calculation of this indicator; they do not participate in the discipline data collection because they cannot suspend/expel the students in their facilities. 

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2019 using 2018-2019 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.
Colorado did not conduct the review of policies, procedures, and practices, because there was no AU identified as significantly discrepant.

The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

4B - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
4B - OSEP Response

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
	Part
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	71.50%
	71.50%
	71.50%
	71.70%
	71.70%

	A
	70.50%
	Data
	72.82%
	73.62%
	73.56%
	74.69%
	75.46%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	7.30%
	7.30%
	7.30%
	7.30%
	7.20%

	B
	8.50%
	Data
	7.02%
	6.68%
	6.39%
	6.07%
	5.67%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	3.50%
	3.50%
	3.50%
	3.50%
	3.40%

	C
	3.70%
	Data
	2.51%
	2.37%
	2.35%
	2.32%
	2.42%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A >=
	71.70%

	Target B <=
	7.20%

	Target C <=
	3.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
During FFY 2012 multiple discussions took place regarding the least restrictive environment for students with disabilities. After stakeholder groups reviewed trend data and discussed current concerns, the targets were extended for this indicator through FFY 2018. Stakeholders included staff from the ESSU, the Office of Learning Supports, local special education directors, and the Colorado Special Education Advisory Committee (CSEAC). 

In Colorado, more than two-thirds of students with disabilities are served in the general education classroom for most of the day. The IEP Team takes into account each student’s individualized needs when making LRE decisions and the best setting is selected. Longitudinal data indicates a relatively high level of stability over time.

<FFY2019 target update>
Given the 1-year extension of the current APP/APR, the CDE consulted with the state advisory panel, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Council (CSEAC) as well as an advisory group consisted of local directors of special education to extend the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019. They all agreed that the extension of the FFY2018 targets for the FFY2019 would be appropriate.

Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/08/2020
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	94,247

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/08/2020
	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	72,398

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/08/2020
	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	5,020

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/08/2020
	c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools
	1,837

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/08/2020
	c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities
	133

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/08/2020
	c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements
	195



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 2019 SPP/APR Data
	Education Environments
	Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	72,398
	94,247
	75.46%
	71.70%
	76.82%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	5,020
	94,247
	5.67%
	7.20%
	5.33%
	Met 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]
	2,165
	94,247
	2.42%
	3.40%
	2.30%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)


5 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
5 - OSEP Response

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
	Part
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	85.50%
	85.50%
	85.75%
	86.00%
	86.25%

	A
	84.18%
	Data
	86.41%
	84.48%
	86.50%
	87.36%
	86.79%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	6.30%
	6.30%
	6.30%
	6.20%
	6.10%

	B
	6.18%
	Data
	5.36%
	5.21%
	3.45%
	3.91%
	3.77%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A >=
	86.80%

	Target B <=
	3.80%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
Colorado is a national leader in inclusive practices for preschool children with disabilities. Since the inception of the preschool special education mandate, the primary model for providing FAPE, including access to the general curriculum, in the LRE for young children with disabilities in Colorado has been a blended preschool classroom approach. These blended classrooms include children from special education, the Colorado Preschool Program (CPP), Title I, Head Start and private pay tuition and may be established and supervised on public school property or as partnerships with private or Head Start Programs. Some sites place or maintain placement of preschoolers with disabilities in community settings on a child by child basis. 

The Colorado Preschool Special Education Advisory Committee and the Exceptional Student Services Unit met to establish targets. Knowing that Colorado stakeholders place a high value on inclusion, the research on the efficacy of inclusive preschool programming, and the benefits of providing services within the child’s daily routines were a part of the discussion related to new targets. The discussion also included topics related to inclusion, half day and full day preschool opportunities, the inclusion of Kindergarten students in this indicator, and the average number of students being served. The previous two years of data was reviewed and targets were finalized.

<FFY2019 target update>
Colorado Preschool Special Education Advisory Committee and the CDE met to establish targets for FFY2019. A consensus among the stakeholder group was that Colorado has advocated and achieved high rates of inclusion in early childhood. The next focus is the quality of the inclusion rather than the rates of inclusion. Stakeholders suggested and CDE agreed to set the FFY2019 targets to mirror our current Ind6A&B rates, while working on improving the quality of inclusion. 
[bookmark: _Toc382082378][bookmark: _Toc392159302]
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/08/2020
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	15,029

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/08/2020
	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
	13,137

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/08/2020
	b1. Number of children attending separate special education class
	327

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/08/2020
	b2. Number of children attending separate school
	152

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/08/2020
	b3. Number of children attending residential facility
	0



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 2019 SPP/APR Data
	Preschool Environments
	Number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 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
	13,137

	15,029
	86.79%
	86.80%
	87.41%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	479
	15,029
	3.77%
	3.80%
	3.19%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
6 - OSEP Response

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
	Part
	Baseline
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A1
	2013
	Target >=
	81.09%
	81.09%
	82.60%
	84.00%
	81.30%

	A1
	81.09%
	Data
	81.34%
	80.85%
	80.44%
	75.32%
	76.16%

	A2
	2013
	Target >=
	67.76%
	67.76%
	69.50%
	71.20%
	67.76%

	A2
	67.76%
	Data
	68.55%
	67.49%
	66.30%
	63.25%
	64.79%

	B1
	2013
	Target >=
	82.11%
	82.11%
	83.50%
	84.90%
	82.11%

	B1
	82.11%
	Data
	80.62%
	80.06%
	80.62%
	78.87%
	79.16%

	B2
	2013
	Target >=
	69.34%
	69.34%
	71.10%
	72.80%
	69.34%

	B2
	69.34%
	Data
	69.00%
	68.52%
	67.90%
	66.95%
	68.23%

	C1
	2013
	Target >=
	82.08%
	82.08%
	83.50%
	84.90%
	82.08%

	C1
	82.08%
	Data
	77.97%
	74.89%
	78.19%
	67.56%
	75.87%

	C2
	2013
	Target >=
	72.12%
	72.12%
	73.80%
	75.40%
	72.12%

	C2
	72.12%
	Data
	71.23%
	70.84%
	84.30%
	58.51%
	60.73%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	81.30%

	Target A2 >=
	67.77%

	Target B1 >=
	82.12%

	Target B2 >=
	69.35%

	Target C1 >=
	82.09%

	Target C2 >=
	72.13%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
We received consultation from the national DaSy Center, who advised us to use their Meaningful Differences Calculator, and consider realistically how long it might take to see movement in our targets as a result of improvement activities. 

We also consulted with the state Preschool Special Ed Advisory Council, Data Specialists in the ESSU, CDE Indicator 7 team members, and Colorado Preschool Program/Results Matter team members.

In five of six summary statements (A1, A2, B1, B2, C2), we have observed overall downward trends in the last few years. For those summary statements, we extrapolated 2014 targets using a logarithmic trend line drawn from the last three years’ worth of observed data. We did not extrapolate using earlier data as the quality prior to 2011 was relatively poor. 

C1 target was not extrapolated since we have observed a smaller upward trend in the last few years and the same model did not fit. 

For the C1 2014 targets, we assumed the 2013 observed data.

Targets for 2014-2016 will remain the same as we do not expect a significant change in outcomes resulting from our improvement activities until 2017. We used the DaSy Center’s Meaningful Differences Calculator, which calculates statistically significant differences between two values with a 10% confidence interval. 2017 targets were determined by calculating the threshold for statistically significant differences from 2014 extrapolated targets. N-size was assumed to grow at an annual rate of 1%.

These targets seem ambitious yet realistic considering current national data trends and Colorado’s past performance in comparison to the nation, as well as continual improvements in inter-rater reliability among teachers. Targets were presented, discussed, and finalized at the CSEAC stakeholder meeting in November 2014.

<FFY2019 target update>
Due to the unexpected one-year extension of the current SPP/APR cycle, and the fact that we are not meeting targets in most Summary Statement indicators, Colorado decided to keep 2019 targets the same as in 2018. We consulted with, and received approval from, the Preschool Special Education Advisory Committee, the Results Driven Accountability Unit at the CO Department of Education and, Results Matter assessment specialists.

FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed
4,475
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	Outcome A Progress Category
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	276
	6.17%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	684
	15.28%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	990
	22.12%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,458
	32.58%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,067
	23.84%



	Outcome A
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 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)
	2,448
	3,408
	76.16%
	81.30%
	71.83%
	Did Not Meet Target
	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)
	2,525
	4,475
	64.79%
	67.77%
	56.42%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	291
	6.50%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	629
	14.06%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	900
	20.11%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,635
	36.54%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,020
	22.79%



	Outcome B
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY  2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 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)
	2,535
	3,455
	79.16%
	82.12%
	73.37%
	Did Not Meet Target
	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)
	2,655
	4,475
	68.23%
	69.35%
	59.33%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	337
	7.53%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	718
	16.04%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,158
	25.88%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,541
	34.44%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	721
	16.11%



	Outcome C
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY  2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 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.
Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+c+d) 
	2,699
	3,754
	75.87%
	82.09%
	71.90%
	Did Not Meet Target
	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. 
Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	2,262
	4,475
	60.73%
	72.13%
	50.55%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage



	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A1
	Due to the disruption of in-person learning in March 2020 due to COVID-19, the end-of-year checkpoint within Colorado’s assessment systems was suspended and data were not collected at the state level at the end of the 2019-20 school year. This impacted indicator 7 reporting as Colorado relies upon the algorithms within the assessment systems to calculate exit scores for preschool-aged children on IEPs. However, since Colorado also requires progress monitoring throughout the year, the mid-year checkpoint was able to be utilized to inform exit scores. Consequently, while slippage is seen on this outcome, children may have made additional gains beyond the mid-year checkpoint which were not recorded due to the suspension of the end-of-year checkpoint.

	A2
	Due to the disruption of in-person learning in March 2020 due to COVID-19, the end-of-year checkpoint within Colorado’s assessment systems was suspended and data were not collected at the state level at the end of the 2019-20 school year. This impacted indicator 7 reporting as Colorado relies upon the algorithms within the assessment systems to calculate exit scores for preschool-aged children on IEPs. However, since Colorado also requires progress monitoring throughout the year, the mid-year checkpoint was able to be utilized to inform exit scores. Consequently, while slippage is seen on this outcome, children may have made additional gains beyond the mid-year checkpoint which were not recorded due to the suspension of the end-of-year checkpoint.

	B1
	Due to the disruption of in-person learning in March 2020 due to COVID-19, the end-of-year checkpoint within Colorado’s assessment systems was suspended and data were not collected at the state level at the end of the 2019-20 school year. This impacted indicator 7 reporting as Colorado relies upon the algorithms within the assessment systems to calculate exit scores for preschool-aged children on IEPs. However, since Colorado also requires progress monitoring throughout the year, the mid-year checkpoint was able to be utilized to inform exit scores. Consequently, while slippage is seen on this outcome, children may have made additional gains beyond the mid-year checkpoint which were not recorded due to the suspension of the end-of-year checkpoint.

	B2
	Due to the disruption of in-person learning in March 2020 due to COVID-19, the end-of-year checkpoint within Colorado’s assessment systems was suspended and data were not collected at the state level at the end of the 2019-20 school year. This impacted indicator 7 reporting as Colorado relies upon the algorithms within the assessment systems to calculate exit scores for preschool-aged children on IEPs. However, since Colorado also requires progress monitoring throughout the year, the mid-year checkpoint was able to be utilized to inform exit scores. Consequently, while slippage is seen on this outcome, children may have made additional gains beyond the mid-year checkpoint which were not recorded due to the suspension of the end-of-year checkpoint.

	C1
	Due to the disruption of in-person learning in March 2020 due to COVID-19, the end-of-year checkpoint within Colorado’s assessment systems was suspended and data were not collected at the state level at the end of the 2019-20 school year. This impacted indicator 7 reporting as Colorado relies upon the algorithms within the assessment systems to calculate exit scores for preschool-aged children on IEPs. However, since Colorado also requires progress monitoring throughout the year, the mid-year checkpoint was able to be utilized to inform exit scores. Consequently, while slippage is seen on this outcome, children may have made additional gains beyond the mid-year checkpoint which were not recorded due to the suspension of the end-of-year checkpoint.

	C2
	Due to the disruption of in-person learning in March 2020 due to COVID-19, the end-of-year checkpoint within Colorado’s assessment systems was suspended and data were not collected at the state level at the end of the 2019-20 school year. This impacted indicator 7 reporting as Colorado relies upon the algorithms within the assessment systems to calculate exit scores for preschool-aged children on IEPs. However, since Colorado also requires progress monitoring throughout the year, the mid-year checkpoint was able to be utilized to inform exit scores. Consequently, while slippage is seen on this outcome, children may have made additional gains beyond the mid-year checkpoint which were not recorded due to the suspension of the end-of-year checkpoint.


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
	Sampling Question
	Yes / No

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no)
NO
If no, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.”
Colorado is one of a few states/territories who use their assessment publishers’ online systems to automatically produce OSEP progress categories and summary statements. Ratings are made on the tools’ standard objectives which have been cross walked with the Global Child Outcomes 1-3 (please refer to the ECTA Center’s Instrument Crosswalk for more detail at http://ectacenter.org/eco/pages/crosswalks.asp.)
[bookmark: _Toc382082381][bookmark: _Toc392159306]List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.
The online system pulls Outcomes data from the assessment checkpoints corresponding to the preschool IEP entry and exit dates to produce each progress category. The Center for IDEA Data Systems (DaSy), in collaboration with assessment publisher researchers and the Colorado Department of Education, have established cut points that are carefully calibrated to reflect children in each progress category. In 2018-2019, 98% of children in the Indicator 7 report had an exit assessment from Teaching Strategies GOLD® while 2% had an exit assessment from HighScope COR Advantage.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The targets for FFY2017 are incorrectly shown in the table above. 
The correct targets are:
A1 = 81.09%
A2 = 67.76%
B1 = 82.11%
B2 = 69.34%
C1 = 82.08%
C2 = 72.12%
7 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

 
7 - OSEP Response

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
	Question
	Yes / No 

	Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children? 
	NO


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
In May 2011, the CDE brought together a stakeholder group tasked with defining parent involvement in the context of Indicator 8. The stakeholder group included school and district based educational practitioners, representatives from the Parent Training and Information Center, parents of students with disabilities, and state department of education personnel. The meeting was facilitated by the Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center.
The stakeholder group defined parent involvement as follows:
In Colorado using the term family emphasizes all primary caretakers, not only parents, who perform essential parental functions in a student's life and also includes the students (Lines, Miller, & Arthur-Stanley, 2011).
Family involvement for improving services and results for children with disabilities means that:
• Students are the center of all problem-solving.
• Family input is actively sought and valued.
• Representation of families from diverse backgrounds is evident at all levels of decision-making at the school and district level.
• All families and stakeholders (e.g., educators, other school staff, administrators, community members, etc.) have access to relevant and useful information in a variety of formats, e.g., meetings, phone calls, emails, interpreted language.
• Effective, ongoing relationships between families and schools are based on mutual trust, respect and acceptance.
• Families and professionals seek to understand and use the different perspectives and experiences they bring to the table.
As a result of this definition, a new survey was developed to better measure Indicator 8 and a new baseline was established for FFY 2011. Based on the analyses of the survey results the survey was adjusted from the original yes/no (i.e., all or nothing) response, to a Likert-based measure. These adjustments were based upon expert consultation outside of the department, input from the ESSU, the Community of Practice for Family, School, and Community Partnerships, and a representative from Colorado's PTI, the PEAK Parent Center and the Indicator 8 Team.

<FFY2019 target update>
Given the 1-year extension of the current APP/APR, the CDE consulted with the state advisory panel, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Council (CSEAC) as well as an advisory group consisted of local directors of special education to extend the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019. They all agreed that the extension of the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019 would be appropriate.

Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2006
	41.90%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	52.00%
	54.00%
	56.00%
	58.00%
	60.00%

	Data
	62.80%
	65.29%
	66.06%
	71.37%
	77.79%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target >=
	60.00%



FFY 2019 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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1,237
	1,416
	77.79%
	60.00%
	87.36%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
6,752
Percentage of respondent parents
20.97%
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.
Colorado uses one type of survey for parents of all grade levels including parents of preschool children. Before the start of the survey, Colorado randomly samples parents of students whom we ask to participate in the survey. The pool of students includes both preschool and school-age children. Thus, parents of preschool children and parents of school-age children have an equal chance of being selected in the survey sample. In fact, FFY 2019 survey respondents included 165 parents of preschool children, which corresponded to 11.6% of survey respondents. Since preschool students accounted for 10.1% of students with disabilities in Colorado, preschool parents’ voice was well-represented in the survey results.

	Sampling Question
	Yes / No

	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.
A stratified sampling was used, with AU being the stratum. Then, a random sample was drawn from each AU. AUs received a list of 100 randomly chosen students to survey their parents, except for the largest 4 AUs which received a list of 200 students instead. This method makes it possible to reduce sample size required to achieve randomness, while making the proportionate representation in the sample more likely. It also ensures that the department hears from parents from each AU.

	Survey Question
	Yes / No

	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	YES

	If yes, provide a copy of the survey.
	

	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.
We are currently considering a new administration process of the parent survey that aligns better with our monitoring process. We hope to address the issue of representativeness in the design of this new process.
While this process is being developed, we will use the following strategies to increase our parent survey response rates to be representative of their demographics:
1. CDE’s Special Education Specialists and Directors will follow up individually with the AUs that need to increase their parent survey return rates, especially of the under-represented groups.
2. CDE will use its Special Education Director Mentors to make sure all new Directors of Special Education understand the importance of increasing the parent survey responses and using the data to improve better outcomes for students.
3. CDE will engage our State Special Education Advisory Committee (CSEAC) members to work with local Special Education Advisory Committees (SEAC) to communicate the importance of completing the parent survey. CSEAC will help us create a “Communication Blitz” through our Parent Training and Information Center (PTI), state conferences, and by working with other Parent Centers in Colorado to distribute flyers on the importance of completing the Parent Surveys.
4. We will utilize Directors of Special Education from AUs that have outstanding parent survey return rates, to explain to other Directors of Special Education, especially of AUs with large population of the under-represented groups, the importance of the parent data and how to use the data to improve outcomes for students with disabilities.
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 following demographic categories were examined for their representativeness in the parent survey: child’s gender, child’s race/ethnicity, child’s disability, child’s grade, and attending AUs’ geographic region within the state. The chart below summarizes the results of the representativeness analysis. When the demographic group’s representation in the special education population and representation among the survey respondents were greater than ±3%, the representativeness was considered inadequate. 
The demographic categories that were not well-represented among the survey respondents were race/ethnicity and geographic region. Hispanic or Latino parents were underrepresented among the survey respondents, which together with non-significant underrepresentation of other minority groups, lead to the overrepresentation of White parents. Denver metro AUs had extremely poor survey responses, which lead to the overrepresentation of other regions including North Central, Northwest, and Pikes Peak. Denver metro AUs has the highest enrollment of students with disabilities who are Black and Hispanic in the state. The poor participation from the Denver metro districts’ parents seemed to have exacerbated the poor representation of the region as well as of Black and Hispanic racial categories.

Category ------------------------– Population Representation –-- Survey Respondents –-- ±Difference –-- Representative (±3%)?

Child’s Gender 
Male …………………………………………………………. 65.6% …………..………… 66.1% …………...... 0.50% …….……… Yes
Female ……………………………………………………… 34.4% …………….………. 33.9% ………..…... -0.50% ………….… Yes

Child’s Race/Ethnicity 
American Indian or Alaska Native …….........… 1.0% ………………………. 0.6% ………..…... -0.36% …….……… Yes
Asian …………………………………………………………. 1.8% ………………………. 1.3% ………..…... -0.54% …….……… Yes
Black or African American …………………………. 5.3% ………………………. 2.6%……............ -2.66% …….……… Yes
Hispanic or Latino ……………………………….…... 37.5% …………...….…… 33.4% ....….....….. -4.12% …….….…… No
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islande....... 0.2% ………………………. 0.0% ….….....….. -0.18% …….……… Yes
Two or More Races ……………………………….…… 4.4% ………………………. 4.2% .……...….... -0.18% …….……… Yes
White …………………………………………………….... 49.9% …………...……..…. 57.9% …..…...…... 8.06% …….….…… No

Child’s Disability 
Autism Spectrum Disorder …………..…………… 7.9% …………………….… 8.6% …….…......... 0.70% …….……… Yes
Deaf/Blind …………………………………….…………… 0.0% …………………….… 0.1% …………...... 0.04% …….……… Yes
Developmental Delay ………………………………. 10.9% ……….….…..….… 10.8% ………..…... -0.11% …….……… Yes
Hearing Impairment ……………………………..…... 1.3% …………………….… 2.6% …………...... 1.29% …….……… Yes
Intellectual Disability ……………………….…..…….. 2.0% …………………….… 2.0% …………...... 0.02% …….……… Yes
Multiple Disability ………………………….…………… 3.5% …………………….… 4.2% …………...... 0.60% …….……… Yes
Other Health Impairment ………..………………. 11.2% …………….….….… 10.8% …………..... -0.41% …………… Yes
Orhtopedic Impairment …………………………….. 0.4% …………………….… 0.2% …………..... -0.18% …….……… Yes
Serious Emotional Disability ………………………. 5.2% …………………….… 3.4% …………..... -1.74% …….……… Yes
Specific Learing Disability ………………………... 38.6% …………….….….… 35.6% …………..... -2.96% …….……… Yes
Speech or Language Impairment ...………….. 18.3% ……………..…….… 20.2% …………...... 1.94% …….……… Yes
Traumatic Brain Injury …………………………..…... 0.4% …………………….… 0.5% …………....... 0.06% …….……… Yes
Visual Impairment …………………………….……….. 0.3% …………………….… 1.1% …………....... 0.75% …….……… Yes

Child’s grade (as of December 2018)
Preschool ………………………………………………..… 10.1% ……………………… 11.6% …………...... 1.50% …….……… Yes
Half-day Kindergarten …………………………….…... 1.3% ………………………. 1.1% …………...... -0.20% …….……… Yes
Full-day Kindergarten …………………………..……… 5.3% ………………………. 5.2% …………...... -0.06% …….…...… Yes
Grade 1 …………………………………………………...…… 6.8% ………………………. 8.0% …………...... 1.25% …….……… Yes
Grade 10 …………………………………………………..….. 6.9% ………………………. 6.5% …………..... -0.35% …….……… Yes
Grade 11 …………………………………………………….... 5.9% ………………………. 5.6% …………..... -0.27% …….……… Yes
Grade 2 ……………………………………………………….. 7.3% ………………….…. 10.0% …………...... 2.69% …….………. Yes
Grade 3 ……………………………………………………… ..7.9% ………………………. 8.3% …………....... 0.39% …….……… Yes
Grade 4 ………………………..……………………………....8.5% ………………………. 8.4% …………...... -0.12% …….……… Yes
Grade 5 ………………………………………………..……… 8.7% ………………………. 8.2% …………...... -0.44% …….……… Yes
Grade 6 ……………………………………………….....…… 8.4% ………………………. 7.4% …………...... -1.04% …….……… Yes
Grade 7 ……………………………………………………..… 8.0% ………………………. 8.0% …………...... -0.02% …….……… Yes
Grade 8 ……………………………………………………..… 7.6% ………………………. 5.8% …………...... -1.78% …….……… Yes
Grade 9 ……………………………………………………..… 7.4% ………………………. 5.8% …………...... -1.53% …….……… Yes

Region
Denver Metro …………………………………….……… 52.6% …………………....... 20.8% ......………. -31.79% …….....… No
North Central …………………….……………………… 13.8% ……….….…………... 26.6% ……………. 12.81% ……...…… No
Northeast …………………………….……………………… 2.1% ….……………………. 3.2% ..…...……….. 1.13% …….……… Yes
Northwest …………………………………………………… 3.7% ….…………………... 12.7% ……...………. 8.96% …….…..… No
Pikes Peak ……………………………….………………… 17.2% ……………………... 21.6% ……...………. 4.42% …….……… No
Southeast …………………………………….……………… 1.6% ………………………. 4.5% …………….…. 2.93% …….…...… Yes
Southwest …………………………………………………… 2.8% ………………………. 4.3% …………….…. 1.45% …….……… Yes
West Central ……………………………………..………… 4.8% ………………………. 4.8% ……...…….… -0.01% …….……… Yes
Other (online, multi-site charter) …..……....…… 1.5% ….……………………. 1.5% ….…..…….…. 0.09% …….……… Yes
[bookmark: _Toc381956336][bookmark: _Toc384383342][bookmark: _Toc392159310][bookmark: _Toc382082387]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The survey is distributed in English and Spanish.
8 - Prior FFY 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.  
Response to actions required in FFY 2018 SPP/APR
These requirements are addressed in the FFY2019 submission of Indicator 8.
8 - OSEP Response

8 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2020 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. 

8 - State Attachments





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 2019 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2020).
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 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 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: _Toc384383344][bookmark: _Toc392159312]9 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO
Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	1.80%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target 
	0%


FFY 2019 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.
3
	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-size
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	0
	64
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met 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). 
[bookmark: _Hlk494459610]1) the calculation method(s) being used: Weighted risk ratio method
2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified: 3.0 and above
3) The number of years of data used in the calculation: 1 year
4) minimum cell and/or n-sizes:
minimum cell (risk numerator) size = 10
minimum n (risk denominator) size = 30

Three AUs (2 correctional facilities and 1 mental-health facility) were excluded from the calculation of this indicator due to not meeting the minimum n-size in any of the racial categories.
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.
None of the AUs exceeded the weighted risk ratio threshold while meeting the minimum cell/n-sizes, thus, none was investigated for inappropriate identification for Indicator 9 purposes.
[bookmark: _Toc381956337][bookmark: _Toc384383347][bookmark: _Toc392159315]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	



Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None


9 - OSEP Response

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 2019, 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 2019 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2020).
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 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 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: _Toc384383349][bookmark: _Toc392159317]10 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	1.80%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target 
	0%



FFY 2019 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.
4
	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-size
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	0
	63
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met 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). 
1) the calculation method(s) being used: Weighted risk ratio method
2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified: 3.0 and above
3) the number of years of data used in the calculation: 1 year
4) minimum cell and/or n-sizes
minimum cell (risk numerator) size = 10
minimum n (risk denominator) size = 10

Four AUs (2 correctional facilities, 1 mental-health facility, and 1 school for deaf and blind) were excluded from the calculation of this indicator due to not meeting the minimum cell/n-size.
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.
None of the AUs exceeded the weighted risk ratio threshold while meeting the minimum cell and n-sizes, thus, none was investigated for inappropriate identification for Indicator 10 purposes.
[bookmark: _Toc381956338][bookmark: _Toc384383352][bookmark: _Toc392159320]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


10 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None


10 - OSEP Response

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 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 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: _Toc384383354][bookmark: _Toc392159322]11 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	84.60%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.90%
	97.91%
	98.00%
	98.03%
	98.39%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target 
	100%



FFY 2019 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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	17,624
	16,867
	98.39%
	100%
	95.70%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage
Due to COVID 19 pandemic, Colorado schools suspended all in-person instructions per Governor’s Executive Order in March 2020. This COVID-related school-building closures throughout the state caused the slippage in the number of evaluations completed on-time from SY2018-19 to SY2019-20. We had 614 children whose evaluations were delayed due to COVID-related school-building closures. If it were not for COVID, our Indicator 11 rate could have been 99% compliant – comparable to historical rates. 
Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)
757
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.
Out of the 757 children whose evaluations were not completed within the timeline, the shortest number of days beyond the timeline was 1 day and the longest was 139 days. The median number of days beyond the timeline was 16 days.

757 children’s evaluations were delayed due to:
• Additional evaluations or special valuations were needed
• Staff missed the timeline
• COVID-related school closures
• Moved into the district after the evaluation was initiated in another district, yet the evaluation was never completed
• Mutual written agreement extending time for SLD identification, yet evaluation was never completed
• Other no valid reasons (e.g., weather/school cancellation, no personnel were available for evaluation)
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. 
Data for Indicator 11 are reported by every AU through the online Special Education End-of-Year data collection. The data elements and definitions with the relevant information for Indicator 11 are defined as: Date of Parental Consent to Evaluate, Date Evaluation Completed, and Reason for Delay in Completing the Evaluation.
AUs report data for all children for whom Parental Consent to Evaluate have been received. When the evaluation is not completed within 60 calendar days, a reason for delay must be provided.
[bookmark: _Toc381956339][bookmark: _Toc384383357][bookmark: _Toc392159325]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Due to COVID 19 pandemic, the CDE provided the following guidance to AUs regarding initial evaluations:

Q1: Are the timelines for initial evaluations waived due to the suspension of in person learning?

At this time, there are no waivers for initial evaluation timelines. As a result, AUs are encouraged to complete evaluations that do not require face-to-face assessment in a timely manner. Schools and parents may also work together to reach mutually agreeable extensions of time to allow for the completion of a sufficiently comprehensive initial evaluation for which a face-to-face assessment is necessary. Any agreement to extend the timeline for the completion of the initial evaluation should be well documented by the AU and shared with the parent.
If the child’s parents do not agree to an extension, the IEP team may convene virtually to review the existing evaluation data. The IEP team may then determine if there is sufficient evaluation data to make an eligibility decision. If sufficient data exists, the IEP team should make a determination, and, if the child qualifies, develop an IEP. If there is insufficient evaluation data to make a determination, the IEP team will be unable to determine eligibility at this time. The AU may need to seek consent for an initial evaluation when school building operations return to normal at a future date. The CDE will work with both AUs and other educational stakeholders to develop specific guidance around procedures for ensuring the completion of sufficiently comprehensive initial evaluations when it is not feasible due to measures required to protect the health and safety of students and school staff.

http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdesped/special_education_faqs 
Special Education Evaluations Q1

In response to the pandemic, the CDE added a delay reason code of “COVID-related school closures” to the data collection. This addition made it possible for AUs to report the initial evaluation records that were delayed due to the COVID-related school closures. These delays were considered non-compliant and included in the Indicator 11 reporting as “not on-time.”

In addition to the formal Q&A guidance document from the CDE, we supported the practitioners in the field by: 
•	Providing disability specific evaluation resources 
• Holding office Hours focused on evaluations during COVID-19
• Practical Strategies for Special Education Evaluations during COVID-19 Webinar
• Consulting with districts individually on their process for special education evaluations during COVID-19
• Held regional meetings for each of the eight regions that provided resources and support, which included special education evaluations during COVID-19

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	31
	31
	0
	0


FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The previously noncompliant Administrative Units (AUs) submitted 2.5-months-worth of initial evaluation records that took place since the noncompliance was found. The CDE then reviewed a part of the newly submitted data via desk audit and verified that all children reported during the timeframe were evaluated within the timeline. By reviewing and verifying the updated data, CDE ensured that the AUs were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 11.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
The CDE verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected by having AUs that failed to meet compliance with Indicator 11 follow the below process:
1. AUs received a pre-populated Indicator 11 Demonstration of Correction tracking form which lists each case of delayed initial evaluation record.
2. AUs verified/reported the reason for the delay.
3. If the IEP was finalized more than 90 days following the parental consent, AUs reported how they addressed the delay of services to ensure FAPE.
 a. 	If the AU did not address the delay and the student was still within the AU, then the AU reported how it planned to address the delay of services to ensure FAPE.
4.    The CDE conducted a desk audit of the Indicator 11 Correction Trackers submitted by every noncompliant AU. The CDE reviewed and verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected and informed the AUs of the results.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2017
	32
	32
	0

	FFY 2016
	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 32 previously noncompliant Administrative Units (AUs) submitted 2.5-months-worth of initial evaluation records that took place since the noncompliance was found. The CDE then reviewed a part of the newly submitted data via desk audit and verified that all children reported during the timeframe were evaluated within the timeline. By reviewing and verifying the updated data, CDE ensured that the AUs were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 11.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
The CDE verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected by having AUs that failed to meet compliance with Indicator 11 follow the below process:
1. AUs received a pre-populated Indicator 11 Demonstration of Correction tracking form which lists each case of delayed initial evaluation record.
2. AUs verified/reported the reason for the delay.
3. If the IEP was finalized more than 90 days following the parental consent, AUs reported how they addressed the delay of services to ensure FAPE.
 a.	If the AU did not address the delay and the student was still within the AU, then the AU reported how it planned to address the delay of services to ensure FAPE.
4. The CDE conducted a desk audit of the Indicator 11 Correction Trackers submitted by every noncompliant AU. The CDE reviewed and verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected and informed the AUs of the results.
FFY 2016
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Since this 1 AU was found noncompliant in FFY2016, the AU went through a corrective action plan which included a number of requirements such as trainings and additional data reporting. This AU submitted new initial evaluation records that took place since the noncompliance was found as part of the corrective action plan during FFY2019. The CDE then reviewed this newly submitted data via desk audit and verified that all children reported during the timeframe were evaluated within the timeline. By reviewing and verifying the updated data, CDE ensured that the AU was correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 11.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
The CDE verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected by having the AU follow the below process:
1. The AU received a pre-populated Indicator 11 Demonstration of Correction tracking form which lists each case of delayed initial evaluation record.
2. The AU verified/reported the reason for the delay.
3. If the IEP was finalized more than 90 days following the parental consent, the AU reported how they addressed the delay of services to ensure FAPE.
 a.	If the AU did not address the delay and the student was still within the AU, then the AU reported how it planned to address the delay of services to ensure FAPE.
4. The CDE conducted a desk audit of the Indicator 11 Correction Tracker submitted by the AU. The CDE reviewed and verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected and informed the AU of the results.
11 - Prior FFY Required Actions
OSEP notes that the State described one AU as having longstanding noncompliance that is systemic. However, the State did not report any AU as having findings of noncompliance identified prior to FFY 2017 that were not yet verified as corrected. Therefore, the State needs to explain the reference to longstanding noncompliance.

Response to actions required in FFY 2018 SPP/APR
As submitted to OSEP during the clarification period of SPP/APR FFY2018, Colorado omitted to report 1 AU as “Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected” under “Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY2017” in the SPP/APR FFY2018. This AU was found noncompliant in FFY2016. Since then, the AU went through a corrective action plan which included a number of requirements such as trainings and additional data reporting. In order for the CDE to verify that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the AU submitted new initial evaluation records that took place since the noncompliance was found as part of the corrective action plan during FFY2019. The CDE then reviewed this newly submitted data via desk audit and verified that all children reported during the timeframe were evaluated within the timeline. By reviewing and verifying the updated data, CDE ensured that the AU was correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 11.

In addition, the CDE verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected by having the AU follow the below process:
1. The AU received a pre-populated Indicator 11 Demonstration of Correction tracking form which lists each case of delayed initial evaluation record.
2. The AU verified/reported the reason for the delay.
3. If the IEP was finalized more than 90 days following the parental consent, the AU reported how they addressed the delay of services to ensure FAPE.
 a.	If the AU did not address the delay and the student was still within the AU, then the AU reported how it planned to address the delay of services to ensure FAPE.
4. The CDE conducted a desk audit of the Indicator 11 Correction Tracker submitted by the AU. The CDE reviewed and verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected and informed the AU of the results.

Given the verifications that each individual case of noncompliance had been corrected and that the source of noncompliance was correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 11, the CDE deemed this AU’s correction of noncompliance to be complete in FY2019.
11 - OSEP Response

11 - Required Actions
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2019, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator. When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 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 2020 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 2019, although its FFY 2019 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019.


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 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 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: _Toc384383359][bookmark: _Toc392159327]12 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2006
	96.10%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.16%
	97.01%
	96.89%
	98.25%
	98.19%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target 
	100%



FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
	a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 
	3,358

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	511

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	1,524

	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. 
	1,085

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	100

	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.
	0



	Measure
	Numerator (c)
	Denominator (a-b-d-e-f)
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 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.
	1,524
	1,662
	98.19%
	100%
	91.70%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
COVID-related school closures throughout the state caused the slippage. 73 children’s C-to-B transitions were delayed due to COVID-related school closures. 26 additional delays were reported due to staff issues. Some of these staff issues included COVID-related staff issues (e.g., staff not being available to process the C-to-B transition forward because the staff had to quarantine).
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
138
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.
Out of the 138 children whose IEPs were not developed or implemented by their third birthdays, 21 children were found ineligible for services and 5 children’s eligibility was never determined during SY2019-20. Among the remaining 112 children, the shortest number of days beyond the 3rd birthday to implementation of IEPs was 1 day and the longest was 128 days. The median number of days beyond the 3rd birthday was 18 days.

C-to-B transitions were delayed due to:
• Additional evaluations or special evaluations were needed
• Staff missed the timeline
• COVID 19-related school closures
• Other no valid reasons (e.g., non-COVID-related school closure)
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. 
Data for Indicator 12 are reported by every AU through the online Special Education End-of-Year data collection. The data elements and definitions with the relevant information for Indicator 12 are defined as: Child’s Date of Birth, Date of Parental Consent to Evaluate, Date of Initial Eligibility Meeting, Date IEP was Implemented, and Reason for delay in implementing IEP.
AUs report data for all children who were served in a Part C program and evaluated for Part B services. When the IEP was not developed or implemented by the child’s third birthday, a reason for delay must be provided.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Due to COVID 19 pandemic, the CDE provided the following guidance to AUs regarding transitions from Part C to Part B services:

As children transition from Part C to Part B services are we expected to have the child's IEP in place by their third birthday?

Yes, similar to evaluation timelines, OSEP has not waived or changed this IDEA requirement related to Indicator 12. Subsequently, as children transitioning from Part C to Part B are evaluated and found eligible during this time, it is the expectation of AUs to complete those activities and start the IEP services on or before the child's third birthday. Keep in mind that instances in which parents choose to delay the evaluation or IEP start date constitute allowable use of delay codes.

http://www.cde.state.co.us/early/preschoolthrough3rdgrade-covid19-faqs#childfindSpecial 
under “Child Find” 

In response to the pandemic, the CDE added a delay reason code of “COVID-related school closures” to the data collection. This addition made it possible for AUs to report the C-to-B transition records that were delayed due to the COVID-related school closures. These delays were considered non-compliant and included in the Indicator 12 reporting as “not on-time.”

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	11
	11
	0
	0


FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The previously noncompliant Administrative Units (AUs) submitted recent C-to-B transition records (new data) that took place since the noncompliance was found. The CDE then reviewed the newly submitted data via desk audit and verified that all children reported in the new data transitioned within the timeline. By reviewing and verifying the updated data, CDE ensured that the AUs were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 12.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
The CDE verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected by having AUs that failed to meet compliance with Indicator 12 follow the below process:

1. AUs received a pre-populated Indicator 12 Demonstration of Correction tracking form which listed each case of delayed C-to-B transition records.
2. AUs verified/reported the reason for the delay.
3. AUs provided an explanation for how they ensured the delay did not result in denial of FAPE.
 a.	If the AU did not address the delay of services and the student was still within the AU, then the AU reported how it planned to address the delay.
4. The CDE conducted a desk audit of the Indicator 12 Correction Trackers submitted by every noncompliant AU. The CDE reviewed and verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected and informed the AUs of the results.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2017
	12
	12
	0

	FFY 2016
	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 previously noncompliant Administrative Units (AUs) submitted recent C-to-B transition records (new data) that took place since the noncompliance was found. The CDE then reviewed the newly submitted data via desk audit and verified that all children reported in the new data transitioned within the timeline. By reviewing and verifying the updated data, CDE ensured that the AUs were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 12.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
The CDE verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected by having AUs that failed to meet compliance with Indicator 12 follow the below process:

1. AU received a pre-populated Indicator 12 Demonstration of Correction tracking form which listed each case of delayed C-to-B transition records.
2. AU verified/reported the reason for the delay.
3. AU provided an explanation for how they ensured the delay did not result in denial of FAPE.
 a.	If the AU did not address the delay of services and the student was still within the AU, then the AU reported how it planned to address the delay.
4. The CDE conducted a desk audit of the Indicator 12 Correction Trackers submitted by every noncompliant AU. The CDE reviewed and verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected and informed the AUs of the results.
FFY 2016
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Since this 1 AU was found noncompliant in FFY2016, the AU went through a corrective action plan which included a number of requirements such as trainings and additional data reporting. This AU submitted recent C-to-B transition records (new data) that took place since the noncompliance was found. The CDE then reviewed the newly submitted data via desk audit and verified that all children reported in the new data transitioned within the timeline. By reviewing and verifying the updated data, CDE ensured that the AU was correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 12.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
The CDE verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected by having the AU follow the below process:

1. AU received a pre-populated Indicator 12 Demonstration of Correction tracking form which listed each case of delayed C-to-B transition records.
2. AU verified/reported the reason for the delay.
3. AU provided an explanation for how they ensured the delay did not result in denial of FAPE.
 a.	If the AU did not address the delay of services and the student was still within the AU, then the AU reported how it planned to address the delay.
4. The CDE conducted a desk audit of the Indicator 12 Correction Tracker submitted by the AU. The CDE reviewed and verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected and informed the AU of the results.
12 - Prior FFY Required Actions
OSEP notes that the State described one AU as having longstanding noncompliance that is systemic. However, the State did not report any AU as having findings of noncompliance identified prior to FFY 2017 that were not yet verified as corrected. Therefore, the State needs to explain the reference to longstanding noncompliance.
Response to actions required in FFY 2018 SPP/APR
AU was found noncompliant in FFY2016. Since then, the AU went through a corrective action plan which included a number of requirements such as trainings and additional data reporting. In order for the CDE to verify that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the AU submitted recent C-to-B transition records (new data) during FFY2019. The CDE then reviewed the newly submitted data via desk audit and verified that all children reported in the new data transitioned within the timeline. By reviewing and verifying the updated data, CDE ensured that the AU was correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 12.

In addition, the CDE verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected by having the AU follow the below process:
1. AU received a pre-populated Indicator 12 Demonstration of Correction tracking form which listed each case of delayed C-to-B transition records.
2. AU verified/reported the reason for the delay.
3. AU provided an explanation for how they ensured the delay did not result in denial of FAPE.
 a.	If the AU did not address the delay of services and the student was still within the AU, then the AU reported how it planned to address the delay.
4. The CDE conducted a desk audit of the Indicator 12 Correction Tracker submitted by the AU. The CDE reviewed and verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected and informed the AU of the results.

Given the verifications that each individual case of noncompliance had been corrected and that the source of noncompliance was correctly implementing the regulatory requirements related to Indicator 12, the CDE deemed this AU’s correction of noncompliance as complete in FY2019.
12 - OSEP Response

12 - Required Actions
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2019, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator. When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 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 2020 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 2019, although its FFY 2019 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019.


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 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 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: _Toc384383364][bookmark: _Toc392159332]13 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2017
	93.18%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	70.94%
	93.45%
	100.00%
	93.18%
	89.39%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target 
	100%



FFY 2019 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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	441
	442
	89.39%
	100%
	99.77%
	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. 
Annually, CDE conducts review of transition IEPs by tasking AUs to self-audit their transition IEPs independently and by conducting face-to-face or virtual transition IEP reviews in partnership with AUs. Prior to the school year, CDE randomly select students of transition age for AUs to review. AUs’ assigned number of IEPs to review vary between 5 and 10, depending on the student population size in the AU. AUs are required to self-review the selected IEPs by a due date within the Exceptional Student Services (ESSU) Data Management System (DMS), a web-based tool developed to provide AUs with a secure web-based location for managing and monitoring all business required for the implementation of IDEA. DMS prompts teams to review the transition IEPs using NTACT’s Indicator 13 review checklist. AUs are required to conduct the transition IEP reviews in partnership with CDE rather than self-reviewing when AUs are in the following circumstances:
1. New AUs are required to participate in side-by-side Indicator 13 IEP reviews in the year they are established.
2. AUs who self-report less than 100% compliance for Indicator 13 in a given year are required to participate in side-by-side reviews the following year.
3. AUs who are selected to participate in the general supervision/monitoring visits are required to participate in side-by-side reviews.
All transition IEP review results are compiled on the due date to determine the level of state’s and each AU’s compliance with Indicator 13.
	Question
	Yes / No

	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)


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	14
	14
	0
	0


FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To verify that the Administrative Units (AUs) who reported noncompliance for Indicator 13 were correctly implementing regulatory requirements related to Indicator 13, the CDE’s Secondary Transition team in partnership with the AU special education team, conducted side-by-side compliance reviews of the required number of Transition IEPs during the 2018-2019 school year. The IEPs selected for this side-by-side compliance review were a different set of IEPs than the ones found noncompliant, in accordance with OSEP memo 09-02. These collaborative reviews were done face-to-face or virtually and involved reviewing and discussing each of the compliance elements of IEP to build capacity and inter-rater reliability within the AU staff until the IEP met the compliance target of 100%. The CDE verified that the IEPs reviewed were 100% compliant on-site with the AU and recorded this data in the ESSU Data Management System. If further corrections were identified as necessary for compliance during the side-by-side collaborative reviews, the CDE verified 100% compliance by reviewing the IEP through a desk audit process once changes were made in the ESSU Data Management System.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
The CDE ensured that each AU corrected all individual cases of noncompliance related to Indicator 13, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the AU, through the following process for each individual case of noncompliance:

1. AUs were provided a pre-populated indicator 13 Demonstration of Correction tracking form including the student name, IEP date and reason for noncompliance
2.	AUs determined the root cause of the noncompliance 
3.	AUs determined if each of the students was still in their jurisdiction. 
     a.	If NO – no further correction was needed 
     b.	If YES – AUs uploaded the student’s current IEP into the ESSU Data Management System
4.	AUs completed the IEP compliance record review of the student’s current IEP 
5.	AUs completed the tracking form by recording the date the current IEP was reviewed and the reviewer’s name. 

The CDE verified correction via a desk audit process and confirmed the results to the AU.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2017
	1
	0
	1

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2017
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected
The CDE Secondary Transition and Monitoring team, in collaboration with the AU special education team, completed in-person IEP compliance reviews of Transition IEPs written in SY2019-20. In addition to this review of updated data, the AU is required to participate in individualized professional development in the area(s) of Secondary Transition IEP development based on information from the collaborative reviews and areas of need identified by the AU team. Following the side-by-side reviews, the CDE and AU team worked together to identify area(s) of need, develop an agenda for the required professional development, and set a date for the training to be provided by the CDE.
Three months after the required professional development, the CDE conducted a desk audit of IEPs written after the training to verify improvement in the identified area(s) of need. The AU’s compliance was still less than 100%. Further monitoring activities will be required. The CDE is working with the AU to develop meaningful improvement activities based on the results of the desk audit. In addition, the AU will be required to participate in collaborative IEP reviews for the SY2020-21. 
13 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

13 - OSEP Response

13 - Required Actions
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2019, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator. In addition, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2020 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 2020 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 and the 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 2020 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 2019, although its FFY 2019 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019.


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 2020 on students who left school during 2018-2019, timing the data collection so that at least one year has passed since the students left school. Include students who dropped out during 2018-2019 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 2019 SPP/APR, due February 2021:
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
	Measure
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A
	2014
	Target >=
	32.50%
	32.50%
	32.75%
	32.75%
	33.00%

	A
	24.62%
	Data
	24.62%
	25.63%
	26.10%
	27.10%
	26.49%

	B
	2014
	Target >=
	61.00%
	61.00%
	61.25%
	61.25%
	61.50%

	B
	56.43%
	Data
	56.43%
	60.44%
	61.85%
	68.70%
	67.64%

	C
	2014
	Target >=
	69.00%
	69.00%
	69.25%
	69.25%
	69.50%

	C
	73.60%
	Data
	73.60%
	77.48%
	74.80%
	79.60%
	80.01%



FFY 2019 Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A >=
	27.70%

	Target B >=
	56.50%

	Target C >=
	81.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
Indicator 14 data was presented to stakeholders at a Re-invent Special Education meeting, representing Directors of Special Education, PEAK Parent Center, CSEAC, Higher Education, ESSU consultants and the Leadership team. The discussions primarily focused on trend data and current goals. This was followed by another stakeholder meeting in August 2014 where there were additional discussion regarding the vendor contracted by CDE as well as consideration of changes regarding who would be making the phone calls to high school exiters one year after graduating from high school. Additional discussions continued with Directors and Transition Coordinators throughout the fall of 2014.
The decision was made to have targets remain static for two additional years, with incremental increases through FFY 2018.

<FFY2019 target update>
Throughout SY2018-19, stakeholders including secondary transition coordinators and directors of special education from AUs gathered to provide input for the FFY2019 target. Stakeholders discussed the current state of post-school outcomes in Colorado, former students’ participation in the interviews, and the impact of applying WIOA’s definition of “competitively employed” to Measurement B. Stakeholders and CDE came to a conclusion that although we should expect historical growth for Measurement A and C for FFY2019, the target for Measurement B needs to accommodate the impact of WIOA’s definition of competitive employment.
[bookmark: _Toc392159337]
FFY 2019 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
	2,137

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	514

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	955

	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)
	88

	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).
	132



	Measure
	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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Enrolled in higher education (1)
	514
	2,137
	26.49%
	27.70%
	24.05%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	1,469
	2,137
	67.64%
	56.50%
	68.74%
	Met Target
	No 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)
	1,689
	2,137
	80.01%
	81.40%
	79.04%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage



	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	A variety of factors lead to slippage in Measurement A. Colorado is an Employment First state. This means that employment is considered a first option for all students, including students with the most significant support needs. We place high value on students graduating postsecondary and workforce ready. In the recent years, the state and districts are have been working to increase opportunities to develop skills that lead to employment through a variety of work-based learning, career and technical education, concurrent enrollment, Accelerating Students through Concurrent Enrollment (ASCENT), internships, and workplace credentialing opportunities. Partnerships are occurring through local community colleges, school districts, and employers to build skills that lead to immediate employment upon graduating. In addition, due to the high cost of college tuition, some students take time off to work before attending college. Lastly, attending postsecondary education is not the postsecondary goal for some students. Some students want to build skills to get a good job through programs offered through the district or those that can be learned through on-the-job training. These initiatives have been accelerating Colorado’s trend of increased competitive employment rates and decreased higher-ed rates. We observed a slippage this year presumably due to these initiatives spreading more widely throughout Colorado districts at a faster pace in the past years.



Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
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.
	Sampling Question
	Yes / No

	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.
Depending on the number of high school exiters in the Administrative Unit (AU), Colorado uses a combination of census and stratified sampling for indicator 14 data collection. When AUs have 100 or fewer students who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, the AUs interview all exiters (i.e., census). When AUs have 100-200 exiters, they receive a list of 100 randomly selected former students to interview. AUs with more than 200 exiters receive a list of 200 randomly selected former students to interview. If the AU wishes to interview all former students, rather than a sample, the state accommodates for that. 

Colorado had 5,462 secondary school exiters with IEPs in SY2018-19. Out of them, 3,825 were selected as interviewees, following the methodology described above. Out of the 3,825 former students, 56 were found to be deceased, returned to high schools, or could not be reached due to incarceration. Out of the remaining 3,769 students, 2,137 students participated in the interview. This means that the interviewed former students accounted for approximately 40% of all former students who had IEPs at the time of leaving secondary school.

Colorado's sampling methodology made it possible to reduce the sample size required to achieve randomness, and made the proportionate representation in the sample more likely.
	Survey Question
	Yes / No

	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	YES

	If yes, attach a copy of the survey
	


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 following demographic categories were examined for their representativeness in the post-school outcome interviews: former students’ gender, race/ethnicity, disability, reasons for exiting secondary school, and attending AUs’ geographic region within the state. The chart below summarizes the results of the representativeness analysis. When the demographic group’s representation in the special education population and representation among the interview respondents were greater than ±3%, the representativeness was considered inadequate. 
The demographic categories that were not well-represented among the survey respondents were race/ethnicity, disability, reasons exiting secondary school, and geographic region. White former students were overrepresented among the interview respondents, which seemed to be driven by the underrepresentation of Black and Hispanic former students. Former students with specific learning disability were slightly underrepresented among the survey respondents. Former students who exited secondary schools due to graduating with regular high school diplomas were overrepresented among the interview participants, which seemed to be driven by the underrepresentation of former students who exited secondary schools due to dropping out of high schools. Finally, former students from the Denver metro region were significantly underrepresented among the interview respondents, while former students from North Central and Pikes Peak were overrepresented. Denver metro AUs has the highest enrollment of students with disabilities who are Black and Hispanic in the state. The poor participation from the Denver metro districts’ former students seemed to have exacerbated the poor representation of the regions as well as racial categories.

Category -------------------------– Population Representation –-- Interview Respondents –-- ±Difference –-- Representative (±3%)?

Former Students’ Gender 
Male …………………………………………………………. 63.93% …………..………… 63.55% ………….... -0.39% …….……… Yes
Female ……………………………………………………… 36.07% …………….………. 36.45% ………..…... 0.39% ………….… Yes

Race/Ethnicity 
American Indian or Alaska Native ……………… 1.52% ………………………. 1.50% ………..…... -0.02% …….……… Yes
Asian …………………………………………………………. 1.35% ………………………. 1.26% ………..…... -0.09% …….……… Yes
Black or African American …………..……………. 7.96% ………………………. 5.38%……............. -2.58% …….……… Yes
Hispanic or Latino ………………………………….. 40.15% …………...………… 38.51% ....….....….. -1.64% ……….…… Yes
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander.... 0.24% ………………………. 0.14% ….….....….. -0.10% …….………. Yes
Two or More Races …………………………………… 3.33% ………………………. 3.37% .……...…..... 0.04% …….………. Yes
White ……………………………………………………... 45.44% …………...……..…. 49.84% …..…....…... 4.39% …….….…… No

Disability 
Autism Spectrum Disorder ………………..……… 7.27% …………………….… 8.56% …….…......... 1.30% …….……… Yes
Hearing Impairment ………………………..………... 1.57% …………………….… 2.34% …………...... 0.77% …….….…… Yes
Intellectual Disability ……………………..………….. 4.32% …………………….… 4.54% …………...... 0.22% …….….…… Yes
Multiple Disability ……………………………………… 5.40% …………………….… 6.36% …………...... 0.96% …….….…… Yes
Other Health Impairment ……………..…………. 13.27% …………….….….… 14.51% …………..... 1.23% …………..… Yes
Serious Emotional Disability ………………………. 9.14% …………………….… 7.53% …………..... -1.60% …….…….… Yes
Specific Learing Disability ………………………... 55.91% …………….….….… 52.88% …………..... -3.04% …….…….… No
Speech or Language Impairment …………….... 0.99% ……………....…….… 0.89% …………..... -0.10% …….……… Yes
Traumatic Brain Injury ………………..……………... 1.35% …………………….… 1.40% …………....... 0.05% …….……… Yes
Other ………………………………………………..……….. 0.77% …………………….… 0.98% …………....... 0.21% …….……… Yes

Reasons Exiting Secondary School
Regular Diploma ………………………….………..… 79.79% …………..………… 85.68% …………....... 5.89% …….…….… No
Certificate ………………………………………………..... 1.85% ………………………. 2.53% …………....... 0.68% …….……… Yes
Reached Maximum Age ……………………..……… 1.17% ………………………. 1.22% …………....... 0.04% …….…...… Yes
Dropped Out ………………………………….………… 17.19% ………….…………. 10.58% …………...... -6.68% ………….… No

Region
Denver Metro …………………………………………… 56.10% …………………....... 37.62% ....………. -18.47% ……….…… No
North Central …………………….………………...…… 11.79% ……………………... 16.99% ……….…….. 5.20% …….……… No
Northeast …………………………….……………………… 2.00% ….……………………. 4.07% ..…..……..... 2.08% …………… Yes
Northwest …………………………………………………… 4.60% ….…………..…….... 5.76% ……...…..…. 1.16% …….……… Yes
Pikes Peak ……………………………….…………...…… 15.60% ………………..…... 22.88% …….....……. 7.28% ……….….… No
Southeast …………………………………….……………… 1.78% ……………….………. 1.64% ……………. -0.14% …..……….. Yes
Southwest …………………………………………………… 2.67% ……………….………. 4.35% ………….…. 1.68% …..……….. Yes
West Central ………………………………………………… 3.99% ……………….…….. 4.59% ……...…..… 0.59% ………..…… Yes
Other (online, multi-site charter) …..……...….… 1.48% ….…………….………. 2.11% ….…..….…. 0.62% ….………… Yes
	[bookmark: _Toc392159338]Question
	Yes / No

	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? 
	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.
The lack of participation of Black and Hispanic students and the poor participation of former students who exited from Denver metro districts are related issues with which Colorado has struggled for a long time. The Denver metro region accounted for 75.6% of Black former students who exited from high school with IEPs, and also accounted for 59% of Hispanic former students who exited from high school with IEPs. Thus, increasing the participation rates among former students who exited from Denver metro districts has been an utmost concern in the recent years. In fact, CDE met with district leaders to discuss factors that may have contributed to the underrepresentation of identified groups. The over-representation of the graduates and under-representation of dropouts have been another long-term issue, and it has to do with the limited information on whereabouts of students who dropped out.
CDE will continue to provide training and accessible resources to all districts regarding strategies to increase student and family participation for all demographic groups. In addition, all AUs will receive the list of students to interview in advance of the start of the data collection period to enable them to review the list and update contact information. CDE will host PSO data discussions, root cause analysis and follow up coaching sessions for all AUs. In addition, CDE will convene AU special education administrators in the targeted AUs in the Denver metro region to discuss strategies to improve response rates from Hispanic, African American, and students who dropped out. AUs in the Denver Metro region that have been successful in obtaining responses from these groups of students will be invited to discuss barriers and share the strategies they employ. AU special education administrators will leave the convening with a plan for how to increase response rates i.e., how to educate students and parents about the post-school outcome interview process, identify multiple means to contact families, and a plan to train staff. Additionally, CDE will provide targeted TA for those AUs identified in the analysis of the data that have lower response rates. 
[bookmark: _Toc382082390][bookmark: _Toc392159339]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

14 - Prior FFY Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2019 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, 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 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. 
Response to actions required in FFY 2018 SPP/APR
These requirements are addressed in the FFY2019 submission for Indicator 14.
 
14 - OSEP Response
14 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2020 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, 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 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. 

14 - State Attachments








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 not used

Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/04/2020
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	9

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/04/2020
	3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	5


[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 
Targets were re-established and extended for this indicator through FFY 2018 following a stakeholder meeting of local special education directors, special education service providers, parents of students with disabilities in Colorado, and the state PTI (PEAK Parent Center). This stakeholder group reviewed trend data and set the targets based upon discussions around the fact that there is no mediator present at Resolution Sessions. The outcome of this measure is based on the disposition of the parties at the table and therefore there is little ability by CDE to affect the outcome of this indicator. 

The CDE is engaged in educating parties about resolution sessions and collecting data on when the resolution session occurred and if agreement was reached.

<FFY2019 target update>
Given the 1-year extension of the current APP/APR, the CDE consulted with the state advisory panel, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Council (CSEAC) to extend the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019. They all agreed that the extension of the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019 would be appropriate.

Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	100.00%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	49.00%
	50.00%
	51.00%
	52.00%
	53.00%

	Data
	83.33%
	50.00%
	62.50%
	54.55%
	54.55%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target >=
	53.00%



FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data

	3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	3.1 Number of resolutions sessions
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	5
	9
	54.55%
	53.00%
	55.56%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
15 - OSEP Response
The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2019. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held.
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 not used

Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/04/2020
	2.1 Mediations held
	44

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/04/2020
	2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints
	12

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/04/2020
	2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints
	13


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 
Targets were re-established and extended for this indicator through FFY 2018 following a stakeholder meeting of local special education directors, special education service providers, parents of students with disabilities in Colorado, and the state PTI (PEAK Parent Center). Mediation is made available at no cost to parties who have disputes involving any matter under Part B. Mediation is a voluntary process on the part of the parties and is not used to deny or delay any of the parent’s rights under Part B. If a mediation agreement is reached, it is reduced to writing in the form of a binding mediation agreement which is enforceable in any court of competent jurisdiction.

<FFY2019 target update>
Given the 1-year extension of the current APP/APR, the CDE consulted with the state advisory panel, the Colorado Special Education Advisory Council (CSEAC) to extend the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019. They all agreed that the extension of the FFY2018 target for the FFY2019 would be appropriate.

Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	88.00%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	60.00%
	61.00%
	62.00%
	63.00%
	64.00%

	Data
	60.00%
	72.73%
	65.52%
	62.96%
	54.35%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target >=
	64.00%



FFY 2019 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 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	12
	13
	44
	54.35%
	64.00%
	56.82%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage



Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
16 - OSEP Response

16 - Required Actions


Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan






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:
Designated by the Chief State School Officer to certify
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: 
Paul Foster
Title: 
Executive Director of Exceptional Student Services
Email: 
foster_p@cde.state.co.us
Phone:
720-660-4253
Submitted on:
04/28/21 12:51:35 PM
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The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

The Colorado Department of Education (CDE) provides leadership, resources, support, and accountability to Administrative Units (AUs) to meet the needs of the students who receive special education services in Colorado. Data are gathered on an annual basis from all AUs to ensure compliance and to monitor student outcomes.

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:

While the CDE continues to monitor compliance with the IDEA and Colorado's Exceptional Children's Education Act (ECEA), CDE also partners with AUs to improve results for students with disabilities. Colorado’s general supervision and monitoring process seeks to ensure successful outcomes for students with disabilities through a system that relies on data to guide the provision of supports as described below.

Colorado General Supervision and Monitoring Objectives:

1. Ensure a meaningful and continuous process that focuses on improving academic performance and outcomes for students with disabilities by linking AU data, including indicator data, to improvement activities.

2. Partner with AUs to ensure compliance with IDEA and ECEA regulations.

3. Connect AU‐level and school‐level improvement activities with IDEA and ECEA regulations.

4. Support each AU in the process of self‐audit, evaluation, and improvement of instructional effectiveness and compliance to ensure growth in student academic performance and outcomes.

5. Link improvement activities with long term, multi‐year professional development to support capacity-building and sustainability of compliance and instructional effectiveness.

The CDE gathers data that includes the AU’s self-report and summary of analyses of student performance data as well as self-audits of student records for compliance. Additional data and policies, procedures, and processes to be reviewed included family-school partnering and involvement, staff qualifications, fiscal reporting, discipline, secondary transition and post-school outcomes, disproportionate representation, IEP development, and professional development.

Student Data Include: 

· Prevalence rate by disability, race, and ethnic categories

· Percentage of time with students without disabilities

· Educational placement of students with disabilities

· Evaluation timelines

· IEP implementation timelines 

· Performance on state assessments

· Preschool outcomes

· Graduation and dropout rates

· Extra-curricular opportunities and integration with peers without disabilities and educational settings for preschool students with disabilities

· Students exiting special education

· Data regarding disciplinary exclusions, including disaggregation by disability, race, and ethnic categories

· Transition IEP compliance

· Post School Outcomes

The CDE uses data and information from available sources to verify the information described above. Data obtained are used to evaluate the performance of AUs on the State Performance Plan indicators and their related requirements. In partnership with AUs, these data are examined to determine:

· Related themes or relationships of performance on indicators. (e.g., Part B graduation rates with test performance and transition planning)

· Existence of patterns or trends over time (i.e., is the AU’s performance improving or slipping)

· Consistency with other known factors

· Areas of non-compliance

· Potential areas of non-compliance

· Poor student performance

· Need for additional support in building capacity and sustainability of compliance and instructional effectiveness

Staff data are those related to:

· Licensure

· Credentials (e.g., Braille competency)

· Qualified status of special education staff

· Staff caseload information, including staff-to-student ratios

· CDE’s Office of Special Education (OSE) staff work closely with other units within the CDE to monitor and track licenses and qualified status of special education providers. Feedback is then provided to AUs on the status of their staff.

OSE staff works closely with other units within the CDE to ensure that each AU meets requirements specific to excess cost calculation, maintenance of effort, and allowable use of funds. In addition, CDE also consider the following:

· IDEA Part B and Preschool Narratives and Budgets

· Fiscal End of Year reporting

Data from dispute resolution include:

· Dispute resolution findings of noncompliance, including state complaints and due process hearings.

· Areas of concern identified outside the scope of an investigation, including concerns raised by parents in calls with dispute resolution staff.

The OSE analyzes the data to identify trends on a state and AU level that may indicate systemic noncompliance with state and federal regulations and to inform general supervision activities.

Verification of Correction and Enforcement Activities:

The OSE General Supervision and Monitoring Staff work collaboratively with the AU Directors of Special Education programs to identify root causes that resulted in non-compliance and/or to provide technical assistance to support AUs in correcting non-compliance and building capacity in the sustainability of compliance. In all instances of child-specific non-compliance resulting in the denial of FAPE, immediate correction is required.

Colorado’s General Supervision and Monitoring process focuses on successful results and compliance with IDEA through a system of ongoing supports based on the individual AU’s data. 

A description of the CDE’s dispute resolution process

Mediation:

Mediation available at no cost to parents and special education directors who have disputes involving any matter under Part B. Mediation is voluntary and may not be used to deny or delay a parent’s right to initiate IDEA’s other dispute resolution options. If a mediation agreement is reached, it is reduced to a written settlement agreement enforceable in any court of competent jurisdiction. 

When CDE receives a request for mediation, dispute resolution staff confirm that both parties are agreeable to mediation. Once both parties have agreed to mediation, a mediator is assigned based on a random or rotational basis. Mediators typically conduct mediations within 30 days and provide CDE with an outcome report for data-collection purposes, as well as supply the parties with mediation evaluation forms.

CDE actively encourages parties to consider resolving their disputes through mediation, typically under the following circumstances: (1) when a parent contacts CDE to find out what his/her dispute resolution rights are; (2) when a state complaint is filed; or (3) when a due process complaint is filed. If the parties resolve their disputes through a written and binding mediation agreement, the parties notify the State Complaint Officer (SCO) (in the case of a state complaint) or the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) (in the case of a due process complaint) that the agreement has been reached and that the complaint is being withdrawn or should be dismissed. If the parties reach impasse or partial agreement, the state complaint investigation or due process proceeding resumes as to all remaining issues.

State Complaints Process:

The state complaints process is available to any party. When a state complaint is filed, the SCO has up to ten (10) calendar days to notify the complainants whether the complaint is being accepted for investigation. CDE accepts the complaint for investigation if: (1) CDE has jurisdiction to investigate the complaint (i.e., the complaint alleges a violation of the IDEA), (2) the complaint meets the required content requirements, and (3) the complaint was filed within the applicable statute of limitations. CDE notifies the complainants that the complaint is being rejected if it does not meet these requirements and the reasons why.

When a complaint is accepted for investigation, the consultant from the General Supervision team assigned to dispute resolution is notified of the complaint.

The AU is given the opportunity to provide a written response and proposed resolution to the complaint, and the parent is given the opportunity to reply to the AU’s written response or otherwise provided with an opportunity to provide additional information. Following the exchange of written information, the SCO may further investigate, as necessary, using a variety of investigative techniques including telephone interviews, review of records, and on-site investigations. Upon completion of the investigation, the SCO issues a decision that includes findings of fact and conclusions of law. The complaint must be resolved within sixty (60) calendar days from the date it was filed, unless the SCO extends the decision due date for exceptional circumstances unique to that complaint or the parties both agree to extend the decision date to engage in mediation.

If the SCO finds the AU to be in violation of the IDEA, the SCO orders a remedy, which may include corrective action, compensatory services, the revision of policies and procedures, staff training, etc. The decision establishes dates for when the remedy must be completed and identifies the documentation that must be submitted to demonstrate that corrective action has been taken. A copy of the decision is made available to the OSE General Supervision Team. The decision is also placed in the AU’s monitoring file to serve as a data source for monitoring. Follow-up for corrective action is currently the responsibility of the OSE General Supervision consultant responsible for dispute resolution.

CDE’s SCOs are attorneys and members of the OSE’s dispute resolution team. The SCOs attend special education legal conferences such as LRP’s National Institute on Legal Issues of Education Individuals with Disabilities.

Due Process Hearings:

CDE utilizes Administrative Law Judges through an Interagency Agreement with the State Department of Personnel and Administration Office of Administrative Courts (OAC) to provide IDEA due process hearings. In coordination with OAC, the OSE’s dispute resolution team tracks applicable timelines to ensure compliance with IDEA, and provides a copy of the ALJ’s decision for publication and dissemination to the state special education advisory committee. The OSE provides ALJ training through the CDE or by qualified trainers/presenters in the area of special education law, including the CDE’s special education legal conference.

Per state rules, the special education director for the AU is required to notify CDE immediately upon receipt of a due process hearing request and to fax or mail a copy of the due process complaint to CDE.

If the ALJ orders remedies against the AU, the General Supervision Team is notified, and the decision is placed in the AU’s monitoring file to serve as a data source for monitoring. The OSE General Supervision team monitors compliance with the ALJ’s decision, unless that decision is appealed to state or federal court.

Facilitated IEP Process:

The CDE supports IEP facilitation as a practice for preventing and intervening constructively in disagreements that may emerge during the IEP meeting. 

CDE currently offers statewide facilitators to support districts and parents at no cost, upon request and agreement by the parties to use a facilitator. CDE is also building up a reciprocal approach to IEP facilitation where districts share those certified in IEP facilitation with each other. IEP facilitator training is provided through CDE, as well as a training for trainer-of-trainers, in order to build sustainability throughout the state.
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Por favor, mire al otro lado para información en Español.



September, 2020



Dear Parent(s) of 	,



The Colorado Department of Education and your local special education administrative unit (e.g., school district, BOCES) conduct a survey every school year to learn how parents are involved in their child’s special education program.



The responses you share will be used to improve the education of children with disabilities in your school district and throughout the State of Colorado. The state-wide results will be reported publicly and to the

U.S.	Department of Education after the completion of the school year. Please visit http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdesped/indicator_08 for the previous years’ survey results.



You have two options to complete this survey. Please select the one that works better for you.



1.	Online – Visit https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2020-2021-ParentSurvey  to complete the survey before June 30, 2021. To access the online survey, you will need to enter the Access Code shown in the box below.

 

Student Name:  		 Access Code:  	



2.	Paper survey – Fill out the survey and submit to your school, district, or BOCES before June 30, 2021.



The information you provide is confidential, which means your response will be stored in a secure network environment and will not be improperly disclosed to third-party entities.



We greatly appreciate your participation!



For information and resources for families of students with disabilities in Colorado, please visit this CDE webpage.



If you have questions or need assistance with this survey, please contact: Joyce Thiessen-Barrett

Coordinator of Family, School and Community Partnering 303-866-6757 | Barrett_J@cde.state.co.us

 




Access Code:  _________________

For the purpose of this survey,

1) Items that refer to “I”, “me”, or “my” are meant to also include the other members of your family who are involved with your child’s education, as appropriate.

2) “Special education staff” includes special education teachers, related service providers (e.g., speech and language pathologists, occupational/physical therapists, school psychologists), and others who support your child’s Individualized Education Program (IEP).

Please choose a response that best describes your experience over the past year:

1. I feel welcomed by my child’s special education staff. (Always, Sometimes. Often, Never) 

2. My child’s school has someone available to answer my questions about special education services.  (Always, Sometimes. Often, Never)

3. My child’s special education staff invites me to speak up on behalf of my child.  (Always, Sometimes. Often, Never)

4. My child’s special education staff keeps me informed about my child’s progress toward IEP goals.  (Always, Sometimes. Often, Never)

5. My child’s special education staff keeps me informed about what they are doing to help my child achieve his/her IEP goals.  (Always, Sometimes. Often, Never)

6. My child’s special education staff and I share strategies that we can use to support my child both at school and at home.  (Always, Sometimes. Often, Never)



Please choose a response that best describes your experience over the past year: 



7. I am satisfied with the options I have to communicate with my child’s special education staff (such as face-to-face meetings, emails, texts, phone, child log, etc.). (Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree)

8. My child’s special education staff is willing to work with my schedule when arranging meetings. (Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree)

9. Before my child’s IEP meeting, my child’s special education staff helps me prepare to be an active participant (such as providing draft IEPs, explaining expectations of the meeting, etc.). (Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree)

10. My child’s special education staff and I have similar expectations for my child’s IEP goals. (Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree)

11. My child’s special education staff explains what options I have if I ever disagree with the special education services being provided to my child. (Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree)

12. My child’s IEP includes my input. (Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree)

13. My child’s special education services were delivered as described in the IEP. (Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree)



Please choose a response that best describes your experience over the past year:

14. My child's special education staff asks for my opinion about how well special education services are meeting my child’s needs. (Many times (4 or more), A few times (2-3 times), Once, Never)

15. My child's special education staff/school/district provides opportunities for me to strengthen my knowledge about special education issues (such as parent training seminars, information sessions, newsletters, etc.). (Many times (4 or more), A few times (2-3 times), Once, Never)
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Septiembre, 2020



Estimados padres de  			,



El Departamento de Educación de Colorado y la unidad administrativa de educación especial de su localidad (es decir, el distrito escolar, BOCES) realizan una encuesta cada año escolar para conocer la participación de los padres en el programa de educación especial de sus hijos.



Las respuestas que comparta se utilizarán para mejorar la educación de los niños con discapacidad en su distrito escolar y en todo el Estado de Colorado. Los resultados de todo el estado se harán públicos y se informarán al Departamento de Educación de EE. UU. después de que finalice el año escolar. Por favor visite http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdesped/indicator_08 para los resultados de la encuesta de años anteriores.



Tiene dos opciones para llenar esta encuesta. Seleccione la que sea más apropiada para usted.



1.	Por Internet – Visite https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2020-2021-ParentSurvey-Esp para completar la encuesta antes del 30 de junio de 2021. Para acceder a la encuesta en línea, deberá ingresar el Código de acceso que aparece en el recuadro a continuación:

 



Nombre del estudiante:  		 Código de acceso:  	



2.	Encuesta en papel – Llene la encuesta y envíela a su escuela, distrito o Junta de Servicios Cooperativos Educacionales (Boards of Cooperative Educational Services, BOCES) antes del 30 de junio de 2021.



La información que proporcione tiene carácter confidencial, lo cual significa que sus respuestas serán almacenadas en un entorno de red seguro y no serán divulgadas de manera inapropiada con terceros.



¡Agradecemos en gran medida su participación!



Para obtener información y recursos para las familias de estudiantes con discapacidad de Colorado, visite esta página web del Departamento de Educación de Colorado (Colorado Department of Education, CDE).



Si tiene preguntas o requiere asistencia con la encuesta, comuníquese con:

 Joyce Thiessen-Barrett

Coordinador de Familia, Asociación Escolar y Comunitaria 

303-866-6757 | Barrett_J@cde.state.co.us 






Código de acceso:  			

A los fines de esta sección,

1) Las referencias a las palabras “yo”, “mi” o “mío” también hacen referencia a otros miembros de su familia que participan en la educación del menor, según corresponda.

2) “Personal de educación especial” incluye a maestros de educación especial, proveedores de servicio relacionados (es decir, patólogos del habla y del lenguaje, terapeutas ocupacionales/físicos, psicólogos escolares), y demás personas que apoyan el Programa de Educación Individualizada (IEP) de su hijo.

3) 

Elija la respuesta que mejor describa su experiencia durante el último año:

1. Me siento a gusto con el personal de educación especial de mi hijo. (Siempre, A menudo, A veces, Nunca) 

2. Hay una persona disponible en la escuela de mi hijo para responder mis preguntas sobre los servicios de educación especial. (Siempre, A menudo, A veces, Nunca)

3. El personal de educación especial de mi hijo me invita a hablar en nombre de mi hijo. (Siempre, A menudo, A veces, Nunca)

4. El personal de educación especial de mi hijo me mantiene informado sobre el progreso de mi hijo hacia las metas del IEP. (Siempre, A menudo, A veces, Nunca)

5. El personal de educación especial de mi hijo me mantiene informado sobre lo que está haciendo para ayudar a que mi hijo alcance las metas de su IEP. (Siempre, A menudo, A veces, Nunca)

6. El personal de educación especial de mi hijo y yo compartimos estrategias que podemos utilizar para apoyar a mi hijo tanto en la escuela como en casa. (Siempre, A menudo, A veces, Nunca)



Elija la respuesta que mejor describa su experiencia durante el último año:

7. Estoy satisfecho con las opciones que tengo para comunicarme con el personal de educación especial de mi hijo (como ser reunions personalmente, correos electrónicos, mensajes de texto, teléfono, registro del niño, etc.). (Totalmente de acuerdo, De acuerdo, En desacuerdo, Totalmente en desacuerdo)

8. El personal de educación especial de mi hijo está dispuesto a adaptarse a mis horarios al programar las reuniones. (Totalmente de acuerdo, De acuerdo, En desacuerdo, Totalmente en desacuerdo)

9. Antes de la reunión del IEP de mi hijo, el personal de educación especial me ayuda a prepararme para que pueda participar activamente (como reunión, etc.). (Totalmente de acuerdo, De acuerdo, En desacuerdo, Totalmente en desacuerdo)

10. El personal de educación especial de mi hijo y yo tenemos expectativas. (Totalmente de acuerdo, De acuerdo, En desacuerdo, Totalmente en desacuerdo)

11. El personal de educación especial de mi hijo me explica las opciones que tengo si alguna vez no estoy de acuerdo con los servicios de educación especial que se le proporcionan a mi hijo. (Totalmente de acuerdo, De acuerdo, En desacuerdo, Totalmente en desacuerdo)

12. El IEP de mi hijo incluye mis opiniones. (Totalmente de acuerdo, De acuerdo, En desacuerdo, Totalmente en desacuerdo)

13. Los servicios de educación especial de mi hijo fueron provistos según lo descrito en el IEP. (Totalmente de acuerdo, De acuerdo, En desacuerdo, Totalmente en desacuerdo)

Elija la respuesta que mejor describa su experiencia durante el último año:

14. El personal de educación especial de mi hijo pide mi opinión sobre cómo los servicios de educación especial están satisfaciendo las necesidades de mi hijo. (Muchas veces (4 o más), Algunas veces (2 a 3 veces), Una vez, Nunca)

15. El personal/escuela/distrito de educación especial de mi hijo ofrece oportunidades para que pueda afianzar mi conocimiento sobre los problemas de educación especial (como ser seminarios para capacitación de padres, sesiones informativas, boletines informativos, etc.). (Muchas veces (4 o más), Algunas veces (2 a 3 veces), Una vez, Nunca)




[image: Accessibility Check passed]

image2.png

Accessibility v 8

Inspection Results

./ No accessi
issues found.
People with
disabilities should
not have difficulty
reading this
document.

Keep accessibility checker
running while | work

Additional Information v

Read more about making
documents accessible






image1.png

COLORADO [y
Department of Education ||








image5.emf
2020 Post School  Outcomes Survey_EDAC approved 4.20.20-rev5.11.20-Accessible.docx


2020 Post School Outcomes Survey_EDAC approved 4.20.20-rev5.11.20-Accessible.docx
[image: CDE Logo]



[bookmark: 2020_Post-School_Outcomes_Survey]2020 Post-School Outcomes Survey

To Interviewer Staff:



As part of the Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP) results-based accountability process, OSEP requires states to gather information from students one year post high school exit as part of our State Performance Plan Indicator 14. In Colorado, districts are responsible for contacting students to collect data on special education students who have graduated, dropped out, or aged out and report that information to the Colorado Department of Education. This survey is intended for students who have left high school or a transition program, not those currently enrolled in a secondary education program.

Unless otherwise prompted, please read each survey question below as written and read ALL OF THE ANSWERS and mark ONE RESPONSE per question. If the respondent refuses to answer a question, select the “No response” option and continue to the next appropriate question.

Additional information for interviewer staff is provided below and the text will appear italicized and in a box. Please do not read instructional information to students.

**This data collection is used to determine your former students’ post-school performance. Every effort should be made to contact all students in your sample.  This may require more than three attempts using multiple means of outreach including SWAP providers, social media, family, friends, emergency contacts, email, home visits, etc.



Record the date, time, number called, contact status, your initials, and any notes for each contact attempt.

Date

Time	Number Called

Status

Initials

Notes
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Student Name:



Hi XXXXXXXXXX. My name is XXXXXXXXXXXX and I am from [School or District Name]. I’m calling to ask if you would be willing to complete a short survey over the phone about what you’ve been doing since leaving high school. Would it be possible for you to complete the survey over the phone? The survey will take about 10 minutes to complete.

If yes, ask: Do you have any questions before I begin?  Begin the survey with Question 1 below.





If no, ask: Would you like to make an appointment to complete the survey at another time? What days and times are good for you?

If yes, schedule the appointment and confirm the student, parent, or family member’s telephone number.

If the student refuses to take part in the survey thank them for their time. Proceed to Overall Outcome of Call Attempts and select “Interview refused” to end interview.





[bookmark: POSTSECONDARY_EDUCATION/TRAINING]POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION/TRAINING



1. In the last 12 months since leaving high school, have you ever been enrolled in any school, job training, or education program?

· Yes (If yes, answer questions 1a-1b)

· No (If no, go to question 2)

1A. What type of training, program, or school was it? (Wait for answer and read back the option that best matches. If the respondent agrees, check the appropriate box.) (If multiple apply, choose one that was attended the longest)

· A four-year college or university

· A two-year community or technical college

· High school completion program (e.g., Adult Basic Education, GED)

· Short-term education or employment training program (e.g., job corps, short-term job training, or apprenticeship program)

· On a mission, AmeriCorps, in the Peace Corps, etc.

· Vocational/Technical School – less than a 2-year program

· Other:   	

1B. Did you complete an entire term? (NOTE: a semester, a quarter, a summer session, online, etc.)

· Yes

· No



[bookmark: EMPLOYMENT]EMPLOYMENT



2. In the 12 months since leaving high school, have you ever worked?

· Yes  (go to questions 2A-2I)

· No  (go to question 3)



2A. Did you work for a total of 3 months (about 90 days)? (NOTE: Days do not need to be in a row)

· Yes

· No

· No Response

2B. Did you work, on average, 20 or more hours per week?

· Yes

· No

· No Response

2C. Were/are you paid minimum wage (NOTE: 2019, $11.10; 2020, $12.00)?

· Yes

· No

· I don’t’ know

2D. W here is/was your job? (Read all choices) (Note: if more than one job, ask about the job they held the longest)

· In a company or business in your community that employs people with and without disabilities.

· In a supported employment site (e.g., paid work for people with disabilities that includes services such as a job coach or specialized job training to assist you with your job)

· In a work site that includes only employees with disabilities

· In your family’s business

· In the military

· Self-employed

· Employed while in jail or prison

· Other  	

· No response

2E. What is/was the name of the business or company you work/worked for?







2F. Were you paid the same as other people who work in a similar job with the same skills, experience and training?

· Yes

· No

· Don’t know/no answer

2G. When doing your job, do you talk with employees without a disability to get your job done?

· Yes

· No

· Don’t know/no answer

2H. In your job, do you get benefits such as health insurance, dental insurance, paid sick leave, or vacation time?

· Yes

· No

· Don’t know/no answer

2I. In your job, can you get, or did you receive a pay raise or promotion?

· Yes

· No

· Don’t know/no answer



3. Why haven’t you worked since leaving school? (Wait for answer, then check all that apply.)



· Have not found a job

· Don’t want or need to

· Drugs/Alcohol

· Need Skills/Help, Trying

· 
Medical reason

· Disability

· No Driver’s License

· In School

· Incarceration

· 
Baby/Family

· Not Old Enough

· Don’t Know/No Answer

· Other: 	







[bookmark: AGENCY_LINKAGES]AGENCY LINKAGES



4. Which community agency are/were you working with? (check all that apply)

· Division of Vocational Rehabilitation/School to Work Alliance Program (SWAP)

· Community-Centered Board (The Resource Exchange, Developmental Pathways, RMHS, etc.)

· Independent Living Center (Atlantis, The Independence Center, etc.)

· Workforce Center

· I am/was not working with any community agency

· Other:  	



[bookmark: SCHOOL-RELATED_INFORMATION]SCHOOL-RELATED INFORMATION



5. Did you participate in services for students ages 18-21 in your district?

· Yes

· No

5A. Why did you not participate in 18-21 services in your district?



· The special education team decided that I did not need these services.

· I thought I was prepared and did not think that I needed these services

· I was not aware that these services were available/they did not exist

· Those services would have been helpful

6. Did the student leave before graduating or reaching maximum age? (If the exit code in the demographic information above is any code other than "90 - Graduated with Regular Diploma" or "01 - Reached Maximum" the student did leave before graduating or reaching maximum age.) 



· Yes (the student left before graduating or reaching maximum age) – If student left before reaching maximum age, answer questions 6A-6B.

· NO (the student did not leave before graduating or reaching maximum age): (go to Q7)

6A. According to our information, you left school before graduating or reaching maximum age. Did you leave school because: (Check all that apply.)

· You felt/thought that classes were boring?

· You missed too many school days and could not catch up?

· You spent time with people who were not interested in school?

· You had too much freedom and not enough rules in school?

· You were failing in school?

6B. Would you have stayed in school if: (Check all that apply.)

· You had more support from school personnel?

· You had more support from family?

· If different classes were offered?

· Nothing would have kept me in school.
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[bookmark: CLOSING_OF_INTERVIEW]CLOSING OF INTERVIEW



7. Thank you very much for taking my call today – is there anything that I can do to assist you to connect to resources in your community?   	



8. Is there anything else that you would like your school to know? (Make a suggestion to help better prepare current students for life after high school)? (Prompt: What was most helpful or could have been done better?) (Speak aloud as you write so student knows what is being written down.)    	



9. Those are all the questions I have. Do you have any questions for me before I go?





If you find you have questions later, please feel free to call me at XXX-XXX-XXXX. We have completed the interview. Have a great day.



For interviewer: In order that CDE better understand the post-school outcomes interviews process, please answer the following:





10. Status of telephone interview:

· Completed

· Not completed



11. Interviewer:

· Teacher

· Administrator

· Related service provider (licensed staff)

· Other (non-licensed staff)  	



Interviewer notes: (Include information about how a question was re-worded (if at all), what probing questions were used (if any), and general impressions about the interview. Please be brief.











For technical assistance or questions, contact: Gail Lott (CDE) at lott_g@cde.state.co.us
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To Interviewer Staff:



As part of the Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP) results-based accountability process, OSEP requires states to gather information from students one year post high school exit as part of our State Performance Plan Indicator 14. In Colorado, districts are responsible for contacting students to collect data on special education students who have graduated, dropped out, or aged out and report that information to the Colorado Department of Education. This survey is intended for students who have left high school or a transition program, not those currently enrolled in a secondary education program.

Unless otherwise prompted, please read each survey question below as written and read ALL OF THE ANSWERS and mark ONE RESPONSE per question. If the respondent refuses to answer a question, select the “No response” option and continue to the next appropriate question.

Additional information for interviewer staff is provided below and the text will appear italicized and in a box. Please do not read instructional information to students.

**This data collection is used to determine your former students’ post-school performance. Every effort should be made to contact all students in your sample.  This may require more than three attempts using multiple means of outreach including SWAP providers, social media, family, friends, emergency contacts, email, home visits, etc.



Record the date, time, number called, contact status, your initials, and any notes for each contact attempt.

Date

Time	Number Called

Status

Initials

Notes
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Student Name:



Hi XXXXXXXXXX. My name is XXXXXXXXXXXX and I am from [School or District Name]. I’m calling to ask if you would be willing to complete a short survey over the phone about what you’ve been doing since leaving high school. Would it be possible for you to complete the survey over the phone? The survey will take about 10 minutes to complete.

If yes, ask: Do you have any questions before I begin?  Begin the survey with Question 1 below.





If no, ask: Would you like to make an appointment to complete the survey at another time? What days and times are good for you?

If yes, schedule the appointment and confirm the student, parent, or family member’s telephone number.

If the student refuses to take part in the survey thank them for their time. Proceed to Overall Outcome of Call Attempts and select “Interview refused” to end interview.





[bookmark: POSTSECONDARY_EDUCATION/TRAINING]POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION/TRAINING



1. In the last 12 months since leaving high school, have you ever been enrolled in any school, job training, or education program?

· Yes (If yes, answer questions 1a-1b)

· No (If no, go to question 2)

1A. What type of training, program, or school was it? (Wait for answer and read back the option that best matches. If the respondent agrees, check the appropriate box.) (If multiple apply, choose one that was attended the longest)

· A four-year college or university

· A two-year community or technical college

· High school completion program (e.g., Adult Basic Education, GED)

· Short-term education or employment training program (e.g., job corps, short-term job training, or apprenticeship program)

· On a mission, AmeriCorps, in the Peace Corps, etc.

· Vocational/Technical School – less than a 2-year program

· Other:   	

1B. Did you complete an entire term? (NOTE: a semester, a quarter, a summer session, online, etc.)

· Yes

· No



[bookmark: EMPLOYMENT]EMPLOYMENT



2. In the 12 months since leaving high school, have you ever worked?

· Yes  (go to questions 2A-2I)

· No  (go to question 3)



2A. Did you work for a total of 3 months (about 90 days)? (NOTE: Days do not need to be in a row)

· Yes

· No

· No Response

2B. Did you work, on average, 20 or more hours per week?

· Yes

· No

· No Response

2C. Were/are you paid minimum wage (NOTE: 2019, $11.10; 2020, $12.00)?

· Yes

· No

· I don’t’ know

2D. W here is/was your job? (Read all choices) (Note: if more than one job, ask about the job they held the longest)

· In a company or business in your community that employs people with and without disabilities.

· In a supported employment site (e.g., paid work for people with disabilities that includes services such as a job coach or specialized job training to assist you with your job)

· In a work site that includes only employees with disabilities

· In your family’s business

· In the military

· Self-employed

· Employed while in jail or prison

· Other  	

· No response

2E. What is/was the name of the business or company you work/worked for?







2F. Were you paid the same as other people who work in a similar job with the same skills, experience and training?

· Yes

· No

· Don’t know/no answer

2G. When doing your job, do you talk with employees without a disability to get your job done?

· Yes

· No

· Don’t know/no answer

2H. In your job, do you get benefits such as health insurance, dental insurance, paid sick leave, or vacation time?

· Yes

· No

· Don’t know/no answer

2I. In your job, can you get, or did you receive a pay raise or promotion?

· Yes

· No

· Don’t know/no answer



3. Why haven’t you worked since leaving school? (Wait for answer, then check all that apply.)



· Have not found a job

· Don’t want or need to

· Drugs/Alcohol

· Need Skills/Help, Trying

· 
Medical reason

· Disability

· No Driver’s License

· In School

· Incarceration

· 
Baby/Family

· Not Old Enough

· Don’t Know/No Answer

· Other: 	







[bookmark: AGENCY_LINKAGES]AGENCY LINKAGES



4. Which community agency are/were you working with? (check all that apply)

· Division of Vocational Rehabilitation/School to Work Alliance Program (SWAP)

· Community-Centered Board (The Resource Exchange, Developmental Pathways, RMHS, etc.)

· Independent Living Center (Atlantis, The Independence Center, etc.)

· Workforce Center

· I am/was not working with any community agency

· Other:  	



[bookmark: SCHOOL-RELATED_INFORMATION]SCHOOL-RELATED INFORMATION



5. Did you participate in services for students ages 18-21 in your district?

· Yes

· No

5A. Why did you not participate in 18-21 services in your district?



· The special education team decided that I did not need these services.

· I thought I was prepared and did not think that I needed these services

· I was not aware that these services were available/they did not exist

· Those services would have been helpful

6. Did the student leave before graduating or reaching maximum age? (If the exit code in the demographic information above is any code other than "90 - Graduated with Regular Diploma" or "01 - Reached Maximum" the student did leave before graduating or reaching maximum age.) 



· Yes (the student left before graduating or reaching maximum age) – If student left before reaching maximum age, answer questions 6A-6B.

· NO (the student did not leave before graduating or reaching maximum age): (go to Q7)

6A. According to our information, you left school before graduating or reaching maximum age. Did you leave school because: (Check all that apply.)

· You felt/thought that classes were boring?

· You missed too many school days and could not catch up?

· You spent time with people who were not interested in school?

· You had too much freedom and not enough rules in school?

· You were failing in school?

6B. Would you have stayed in school if: (Check all that apply.)

· You had more support from school personnel?

· You had more support from family?

· If different classes were offered?

· Nothing would have kept me in school.
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[bookmark: CLOSING_OF_INTERVIEW]CLOSING OF INTERVIEW



7. Thank you very much for taking my call today – is there anything that I can do to assist you to connect to resources in your community?   	



8. Is there anything else that you would like your school to know? (Make a suggestion to help better prepare current students for life after high school)? (Prompt: What was most helpful or could have been done better?) (Speak aloud as you write so student knows what is being written down.)    	



9. Those are all the questions I have. Do you have any questions for me before I go?





If you find you have questions later, please feel free to call me at XXX-XXX-XXXX. We have completed the interview. Have a great day.



For interviewer: In order that CDE better understand the post-school outcomes interviews process, please answer the following:





10. Status of telephone interview:

· Completed

· Not completed



11. Interviewer:

· Teacher

· Administrator

· Related service provider (licensed staff)

· Other (non-licensed staff)  	



Interviewer notes: (Include information about how a question was re-worded (if at all), what probing questions were used (if any), and general impressions about the interview. Please be brief.











For technical assistance or questions, contact: Gail Lott (CDE) at lott_g@cde.state.co.us
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Colorado FFY19 SSIP FINAL.pdf
FFY 2019 Indicator B-17/C-11 Annual Performance Report (APR) Optional Template

Section A: Data Analysis

What is the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR). (Please limit your response to 785 characters).

COLORADO Students** in first grade who are identified at the beginning of the school year as Well Below
Benchmark according to the DIBELS Next Assessment, will significantly improve their reading proficiency as
indicated by a decrease in the percentage of students who are identified at the end of the school year as Well
Below Benchmark.

*Based upon the Structured Literacy Project
**Who attend one of the SSIP project schools

Has the SiMR changed since the last SSIP submission?

Yes

If “Yes”, provide an explanation for the change(s), including the role of stakeholders in decision-
making. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).

he change in the SiMR is related to the reporting expectations in the template.

The previous SiMR was: "Students in kindergarten, first, second, and third grades who are identified at the
beginning of the school year as Well Below Benchmark according to the DIBELS Next Assessment, will
significantly improve their reading proficiency as indicated by a decrease in the percentage of students who are
identified at the end of the school year as Well Below Benchmark."

The State will be using the SSIP template provided by OSEP which only has one target available. Since first
grade has been in the Structured Literacy Project since the beginning, we are reporting that single target in the
template. We are still gathering the other data for grades K, 2, and 3 and this data is still available for our
stakeholders and will be utilized when discussing the project.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.





Progress toward the SiMR

Please provide the data for the specific FFY listed below (expressed as actual number and percentages).

Baseline Data: 26-34%

Has the SiMR target changed since the last SSIP submission? No
FFY 2018 Target: 19-50% FFY 2019 Target: 18-00%

FFY 2018 Data: 16-00% FFY 2019 Data: "o data

Was the State’s FFY 2019 Target Met? Choose an item
Did slippage' occur? Choose an item

If applicable, describe the reasons for slippage. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without
space).

Due to COVID 19, no end of year data was collected in Spring 2020, therefore we are unable to determine if
there was slippage.

" The definition of slippage: A worsening from the previous data AND a failure to meet the target. The worsening also needs to meet certain thresholds to
be considered slippage:
1. For a"large" percentage (10% or above), it is considered slippage if the worsening is more than 1.0 percentage point. For example:
a. ltis not slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator X are 32% and the FFY 2018 data were 32.9%.
b. Itis slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator X are 32% and the FFY 2018 data were 33.1%.
2. For a"small" percentage (less than 10%), it is considered slippage if the worsening is more than 0.1 percentage point. For example:
a. ltis not slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator Y are 5.1% and the FFY 2018 data were 5%.
b. Itis slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator Y are 5.1% and the FFY 2018 data were 4.9%.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.





Optional: Has the State collected additional data (i.e., benchmark, CQI, survey) that demonstrates
progress toward the SIMR? Yes

If “Yes”, describe any additional data collected by the State to assess progress toward the SiMR.
(Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).

At the end of first semester participating first graders (829 students) were administered the Middle-of-Year
(MOY) DIBELS Benchmark Assessments. Historically, this data has been used to realign instruction and
begin the acceleration of literacy learning during the second semester of the year. On the MOY DIBELS
Benchmark Assessment 65% of all first grade students achieved scores in the Benchmark and Above
Benchmark ranges while 21% were Well-below Benchmark.

Using the Amplify Progress Planning Tool for mCLASS® DIBELS Next©, that utilizes data from across the
nation for a meaningful comparative perspective regarding progress, the Project considered the overall growth
at MOY. The data ranges indicating progress in moving students out of Well-Below Benchmark beginning at
BOY at 24% is as follows: well above average progress (0-15%), above average progress (15-20%), average
progress (20-25%). According to this comparative data, the Project made average progress (21%), which is
similar to previous years at MOY.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.





Did the State identify any data quality concerns, unrelated to COVID-19, that affected progress
toward the SiMR during the reporting period? g

If “Yes”, describe any data quality issues specific to the SiMR data and include actions taken to
address data quality concerns. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space).

N/A

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.





Did the State identify any data quality concerns directly related to the COVID-19 pandemic during the
reporting period? vygg

If data for this reporting period were impacted specifically by COVID-19, the State must include in the
narrative for the indicator: (1) the impact on data completeness, validity and reliability for the indicator;
(2) an explanation of how COVID-19 specifically impacted the State’s ability to collect the data for the
indicator; and (3) any steps the State took to mitigate the impact of COVID-19 on the data collection.
(Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space).

1) As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, there was no End-of-the-Year DIBELS Benchmark Assessments
administered at the end of the 2019-2020 SY. Individual school success in moving percentages of students
out of Well-below Benchmark could not be determined due to the lack of a full year of data. Additionally, there
was no READ Act data collection in Spring 2020 resulting in no new data on the identification and numbers of
students with Significant Reading Deficiencies (SRD). The SRD data also informs the progress of students
participating in the Structured Literacy Project.

2) As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, schools were not in session during the end-of-year data collection
window, thus the State was unable to collect any data needed to report end of year progress for this indicator.

3) Although the State was unable to collect data during Spring 2020 due to school closures, the systems to
gather the data are still 100% functional so the impact of COVID-19 to the actual function of the data
collection process was not impacted. To address potential learning loss due to the continuing impact of
COVID-19 during the 2020-2021 SY, the Literacy Specialist and Coaches for the Structured Literacy Project
are working with the schools to develop learning recovery plans for the summer of 2021 and during the
2021-2022 SY.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.





Section B:  Phase Il Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation

Is the State’s theory of action new or revised since the previous submission? No

If “Yes”, please provide a description of the changes and updates to the theory of action
(Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).

N/A

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Did the State implement any new (previously or newly identified) infrastructure improvement strategies

during the reporting period? Yes

If “Yes”, describe each new (previously or newly identified) infrastructure improvement strategy and
the short-term or intermediate outcomes achieved. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without
space).

The focal point for the plan was an enhanced focus on small group intervention, while maintaining effective
first-best Structured Literacy instruction in all K-3 classrooms in participating schools. For the 2019-2020 SY,
we limited our Project work to three school districts but increased the number of schools to 28. To best
support these 28 schools, we changed the structure of the delivery of coaching to the schools. Instead of
coaches being assigned to individual schools, the six Structured Literacy coaches were paired into three
teams and each participating district were served by one team of coaches. Each team included one coach
taking the lead for coaching and supporting K-3 classroom teachers, while the other coach focused on
coaching and supporting all small group intervention. Additionally, this coach also supported special
education teacher(s) in 11 schools planning to implement the Structured Literacy Project only in special
education settings.

This new structure, focusing on providing structured literacy in special education settings only, was a change
from the "whole K-3 approach" that had been implemented in all other schools since the beginning of the
project. In the "whole K-3 approach" schools, each pair of coaches developed schedules allowing for
consistent collaboration in the alignment of instruction across all tiers of instruction and focused monitoring of
the progress of the most struggling readers, especially those with IEPs, in their classrooms and small group
instruction. To enhance our focus on the most challenged K-3 readers in "special education only approach”,
in collaboration with the districts’ Special Education Directors, monthly professional development, specifically
designed for special educators, were in addition to the initial Structured Literacy trainings required of all
teachers new to the Project.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Provide a summary of each infrastructure improvement strategy that the State continued to implement
in the reporting period, including the short-term or intermediate outcomes achieved. (Please
limit your response to 3000 characters without space).

As expected, implementing the Structured Literacy Project incrementally in grades K-3rd grade over the
course of 3 years allowed students to gradually become familiar with Structured Literacy content and skills
enabling them to continue through the instructional scope and sequence with adequate prior knowledge. The
Project’s six embedded coaches now had a total of 172 K-3 classrooms to observe, monitor and support.
However, the addition of third grade was also significant in that, most third-grade teachers were not prepared
with the knowledge and understanding of morphology that would allow them to design meaningful word
analysis and word building activities for their students as expected in the delivery of Structured Literacy at this
grade level. In addition, third-grade teachers often lacked knowledge of beginning and primary-level literacy
skills that were needed to address skills gaps in struggling third grade readers.

To bridge this gap, additional third-grade trainings were offered during Year 3. As a result of this significant
challenge in the Project implementation of the 3rd grade content during first-best instruction, coaches found
themselves devoting more than anticipated time in third-grade classrooms. They often found they were
unable to devote adequate time to the alignment of instruction and the coaching in Tier 2 and Tier 3
small-group intervention groups in all grades K-3. Newly hired K-3 teachers, reading interventionists and
special educators in continuing schools as well as teachers/special education teachers (without prior training)
in schools joining the Project, and teachers requesting a ‘refresher’ training were invited to participate. During
these trainings, a total of 162 teachers were trained. Each participated in the 30-hour initial training and
received basic Structured Literacy materials allowing them to immediately begin implementation in their
classrooms. Coaching continued to be implemented.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Provide a description of how the State evaluated outcomes for each improvement strategy and how the
evaluation data supports the decision to continue implementing the strategy. (Please
limit your response to 3000 characters without space):

First Grade SiMR discussion: Based on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS Next),
Beginning-of-Year (BOY) Assessment reports (2019-2020 SY), 338 first grade students or 40% of all the first
graders (836 students) participated in the Structured Literacy Project for one full year, initially enrolling as
Kindergartners in the fall of the 2018-19 SY. On the BOY DIBELS Benchmark Assessment, 71% of the
students in the first grade matched cohort achieved scores in the Benchmark and Above Benchmark ranges,
while 17% were Well-below Benchmark. In the unmatched cohort (836 students), 65% of incoming,
participating first grade students achieved scores in the Benchmark and Above Benchmark ranges on the
BOY DIBELS Benchmark Assessment, while 24% were Well-below Benchmark. The difference in student
scores between matched and unmatched cohorts have remained consistent throughout implementation of
the project. This BOY data includes students at 11 schools engaged in the new infrastructure strategy,
referred to previously, with a focus on special education teachers.

After initial Project training was provided, coaches immediately began coaching new teachers to implement
Structured Literacy in classrooms and intervention groups. Coaches and teachers reviewed student data and
Individual Education Programs (IEPs) to familiarize themselves with students’ instructional needs. Coaches
scheduled observations of small group instruction and began consulting with interventionists and special
education teachers regarding their observations and instructional concerns for their assigned students. Early
coaching centered on effective use of diagnostic tools and data, resulting in the formation of well-matched
instructional groupings based on need and not just grade levels, as well as specific instructional needs of
individuals. Additional coaching focused on determining the range of instructional strategies already in use
and incorporating high leverage practices as needed.

At the end of first semester participating first graders (829 students) were administered the Middle-of-Year
(MOY) DIBELS Benchmark Assessments. Historically, this data has been used to realign instruction and
begin the acceleration of literacy learning during the second semester of the year. On the MOY DIBELS
Benchmark Assessment 65% of all first grade students achieved scores in the Benchmark and Above
Benchmark ranges while 21% were Well-below Benchmark.

Using the Amplify Progress Planning Tool for mCLASS® DIBELS Next©, that utilizes data from across the
nation for a meaningful comparative perspective regarding progress, the Project considered the overall
growth at MOY. Historically, this data and specific reports were used to realign instruction and begin the
acceleration of literacy learning during the second semester of the year. The data ranges indicating progress
in moving students out of Well-Below Benchmark beginning at BOY at 24% is as follows: well above average
progress (0-15%), above average progress (15-20%), average progress (20-25%). According to this
comparative data, the Project made average progress (21%), which is similar to previous years at MOY.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Provide a summary of the next steps for each infrastructure improvement strategy and the anticipated
outcomes to be attained during the next reporting period. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters

without space):

Observations and experiences within the varied intervention settings in the participating schools produced
five common trends. The anticipated outcomes are mastery of the skills, sufficient time provided, and high
expectations of all learners. The trends and next steps include:

1. Trend: Intervention staff were not as well-prepared in their understanding of the ‘science of reading’ and
the structure of the English language as expected. Like their classroom counterparts, they have not
experienced the level of pre-service and in-service training required to address the complex and intensive
needs of the most struggling readers. Next Steps: Professional development for special education teachers
covering a range of instructional strategies, i.e., phoneme -grapheme mapping, sound walls, word
summing, building word matrixes, etc. and alternate lesson planning and routines. Intensifying and
individualize strategies to enhance the outcomes of IEP students with specific reading disabilities.

2. Trend: Intervention and small group schedules did not consistently allow for adequate time to deliver
effective Structured Literacy lessons and practice to the degree that is essential to support growth in
struggling readers. In some instances, intervention was frequently canceled as staff completed other
assigned responsibilities, impacting the consistency and continuity of instruction for student who require
daily and consistent instruction to assure reading growth. Next Steps: Continued work with Principals to
recognize the importance of identifying individual student needs, adjusting schedules, and prioritizing the
dedicated time to provide intensive interventions as required.

3. Trend: While reading was the most common demonstrated need among students identified with
mild-moderate disabilities, specially-designed instruction (special education) typically did not include the
time and intensity required to further these students’ literacy skills. Instructional time was frequently split
between multiple IEP Goals in multiple academic areas, leaving little time for intensive literacy instruction
and practice. Next Steps: Identification of specially designed instructional strategies to intensify Structured
Literacy intervention for students with IEPs identified with specific reading disabilities.

4. Trend: Instructional leaders lacked the understanding of the conditions that must be met to support
literacy growth among the most at-risk students, including students with disabilities. Next Steps: Continued
work with Principals and University faculty for course learning to address conditions in schools that create
barriers for at-risk students to improve reading.

5. Trend: The minimizing effect of low expectations, most specifically for students with disabilities and those
with other significant risk factors that might interfere with the acquisition of early foundational reading skills,
i.e., poverty, limited early language experiences, etc. permeated the learning environments in which these
students participate. Next Steps: Continued work with Principals, Teachers, and Universities to encourage
higher expectations of all learners regardless of circumstances.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.





Did the State implement any new (previously or newly identified) evidence-based practices?
No

If “Yes”, describe the selection process for the new (previously or newly identified) evidence-
based practices. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

N/A

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Provide a summary of the continued evidence-based practices and how the evidence-based practices
are intended to impact the SiMR. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

The Structured Literacy project has worked to develop and provide free, vendor agnostic materials that align
with the National Reading Panel's recommendations as well as Colorado's legislation, Reading to Ensure
Academic Development Act (READ Act). The Project continues to develop supporting materials and are
currently working with University preparation programs to inform course syllabi modifications and create
clinical practice opportunities focused on providing structured literacy. Additionally, the Project continues to
provide Instructional Coaching for K-3 teachers in participating schools. During the COVID-19 pandemic,
intense focus on developing electronic resources for teachers and providing coaching to provide structured
literacy in a virtual environment. As a result of this intentional alignment, the anticipated impact to the SIMR
continues to be moving students out of well-below benchmark by improving the knowledge and skills of
educators to teach foundational reading skills to all students.

Documents supporting the evidence-based practices of the Structured Literacy Project from What Works
Clearinghouse and the Collaboration for Effective Educators' Development, Accountability, and Reform
*Foundational Skills to Support Reading for Understanding in Kindergarten Through 3rd Grade
(https:/lies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/wwc_foundationalreading_040717.pdf)

*Instructional Coaching for English Language Arts: Practices and Outcomes
(https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/infographics/pdf/REL_NEI Instructional_Coaching_for ELA.pdf)

*High Leverage Practices in Special Education (https://ceedar.education.ufl.edu/high-leverage-practices/)
*Course Enhancement Modules K-5 Reading (https://ceedar.education.ufl.edu/cems/reading/)

Describe the data collected to evaluate and monitor fidelity of implementation and to assess practice
change. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

The Colorado Department of Education uses a Literacy Evaluation Tool (LET) to evaluate comprehensive
literacy programs in schools. There are 8 evidence-based components: Universal Instruction, Interventions,
Assessment, School Leadership Team, Professional Development, Data-based Decision Making, and
Community and Family Involvement. These components help guide literacy initiatives including the Structured
Literacy Project. (Rating Scale: 0= No evidence, 1= Basic, 2= Effective, 3= Proficient, 4= Exemplar) The
overall goal is to move schools toward exemplar.

During summer (2019) Project schools were evaluated related to commitment and LET growth. Three
schools, 2 from a small rural district and 1 charter school, had Proficient/Exemplar ratings and were ready to
sustain implementation without active coaching. One district had 9 participating schools across
Effective/Proficient/Exemplar ratings and district leadership elected to add all remaining traditional schools to
the Project. Another district also expanded the project to include all remaining elementary schools. Finally, a
third district added one highly-impacted, urban school along with 11 remaining traditional schools for “special
education settings” only. The remaining schools had basic/effective/proficient ratings and, for various
reasons, commitment to the Project was low and participation ended.

DIBELS trend data was also considered, and the Project was most successful in moving students in the
Below Average and Average ranges into the Above Benchmark range. The Project experienced a lower than
expected decrease in the number of students in Well-Below Benchmark on the same measures.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Describe the components (professional development activities, policies/procedures revisions, and/or
practices, etc.) implemented during the reporting period to support the knowledge and use of selected
evidence-based practices. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

In addition to the multiple TA/PD sessions about Structured Literacy and its delivery methodology, TA and PD
also focused on diagnostic tools, identifying individual IEP student needs, adjusting schedules to create
better-matched special education intervention groupings, and identifying specially designed instructional
strategies to intensify intervention for IEP students identified with specific reading disabilities. PD specifically
for special education teachers covered a range of instructional strategies, i.e., phoneme -grapheme mapping,
sound walls, word summing, building word matrices, etc. and alternate lesson planning and routines.
Coaching focused on intensifying instruction and individualized strategies to improve outcomes of IEP
students. Due to COVID-19 and the subsequent cessation of in-person learning, it was impossible to gather
fidelity data.

Pivoting to provide TA and PD, the Project’s literacy coaches developed prerecorded, grade level Structured
Literacy lessons for all teachers to use in virtual learning environments. District A fully incorporated the videos
into daily instruction. District B’s teachers focused on core instructional reading materials and asked students
to view the appropriate grade level Structured Literacy lessons as homework. These two approaches did not
allow coaches any time to directly interact with teachers or students. In District C, coaches observed virtual
classrooms and small group instructional Structured Literacy sessions, although this approach was impacted
by limited access to Internet services among many families in this highly impacted, urban school district.

Finally, new legislative changes to the Colorado READ Act in SB 19-199, now requires school districts to
ensure all K - 3 teachers complete evidence-based training in teaching the 5 components of reading.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.





Section C:  Stakeholder Engagement

Describe the specific strategies implemented to engage stakeholders in key improvement efforts.
(Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space):

The primary stakeholders in this project are the embedded literacy coaches, classroom teachers, special
education teachers, specialists, interventionists, district leadership, and the principals who oversee the
comprehensive literacy programming in the partner schools. Teacher and leader feedback regarding student
progress and evaluation of the activities have consistently been essential for strong implementation. These
stakeholders are engaged with the embedded project coaches and literacy specialists to fully examine the
data and make decisions about next steps for individual teachers as well as school level decisions.

At the beginning of FFY 2019, there were 7 districts with 17 participating schools. Teacher input gathered
through survey data at the end of FFY 2018 indicated the most helpful essential elements of the Structured
Literacy Project were methodology instruction, collaboration opportunities with colleagues, time for
professional learning, the skill set of coaches, consistent process from year to year, and the Project
resources. This information guided decisions for ongoing professional development and technical assistance.
Additionally, engaging with leadership from the 7 districts determined which were fully committed to the
Project, those who were prepared to continue implementing without Project support, and those who preferred
a curriculum led approach. Those discussions led to the restructuring of the Project and moved the Project
from school-based focus to a District led focus. Empowering district leadership teams to lead instructional
decisions in the best interest of their schools aligns with the Quality Schools work of the SEA.

Input from the CEEDAR State Leadership Team and a partner University led to development a Structured
Literacy e-learning course available to anyone for free. They are also in discussion about developing clinical
practice opportunities for pre-service candidates to have a mentor teacher from a Structured Literacy school.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Were there any concerns expressed by stakeholders during engagement activities?

Yes

If “Yes”, describe how the State addressed the concerns expressed by stakeholders.
(Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

Since beginning the SSIP conversations, stakeholders (e.g., educators, directors of special education,
families, SEA leaders) have remained steadfast in their emphasis that students with disabilities are general
education students first. They’ve continued to communicate expectations that improvement strategies
remain focused on best first instruction in the general education environment.

Recently, concerns expressed by some stakeholders that the focus of the SSIP should be sharpened to
concentrate primarily on Tier lll, specially-designed literacy instruction for students with disabilities. After
reviewing data, we are most successful in moving students in the Below Average and Average Benchmark
ranges into the Above Benchmark range on the DIBELS Benchmark Assessments. Upon further reflection, it
is possible that these students are those who may have been identified with a Specific Learning Disability
(SLD) in the future, and reduction in identification of SLD is one indicator of Project success. However, the
Project has continued to experience a lower than expected decrease in the number of students in the
Well-Below Benchmark range on the same measures. Other stakeholders continue to believe that
consistent alignment of Structured Literacy through all tiers of instruction, coupled with increased teacher
effectiveness in the delivery of early intervention that is increasingly intensified is the best approach to
addressing the needs of the most challenged readers.

To address the concerns of stakeholders, the Project sharpened the focus on the most challenged K-3
readers in a "special education only” approach. Due to COVID, there is no data regarding the effectiveness
of this approach. Further exploration of modifying the SSIP’s theory of action to one with this sharpened
focus will take place with stakeholders during the 20-21 school year.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.





If applicable, describe the action(s) that the State implemented to address any FFY 2018 SPP/APR
required OSEP response. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space):

N/A

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-1ll including requirements for SIMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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The previous SiMR was: "Students in kindergarten, first, second, and third grades who are identified at the beginning of the school year as Well Below Benchmark according to the DIBELS Next Assessment, will significantly improve their reading proficiency as indicated by a decrease in the percentage of students who are identified at the end of the school year as Well Below Benchmark."

The State will be using the SSIP template provided by OSEP which only has one target available. Since first grade has been in the Structured Literacy Project since the beginning, we are reporting that single target in the template. We are still gathering the other data for grades K, 2, and 3 and this data is still available for our stakeholders and will be utilized when discussing the project.

		SiMR Baseline Data: 26.34%

		FFY 2018 SiMR Target: 18.50%

		FFY 2018 Data: 16.00%

		FFY 2019 SiMR Target: 18.00%

		FFY 2019 Data: no data

		Chages to SiMR target: [No]

		FFY 2019 SiMR met: [Choose an item]

		Did slippage occur: [Choose an item]

		Reasons for slippage: Due to COVID 19, no end of year data was collected in Spring 2020, therefore we are unable to determine if there was slippage. 

		Optional - Additional SiMR data collected: [Yes]

		Additional SiMR data collected: At the end of first semester participating first graders (829 students) were administered the Middle-of-Year (MOY) DIBELS Benchmark Assessments. Historically, this data has been used to realign instruction and begin the acceleration of literacy learning during the second semester of the year.  On the MOY DIBELS Benchmark Assessment 65% of all first grade students achieved scores in the Benchmark and Above Benchmark ranges while 21% were Well-below Benchmark.

Using the Amplify Progress Planning Tool for mCLASS© DIBELS Next©, that utilizes data from across the nation for a meaningful comparative perspective regarding progress, the Project considered the overall growth at MOY.  The data ranges indicating progress in moving students out of Well-Below Benchmark beginning at BOY at 24% is as follows: well above average progress (0-15%), above average progress (15-20%), average progress (20-25%). According to this comparative data, the Project made average progress (21%), which is similar to previous years at MOY.

		Unrelated COVID data quality: [No]

		General data quality issues: N/A

		COVID-19 data quality: [Yes]

		COVID-19 data quality narrative: 1) As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, there was no End-of-the-Year DIBELS Benchmark Assessments administered at the end of the 2019-2020 SY. Individual school success in moving percentages of students out of Well-below Benchmark could not be determined due to the lack of a full year of data. Additionally, there was no READ Act data collection in Spring 2020 resulting in no new data on the identification and numbers of students with Significant Reading Deficiencies (SRD). The SRD data also informs the progress of students participating in the Structured Literacy Project. 

2) As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, schools were not in session during the end-of-year data collection window, thus the State was unable to collect any data needed to report end of year progress for this indicator. 

3) Although the State was unable to collect data during Spring 2020 due to school closures, the systems to gather the data are still 100% functional so the impact of COVID-19 to the actual function of the data collection process was not impacted.  To address potential learning loss due to the continuing impact of COVID-19 during the 2020-2021 SY, the Literacy Specialist and Coaches for the Structured Literacy Project are working with the schools to develop learning recovery plans for the summer of 2021 and during the 2021-2022 SY.

		Changes to theory of action: N/A

		Revised theory of action: [No]

		New infrastructure improvement strategies: [Yes]

		New infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: The focal point for the plan was an enhanced focus on small group intervention, while maintaining effective first-best Structured Literacy instruction in all K-3 classrooms in participating schools. For the 2019-2020 SY, we limited our Project work to three school districts but increased the number of schools to 28.  To best support these 28 schools, we changed the structure of the delivery of coaching to the schools. Instead of coaches being assigned to individual schools, the six Structured Literacy coaches were paired into three teams and each participating district were served by one team of coaches. Each team included one coach taking the lead for coaching and supporting K-3 classroom teachers, while the other coach focused on coaching and supporting all small group intervention. Additionally, this coach also supported special education teacher(s) in 11 schools planning to implement the Structured Literacy Project only in special education settings. 

This new structure, focusing on providing structured literacy in special education settings only, was a change from the "whole K-3 approach" that had been implemented in all other schools since the beginning of the project. In the "whole K-3 approach" schools, each pair of coaches developed schedules allowing for consistent collaboration in the alignment of instruction across all tiers of instruction and focused monitoring of the progress of the most struggling readers, especially those with IEPs, in their classrooms and small group instruction. To enhance our focus on the most challenged K-3 readers in "special education only approach", in collaboration with the districts’ Special Education Directors, monthly professional development, specifically designed for special educators, were in addition to the initial Structured Literacy trainings required of all teachers new to the Project. 

		Continued infrastructure improvement strategy narrative: As expected, implementing the Structured Literacy Project incrementally in grades K-3rd grade over the course of 3 years allowed students to gradually become familiar with Structured Literacy content and skills enabling them to continue through the instructional scope and sequence with adequate prior knowledge. The Project’s six embedded coaches now had a total of 172 K-3 classrooms to observe, monitor and support.  However, the addition of third grade was also significant in that, most third-grade teachers were not prepared with the knowledge and understanding of morphology that would allow them to design meaningful word analysis and word building activities for their students as expected in the delivery of Structured Literacy at this grade level. In addition, third-grade teachers often lacked knowledge of beginning and primary-level literacy skills that were needed to address skills gaps in struggling third grade readers.

To bridge this gap, additional third-grade trainings were offered during Year 3. As a result of this significant challenge in the Project implementation of the 3rd grade content during first-best instruction, coaches found themselves devoting more than anticipated time in third-grade classrooms. They often found they were unable to devote adequate time to the alignment of instruction and the coaching in Tier 2 and Tier 3 small-group intervention groups in all grades K-3.  Newly hired K-3 teachers, reading interventionists and special educators in continuing schools as well as teachers/special education teachers (without prior training) in schools joining the Project, and teachers requesting a ‘refresher’ training were invited to participate. During these trainings, a total of 162 teachers were trained. Each participated in the 30-hour initial training and received basic Structured Literacy materials allowing them to immediately begin implementation in their classrooms. Coaching continued to be implemented. 

		State evaluated outcomes: First Grade SiMR discussion: Based on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS Next), Beginning-of-Year (BOY) Assessment reports (2019-2020 SY), 338 first grade students or 40% of all the first graders (836 students) participated in the Structured Literacy Project for one full year, initially enrolling as Kindergartners in the fall of the 2018-19 SY.  On the BOY DIBELS Benchmark Assessment, 71% of the students in the first grade matched cohort achieved scores in the Benchmark and Above Benchmark ranges, while 17% were Well-below Benchmark. In the unmatched cohort (836 students), 65% of incoming, participating first grade students achieved scores in the Benchmark and Above Benchmark ranges on the BOY DIBELS Benchmark Assessment, while 24% were Well-below Benchmark. The difference in student scores between matched and unmatched cohorts have remained consistent throughout implementation of the project. This BOY data includes students at 11 schools engaged in the new infrastructure strategy, referred to previously, with a focus on special education teachers. 

After initial Project training was provided, coaches immediately began coaching new teachers to implement Structured Literacy in classrooms and intervention groups. Coaches and teachers reviewed student data and Individual Education Programs (IEPs) to familiarize themselves with students’ instructional needs. Coaches scheduled observations of small group instruction and began consulting with interventionists and special education teachers regarding their observations and instructional concerns for their assigned students. Early coaching centered on effective use of diagnostic tools and data, resulting in the formation of well-matched instructional groupings based on need and not just grade levels, as well as specific instructional needs of individuals. Additional coaching focused on determining the range of instructional strategies already in use and incorporating high leverage practices as needed. 

At the end of first semester participating first graders (829 students) were administered the Middle-of-Year (MOY) DIBELS Benchmark Assessments. Historically, this data has been used to realign instruction and begin the acceleration of literacy learning during the second semester of the year.  On the MOY DIBELS Benchmark Assessment 65% of all first grade students achieved scores in the Benchmark and Above Benchmark ranges while 21% were Well-below Benchmark.

Using the Amplify Progress Planning Tool for mCLASS© DIBELS Next©, that utilizes data from across the nation for a meaningful comparative perspective regarding progress, the Project considered the overall growth at MOY.  Historically, this data and specific reports were used to realign instruction and begin the acceleration of literacy learning during the second semester of the year. The data ranges indicating progress in moving students out of Well-Below Benchmark beginning at BOY at 24% is as follows: well above average progress (0-15%), above average progress (15-20%), average progress (20-25%). According to this comparative data, the Project made average progress (21%), which is similar to previous years at MOY. 

		Infrastructure next steps: Observations and experiences within the varied intervention settings in the participating schools produced five common trends. The anticipated outcomes are mastery of the skills, sufficient time provided, and high expectations of all learners. The trends and next steps include:
1.  Trend: Intervention staff were not as well-prepared in their understanding of the ‘science of reading’ and the structure of the English language as expected. Like their classroom counterparts, they have not experienced the level of pre-service and in-service training required to address the complex and intensive needs of the most struggling readers. Next Steps: Professional development for special education teachers covering a range of instructional strategies, i.e., phoneme -grapheme mapping, sound walls, word summing, building word matrixes, etc. and alternate lesson planning and routines. Intensifying and individualize strategies to enhance the outcomes of IEP students with specific reading disabilities.

2. Trend: Intervention and small group schedules did not consistently allow for adequate time to deliver effective Structured Literacy lessons and practice to the degree that is essential to support growth in struggling readers. In some instances, intervention was frequently canceled as staff completed other assigned responsibilities, impacting the consistency and continuity of instruction for student who require daily and consistent instruction to assure reading growth. Next Steps: Continued work with Principals to recognize the importance of identifying individual student needs, adjusting schedules, and prioritizing the dedicated time to provide intensive interventions as required.

3. Trend: While reading was the most common demonstrated need among students identified with mild-moderate disabilities, specially-designed instruction (special education) typically did not include the time and intensity required to further these students’ literacy skills. Instructional time was frequently split between multiple IEP Goals in multiple academic areas, leaving little time for intensive literacy instruction and practice. Next Steps: Identification of specially designed instructional strategies to intensify Structured Literacy intervention for students with IEPs identified with specific reading disabilities.

4. Trend: Instructional leaders lacked the understanding of the conditions that must be met to support literacy growth among the most at-risk students, including students with disabilities. Next Steps: Continued work with Principals and University faculty for course learning to address conditions in schools that create barriers for at-risk students to improve reading.

5. Trend: The minimizing effect of low expectations, most specifically for students with disabilities and those with other significant risk factors that might interfere with the acquisition of early foundational reading skills, i.e., poverty, limited early language experiences, etc. permeated the learning environments in which these students participate. Next Steps: Continued work with Principals, Teachers, and Universities to encourage higher expectations of all learners regardless of circumstances. 

		New EBP: [No]

		New EBP narrative: N/A

		Continued EBP: The Structured Literacy project has worked to develop and provide free, vendor agnostic materials that align with the National Reading Panel's recommendations as well as Colorado's legislation, Reading to Ensure Academic Development Act (READ Act). The Project continues to develop supporting materials and are currently working with University preparation programs to inform course syllabi modifications and create clinical practice opportunities focused on providing structured literacy. Additionally, the Project continues to provide Instructional Coaching for K-3 teachers in participating schools. During the COVID-19 pandemic, intense focus on developing electronic resources for teachers and providing coaching to provide structured literacy in a virtual environment. As a result of this intentional alignment, the anticipated impact to the SiMR continues to be moving students out of well-below benchmark by improving the knowledge and skills of educators to teach foundational reading skills to all students. 

Documents supporting the evidence-based practices of the Structured Literacy Project from What Works Clearinghouse and the Collaboration for Effective Educators' Development, Accountability, and Reform 
*Foundational Skills to Support Reading for Understanding in Kindergarten Through 3rd Grade (https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/wwc_foundationalreading_040717.pdf) 
*Instructional Coaching for English Language Arts: Practices and Outcomes (https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/infographics/pdf/REL_NEI_Instructional_Coaching_for_ELA.pdf) 
*High Leverage Practices in Special Education (https://ceedar.education.ufl.edu/high-leverage-practices/)
*Course Enhancement Modules K-5 Reading (https://ceedar.education.ufl.edu/cems/reading/)

		Evaluation and fidelity: The Colorado Department of Education uses a Literacy Evaluation Tool (LET) to evaluate comprehensive literacy programs in schools. There are 8 evidence-based components: Universal Instruction, Interventions, Assessment, School Leadership Team, Professional Development, Data-based Decision Making, and Community and Family Involvement. These components help guide literacy initiatives including the Structured Literacy Project. (Rating Scale: 0= No evidence, 1= Basic, 2= Effective, 3= Proficient, 4= Exemplar) The overall goal is to move schools toward exemplar.

During summer (2019) Project schools were evaluated related to commitment and LET growth. Three schools, 2 from a small rural district and 1 charter school, had Proficient/Exemplar ratings and were ready to sustain implementation without active coaching.  One district had 9 participating schools across Effective/Proficient/Exemplar ratings and district leadership elected to add all remaining traditional schools to the Project. Another district also expanded the project to include all remaining elementary schools. Finally, a third district added one highly-impacted, urban school along with 11 remaining traditional schools for “special education settings” only. The remaining schools had basic/effective/proficient ratings and, for various reasons, commitment to the Project was low and participation ended.  

DIBELS trend data was also considered, and the Project was most successful in moving students in the Below Average and Average ranges into the Above Benchmark range. The Project experienced a lower than expected decrease in the number of students in Well-Below Benchmark on the same measures. 

		Support EBP: In addition to the multiple TA/PD sessions about Structured Literacy and its delivery methodology, TA and PD also focused on diagnostic tools, identifying individual IEP student needs, adjusting schedules to create better-matched special education intervention groupings, and identifying specially designed instructional strategies to intensify intervention for IEP students identified with specific reading disabilities. PD specifically for special education teachers covered a range of instructional strategies, i.e., phoneme -grapheme mapping, sound walls, word summing, building word matrices, etc. and alternate lesson planning and routines.  Coaching focused on intensifying instruction and individualized strategies to improve outcomes of IEP students. Due to COVID-19 and the subsequent cessation of in-person learning, it was impossible to gather fidelity data. 

Pivoting to provide TA and PD, the Project’s literacy coaches developed prerecorded, grade level Structured Literacy lessons for all teachers to use in virtual learning environments. District A fully incorporated the videos into daily instruction. District B’s teachers focused on core instructional reading materials and asked students to view the appropriate grade level Structured Literacy lessons as homework. These two approaches did not allow coaches any time to directly interact with teachers or students. In District C, coaches observed virtual classrooms and small group instructional Structured Literacy sessions, although this approach was impacted by limited access to Internet services among many families in this highly impacted, urban school district.

Finally, new legislative changes to the Colorado READ Act in SB 19-199, now requires school districts to ensure all K - 3 teachers complete evidence-based training in teaching the 5 components of reading.

		Stakeholder Engagement: The primary stakeholders in this project are the embedded literacy coaches, classroom teachers, special education teachers, specialists, interventionists, district leadership, and the principals who oversee the comprehensive literacy programming in the partner schools. Teacher and leader feedback regarding student progress and evaluation of the activities have consistently been essential for strong implementation. These stakeholders are engaged with the embedded project coaches and literacy specialists to fully examine the data and make decisions about next steps for individual teachers as well as school level decisions.

At the beginning of FFY 2019, there were 7 districts with 17 participating schools. Teacher input gathered through survey data at the end of FFY 2018 indicated the most helpful essential elements of the Structured Literacy Project were methodology instruction, collaboration opportunities with colleagues, time for professional learning, the skill set of coaches, consistent process from year to year, and the Project resources. This information guided decisions for ongoing professional development and technical assistance. Additionally, engaging with leadership from the 7 districts determined which were fully committed to the Project, those who were prepared to continue implementing without Project support, and those who preferred a curriculum led approach. Those discussions led to the restructuring of the Project and moved the Project from school-based focus to a District led focus. Empowering district leadership teams to lead instructional decisions in the best interest of their schools aligns with the Quality Schools work of the SEA.  

Input from the CEEDAR State Leadership Team and a partner University led to development a Structured Literacy e-learning course available to anyone for free. They are also in discussion about developing clinical practice opportunities for pre-service candidates to have a mentor teacher from a Structured Literacy school.  

		Stakeholders concerns addressed: Since beginning the SSIP conversations, stakeholders (e.g., educators, directors of special education, families, SEA leaders) have remained steadfast in their emphasis that students with disabilities are general education students first. They’ve continued to communicate expectations that improvement strategies remain focused on best first instruction in the general education environment.

Recently, concerns expressed by some stakeholders that the focus of the SSIP should be sharpened to concentrate primarily on Tier III, specially-designed literacy instruction for students with disabilities. After reviewing data, we are most successful in moving students in the Below Average and Average Benchmark ranges into the Above Benchmark range on the DIBELS Benchmark Assessments. Upon further reflection, it is possible that these students are those who may have been identified with a Specific Learning Disability (SLD) in the future, and reduction in identification of SLD is one indicator of Project success. However, the Project has continued to experience a lower than expected decrease in the number of students in the Well-Below Benchmark range on the same measures.  Other stakeholders continue to believe that consistent alignment of Structured Literacy through all tiers of instruction, coupled with increased teacher effectiveness in the delivery of early intervention that is increasingly intensified is the best approach to addressing the needs of the most challenged readers.

To address the concerns of stakeholders, the Project sharpened the focus on the most challenged K-3 readers in a "special education only” approach. Due to COVID, there is no data regarding the effectiveness of this approach.  Further exploration of modifying the SSIP’s theory of action to one with this sharpened focus will take place with stakeholders during the 20-21 school year.

		Stakeholders concerns: [Yes]

		FFY 2018 required OSEP response: N/A

		FFY 2019 SiMR: COLORADO Students** in first grade who are identified at the beginning of the school year as Well Below Benchmark according to the DIBELS Next Assessment, will significantly improve their reading proficiency as indicated by a decrease in the percentage of students who are identified at the end of the school year as Well Below Benchmark.

*Based upon the Structured Literacy Project 
**Who attend one of the SSIP project schools
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IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year: 2019-20

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 48
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 26
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 18
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 21
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 5
(1.2) Complaints pending. 1
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 21

Section B: Mediation Requests

(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes.

(2.1) Mediations held. 44
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 22

71

(2.1) (a) (1) Mediation agreements related to due process

complaints. 12

(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process 2

complaints.

(2.1) (b) (1) Mediation agreements not related to due process 13

complaints.

(2.2) Mediations pending. 1

(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 26
Section C: Due Process Complaints

(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 43

(3.1) Resolution meetings. 9

(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through 5

resolution meetings.

(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 0

(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 0
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 15

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed

(including resolved without a hearing). 28

Section D: Expedited Due Process Complaints (Related to Disciplinary Decision)

(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed.

(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings.

(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements.
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated.

(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered.

(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending.

(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed.

N OO O O O N

Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Colorado. These data were generated on 11/4/2020 5:01 PM EST.
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2021 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

78.47 Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 16 10 62.5
Compliance 18 17 94.44

2021 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in N/A N/A
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in N/A N/A
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 24 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 89 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 32 2
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 90 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

Math Assessment Elements

Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in N/A N/A
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in N/A N/A
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 39 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 94 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 92 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 2021: Part B."





Exiting Data Elements

Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 19 1
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a 77 1
Regular High School Diplomat?
2021 Part B Compliance Matrix
Part B Compliance Indicator? Performance Full Correction of Score
(%) Findings of
Noncompliance
Identified in
FFY 2018
Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 0 N/A 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 N/A 2
and ethnic groups in special education and related
services due to inappropriate identification.
Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 0 N/A 2
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability
categories due to inappropriate identification.
Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 95.7 Yes 2
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 91.7 Yes 2
birthday
Indicator 13: Secondary transition 99.77 Yes 2
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 100 2
Timely State Complaint Decisions 100 2
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions N/A N/A
Longstanding Noncompliance 1
Specific Conditions None
Uncorrected identified noncompliance | Yes, 2 to 4 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,

|n

certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credentia

2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at:
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/1820-0624 Part B SPP_APR Measurement Table 2021 final.pdf

2|Page
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data




		DATE:		February 2021 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).    



		618 Data Collection		EDFacts Files/ EMAPS Survey		Due Date

		Part B Child Count and Educational Environments		C002 & C089		1st Wednesday in April

		Part B Personnel 		C070, C099, C112		1st Wednesday in November

		Part B Exiting		C009		1st Wednesday in November

		Part B Discipline 		C005, C006, C007, C088, C143, C144		1st Wednesday in November

		Part B Assessment		C175, C178, C185, C188		Wednesday in the 3rd week of December (aligned with CSPR data due date)

Note: Due to the COVID-19 pandemic Assessment data was not collected for SY 2019-20

		Part B Dispute Resolution 		Part B Dispute Resolution Survey in EMAPS		1st Wednesday in November

		Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort Reduction and Coordinated Early Intervening Services		Part B MOE Reduction and CEIS Survey in EMAPS		1st Wednesday in May

Note: Due to the COVID-19 pandemic the due date was extended to the third Wednesday in June for SY 2018-19



		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. 





SPPAPR Data

		FFY 2019 APR-- Colorado

		Part B Timely and Accurate Data -- SPP/APR Data 

		APR Indicator		Valid and Reliable		Total

		1		1		1

		2		1		1

		3B		N/A		N/A

		3C		N/A		N/A

		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		17

		APR Score Calculation		Timely Submission Points -  If the FFY 2019 APR was submitted  on-time, place the number 5 in the cell on the right.		5

				Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and Timely Submission Points) =		22.00





618 Data

		FFY 2019 APR-- Colorado

		618 Data

		Table		Timely		Complete Data		Passed Edit Check		Total

		Child Count/LRE
Due Date: 4/1/20		1		1		1		3

		Personnel
Due Date: 11/4/20		1		1		1		3

		 Exiting
Due Date: 11/4/20		1		1		1		3

		Discipline
Due Date: 11/4/20		1		1		1		3

		State Assessment
Due Date: N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A		0

		Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/4/20		1		1		1		3

		MOE/CEIS Due Date:  6/17/20		1		1		1		3

								Subtotal		18

		618 Score Calculation						Grand Total (Subtotal X 1.14285714) = 		20.57





Indicator Calculation

		FFY 2019 APR-- Colorado

		Indicator Calculation

		Indicator		Calculation

		A. APR Grand Total		22.00

		B. 618 Grand Total		20.57

		C. APR Grand Total (A) + 618 Grand Total (B) =		42.57

		Total N/A in APR		2

		Total N/A in 618		3.42857142

		Base		42.57

		D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) =		1.000

		E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) =		100.00

		* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618






