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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

Additional information related to data collection and reporting
While the COVID-19 pandemic had some impact on indication data collection, the majority of indicators were not significantly affected for FFY 2019. Impact statements are included with each indicator. It is expected that the COVID-19 pandemic will have an impact on data collections during the 2020-21 school year and potentially beyond, which will affect SPP/APR reporting in future years.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
497
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.
The Minnesota Department of Education (MDE) administers a comprehensive system of general supervision that includes multiple components to ensure compliance with the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 2004 and improve services and results for children and youth with disabilities. This system includes special education program and fiscal compliance monitoring, a comprehensive and effective dispute resolution system, and the provision of technical assistance and professional development to support stakeholders.

The role of special education program monitoring is to provide general supervision and oversight of special education and early intervention programs using the Minnesota Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process (MNCIMP) web-based compliance tool. MDE’s Division of Compliance and Assistance program monitoring unit uses MNCIMP as a tool to ensure a free appropriate public education (FAPE) for all children with disabilities, birth to age 21.

Each special education administrative unit is monitored for compliance through MNCIMP which gathers data from record reviews completed as part of compliance monitoring. MDE moved from a five- to a six-year compliance monitoring cycle beginning in the 2015-16 school year in response to districts’ requests for a better opportunity to implement improvements and develop systemic changes. In year one of the cycle, LEAs conduct a self-review of student records including the most current Evaluation Report, Individualized Education Program (IEP) or Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) and corresponding due process documentation for compliance with legal standards. Records are selected using a computer-generated, stratified random sample representative of the most recent LEA enrollment data including race/ethnicity, age, gender, and primary disability. Fidelity to the review process is ensured through a verification process of selected district reviews. In year two, LEAs must demonstrate correction of any noncompliance identified in the self-review consistent with the requirements of OSEP Memo 09-02 and 34 C.F.R. Section 300.600(e). 

In year three, MDE conducts a more in-depth review of LEAs, including a review of student records following the same year one record selection process, on-site facility review, stakeholder interviews, and other documentation. Stakeholder input is gathered from special education teachers, administrators, related service providers, and paraprofessionals, as well as general education teachers and administrators. In year four, LEAs must demonstrate correction of noncompliance identified during the MDE review and implement any corrective action, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02 and 34 C.F.R. Section 300.600(e). The fifth and sixth years of the cycle are used to verify results of any implemented corrective action plans (CAP) and improve district systems. In any given year, data is collected through the self-review of records for 20 percent of LEAs. Other aspects of program monitoring include review of complaint decisions to ensure noncompliance identified in a complaint is addressed systemically, and a review of LEAs’ Total Special Education System (TSES) plans. Districts’ TSES plans provide an organizational system referencing federal laws and regulations and state statutes and rules used to ensure special education services are provided to students with disabilities.

MDE’s fiscal monitoring team works to ensure Part B funds are used to serve only eligible children and are administered under appropriate LEA internal controls. In FFY 2019 the fiscal monitoring team used a risk assessment to determine if an LEA is high, medium, or low risk. Based on risk level LEAs receive an on-site intensive review, targeted review, or no review but may access MDE resources, modeled after the federal monitoring process. It allows MDE to target higher risk categories and LEAs while providing more opportunity to work directly with LEAs on internal control system improvements. Once the LEAs are grouped into the on-site intensive review level, fiscal monitors use LEA provided data in the Special Education Data Reporting Application (SEDRA), the Minnesota Automated Reporting Student System (MARSS), and LEA general ledgers to pick samples related to time and effort, procurement, and transportation. Additionally, information is requested from the LEAs regarding inventory management, proportionate share and Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS). Online and on site staff reviews are also completed to corroborate processes and identify training needs. For those LEAs in the targeted level, the information requested is limited to the targeted topic for the year. The year following monitoring is used for corrective action by the LEAs based on the monitoring report. Corrective action may include improving documentation processes, changing documents to reflect appropriate data, or making corrections within SEDRA or MARSS so data entered is accurate. MDE retains the ability to reclaim funds used for ineligible purposes.

The fiscal monitoring team also monitors funds used while a charter school is closing. This process is an abbreviated monitoring to ensure funds were used for eligible purposes while personnel are still available at the LEA. Fiscal monitoring also conducts investigations of fiscally-based complaints.

MDE also administers a comprehensive dispute resolution system for the state. Parents and school staff can use mediation or facilitated team meetings to address issues of conflict. Parents and districts are entitled to an impartial due process hearing to resolve disputes over identification, evaluation, education placement, or provision of FAPE to an infant, toddler or student with a disability. Parents and districts are encouraged to use mediation, facilitated team meetings, conciliation, or some other mutually agreed upon alternative process before proceeding to a hearing. Information about the hearing system is available on MDE’s website including a hearing request form, information on free or low-cost legal resources, and Minnesota’s procedural safeguards notice. While the majority of due process hearing requests are settled or resolved without a hearing, if a hearing is requested, MDE forwards the request to the Office of Administrative Hearings, which conducts the hearings. MDE provides oversight of the due process hearing system and provides training to administrative law judges as well as to the Minnesota Special Education Mediation Service (MNSEMS) mediators and facilitators. 

The special education complaint system is designed to ensure that all children with disabilities are provided FAPE. A complaint can be filed about any entity that has allegedly violated a state or federal special education law or rule when providing publicly-funded intervention services directly to families and children with disabilities. Before filing a complaint, MDE encourages parties to first contact the school district’s special education director for possible resolution and also suggests parties consider mediation. Sample complaint forms are available on the MDE website.

When MDE receives a complaint, an investigator reviews the written complaint to determine the issues to be investigated. The complainant is contacted and the issues, claims and facts are discussed. MDE has 60 calendar days from the date the complaint is received to investigate and resolve the complaint. If the LEA is found to be in violation and a corrective action is deemed necessary, a CAP is developed. Through active follow-up, MDE ensures that CAPs are appropriately implemented and individual correction occurs within one year.
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.
Divisions across MDE provide leadership, technical assistance and oversight to LEAs that provide services to children and youth with disabilities. Below is an overview of the types of services and systems provided.

Special Education

This division works steadily toward our vision to give all children the necessary supports for healthy development and lifelong learning and mission to provide leadership that ensures a high quality education for Minnesota’s children and youth with disabilities. We model accountability by practicing values of respect, transparency, responsibility, and high standards, supporting whole-child thinking that tailors to a child’s unique needs. Strategic planning includes aligning division and agency priorities through focusing on areas that include most integrated setting, graduation and secondary transition, and equity to improve outcomes for students with disabilities. The division strongly values partnerships with regional and district staff to improve outcomes for all students, including students with disabilities. This depends on a coordinated approach to implement school-wide prevention activities within multi-tiered systems of support, alignment and consistency of instruction and intervention to provide academic and behavioral supports, with additional supports to help facilitate consistency across staff, programs and funding streams. Staff across the division’s four units provide training, information and resources, policy development and technical assistance through a variety of projects and grants to help with local planning, service delivery, and program implementation, evaluation and problem solving, centered on positive outcomes for students. 

Over the past 12 years MDE has collaborated with the State Implementation and Scaling-Up of Evidence-based Practices (SISEP) Center in an effort to bridge the science-to-service gap and build the capacity of state education systems to implement and scale up effective education innovations statewide to ensure every student can benefit from the intended outcomes. MDE collaborates with the SISEP Center to apply and embed key components of implementation science to state educational initiatives, including Minnesota’s Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). Division staff are significantly involved and provide leadership in this work.

Compliance and Assistance

This division has a prescribed protocol for managing the receipt and transfer of phone calls and emails requesting assistance with the provision of special education and related services. The protocol ensures that requestors are provided with timely delivery of high quality, evidence-based technical assistance and support. The division website provides information on a range of special education topics and sample due process forms. MDE program compliance monitors are assigned to specific LEAs to provide consistent application of due process standards and an appropriate level of technical assistance. Through this process, monitors develop relationships with LEAs to obtain a broad understanding of their special education and early intervention programs and are better able to support LEAs in meeting legal requirements working to ensure students with disabilities receive a free and appropriate public education.

Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE)

MDE uses a variety of mechanisms to provide technical assistance (TA) to ECSE leaders and providers. The website is a source of information for families, administrators, and direct service providers. MDE hosts biannual forums to provide TA to local program leaders. Each fall, a three-day leadership conference is held in partnership with the Minnesota Division for Early Childhood of the Council for Exceptional Children. A one-day leadership forum is held each spring with an option to participate in the forum virtually. Members of the ECSE team hold monthly TA calls for program leaders and provide individualized TA requested by local programs. MDE has established a general ECSE email to allow local programs to receive timely, high quality answers to their technical questions from the most appropriate source.

Equity and Opportunity

This division is responsible for providing leadership, support, and programmatic accountability to school districts under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as reauthorized under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). ESSA provides supplementary educational funds for disadvantaged learner programs, professional development of teachers and principals, and English language acquisition. The division’s work includes managing programs under McKinney-Vento, neglected and delinquent programs, foster care, migrant and English Learning education programs, rural education programs, family and community engagement, and federal accountability and data reporting. The division shares pertinent information and timelines with district designated contacts through an electronic newsletter, program listservs, meetings, conferences and trainings, live and recorded WebEx modules and MDE’s website. The division collaborates with other MDE divisions on topics and projects involving federal programs authorized under ESSA.

School Finance

This division provides resources to schools and districts to help improve or maintain financial health. Division work includes managing data collection and information on aid entitlements and levies related to general education, special education, and student accounting, as well as managing budget audits, facilities, transportation, payments, Uniform Financial Accounting and Report Standards (UFARS), and monitoring. The division implements state and federal education funding policies and provides assistance to districts and schools to understand and implement them at the local level. Division staff are responsible for the oversight of special education funding and provide financial management assistance and professional development opportunities throughout the year. They also regularly attend Special Education Directors’ Forums to provide updates, training, and technical assistance. Staff also work closely with the Governor and Legislature to promote enactment of sound PreK-12 education funding policies by providing policymakers relevant data and analysis.

School Support

This division works to build capacity and support leaders and teachers to improve student achievement in the areas of equity, school climate, continuous use of data, teacher collaboration to improve student learning, continuous improvement processes, leadership capacity, active implementation frameworks, professional development, fair and transparent evaluations, and stakeholder engagement. This support is provided through the Regional Centers of Excellence, School Climate Center, School Improvement Grants, and other professional development opportunities. The division also provides support for districts and schools in the areas of full-service community schools, English learner programs, family engagement, and interventions for students at risk of not graduating in four years.

Statewide Testing

This division is responsible for developing the Minnesota Assessment System administered to public students statewide to: 1) measure student achievement on the Minnesota Academic Standards and Minnesota standards for English language development; 2) meet district and school accountability requirements under ESEA as reauthorized under ESSA, and, 3) provide information for Minnesota graduates related to career and college readiness as required by Minnesota Statute §120B.30. In addition, the division provides resources, support, and training to school districts as they administer statewide assessments and report on results. Specific to the participation of students in special education, the Division collaborates with the Special Education Division in the development of assessments for students with disabilities and accommodation policy and procedures.
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.
Divisions within MDE responsible for the implementation of quality special education services provide a wide range of professional development opportunities and services statewide to address the needs of district and interagency staff, stakeholders, and families of students with disabilities. Activities include the following: 

Special Education

Regional Low Incidence Projects (RLIP)
RLIP staff assist school districts across the state to fulfill IDEA requirements in the areas of implementation, ensuring quality of service and the availability of high quality staff in the low incidence areas of special education. Training and technical assistance are provided through the coordination of MDE representatives, 11 low incidence projects, disability specialists and agencies serving students with disabilities and their families.

School-Wide Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports (SW-PBIS)
SW-PBIS provides an evidence-based framework for preventing problem behavior, providing instruction and support for positive and prosocial behaviors, and supporting social, emotional and behavioral needs for all students. Since initial implementation in 2005, training cohort numbers have steadily increased over the years representing an expanding number and diverse types of districts. In 2009 MDE moved to a regional training model to accommodate the growth of SW-PBIS implementation, dividing the state into three regions to coordinate training, coaching and evaluation of new schools. Presently, over 800 schools are implementing SW-PBIS across Minnesota. 

State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG)
In 2015 Minnesota was awarded a SPDG, and again in 2020. Both projects provide staffing, training and implementation support that aligns with our SSIP. MDE invests in building the capacity of LEAs through the use of implementation science and evidence-based practices that improve outcomes for students with disabilities. These grants support division goals to improve graduation rates for American Indian and Black students with disabilities through MDE-district partnerships. PACER, Minnesota’s designated Parent Training and Information Center, also supports partner districts to increase effective parent involvement to improve student outcomes. The 2015 grant also supported implementation of the Early Interaction Model and Autism Navigator to support early identification and increase capacity of early intervention providers to better serve infants and toddlers with ASD and their families. 

Other vehicles for professional development in the Special Education Division include:
--Special Education Directors’ Forums held four times per year; since March 2020 Forums have been held monthly to provide information and support in response to the COVID-19 pandemic;
--Support of and presentations at the Minnesota Administrators for Special Education conferences, Slice of Collaboration meetings, and New Leaders Training;
--An Assistive Technology (AT) Teams Project that supports district team to learn and implement strategies to improve educational outcomes for students with disabilities through the use of AT; 
--An Employment Community of Practice in collaboration with Minnesota’s Department of Employment and Economic Development and Department of Human Services to provide training and technical assistance to 53 LEAs; and
--A variety of other cross-divisional trainings including webinars, workshops, brown-bags, and institutes that address a range of topics including transition, funding formula changes, Minnesota’s Olmstead Plan, and implementation science.

Compliance and Assistance

In FFY 2008, MDE initiated the requirement that all districts within the state participate in due process training as part of years’ one and three of the monitoring cycle. MDE requires these trainings twice within the six-year monitoring cycle and has added several additional optional trainings addressing various topics including correction of noncompliance, goals and objectives, transition, prior written notice, progress reporting, and district TSES requirements. MDE provides extensive training on the requirements of Part B compliance standards. The Division works with Early Childhood Special Education and Special Education to provide LEAs technical assistance and guidance on Part B IDEA requirements. 
The Division provides training on a variety of topics including restrictive procedures and positive behavior supports; student discipline compliance; prior written notice and progress reporting; eligibility guidelines for determining student participation in alternate assessments and how to document that determination in the IEP; special education for general education teachers and in nonpublic schools; and common misconceptions in special education. The Division’s website includes a variety of online trainings including IEP short- and long-term goals and objectives, progress reporting on IEP goals and objectives, secondary transition, positive intervention strategies, entering data in the MNCIMP self-review system, TSES plans, and uniform grant guidance. 

The Division’s fiscal monitoring team has initiated targeted training a year in advance of an LEA being monitored in order to allow the LEA to make corrections prior to MDE arrival. This team also provides multiple trainings a year available to all business managers and special education directors throughout the state, often traveling outstate to accommodate needs. Most recently, the fiscal team expanded training to include cross divisional topics with Special Education and School Finance. The trainings are provided at MDE-sponsored events and also at other professional organization-sponsored events. 

Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE)

The ECSE unit has participated in a variety of initiatives related to improving special education preschool services. Participation in federal grants and partnerships with national technical assistance centers have supported their ability to launch regionalized professional development focused on selected evidence-based practices; implement the Pyramid Model, an evidence-based practice for building social emotional competence; and to implement the Division for Early Childhood's revised recommended practices after receiving intensive technical assistance from the Early Childhood Technical Assistance center; enhance the collection and use of data at the state and local levels through participation in the ECTA/DaSy Child Outcomes Local Data Use Cohort; and receive support by the Early Childhood Personnel Center to enhance our Comprehensive System of Professional Development. 

Regional Centers of Excellence (RCE)

The RCEs represent a collaborative effort between MDE and six regional service cooperatives to provide a statewide system of support consisting of intensive, onsite technical assistance to schools identified for support and improvement under ESSA. The RCEs were developed to provide a statewide infrastructure to support aligned and cohesive technical assistance that builds the capacity of schools and districts to utilize best practices in education. The support provided includes the application of the principles of effective practice and key components of implementation resulting in sustained and improved outcomes for all students. The RCEs are staffed by a director and content area specialists including math, reading, English language development, equity, special education, graduation, and implementation science. Representatives from a variety of divisions identify resources, develop and prepare materials, and provide technical assistance guidance resulting in research-based, coordinated support that can be contextualized by RCE staff to meet the specific needs of school leadership implementation teams. The Centers also have specialists who support districts and schools in the area of school climate, provide coaching to principals, and help with engaging schools’ and districts’ American Indian communities.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part B results indicators (y/n)
YES
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.
MDE makes an annual determination on the performance of Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) against specific criteria. MDE reviews all LEA performance against selected targets in the Annual Performance Report (APR) and determines whether each LEA met the requirements of Part B of the IDEA. MDE publicly reports special education data for each district in its Data Center website on the Data Reports and Analytics page under the Special Education District Profiles section.

https://public.education.mn.gov/MDEAnalytics/Data.jsp

A link to Minnesota’s current Part B Profile on the Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP) SPP/APR public reporting website is located on MDE’s website under the Special Education section of the site:

https://education.mn.gov/MDE/dse/sped/fed/

When made available, the link to the FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be posted on the same website.

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.

Response to actions required in FFY 2018 SPP/APR

Intro - OSEP Response

Intro - Required Actions



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
	61.18%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%

	Data
	58.43%
	61.14%
	60.76%
	61.18%
	62.30%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target >=
	90.00%



Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.


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: _Ref78285701]*[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
	10,609

	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
	[bookmark: _Ref78285705]63%[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Percentage blurred due to privacy protection] 




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
	10,609
	62.30%
	90.00%
	63%2
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
In Minnesota, graduation requirements are defined by Minnesota Statute §120B.024, and the definition of a diploma is provided by Minnesota Statute §125A.04. The graduation status of a student is decided at the local level in Minnesota; there is no state diploma and there are no alternatives to the regular diploma. A student who has received a GED is not included for these reporting purposes and, therefore, not counted when determining graduation rates. In order to graduate, students must be granted credits in the following areas: 4 credits in English language arts; 3 credits in mathematics; 3 credits in science; 3.5 credits in social studies; 1 credit in the arts; and a minimum of 7 elective credits. The specifics of how credits are granted are subject to local decision-making and control. In Minnesota there is only one diploma awarded to all students who successfully meet the requirements to graduate. Minnesota Statute §125A.04 states “Upon completion of secondary school or the equivalent, a pupil with a disability who satisfactorily attains the objectives in the pupil's Individualized Education Program must be granted a high school diploma that is identical to the diploma granted to a pupil without a disability.”
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)
YES
[bookmark: _Toc392159261]If yes, explain the difference in conditions that youth with IEPs must meet.
[bookmark: _Hlk525545190]As stated above, the requirement that school districts grant a high school diploma to a student with a disability is codified in Minnesota law: “Upon completion of secondary school or the equivalent, a pupil with a disability who satisfactorily attains the objectives in the pupil's IEP must be granted a high school diploma that is identical to the diploma granted to a pupil without a disability.” Minn. Stat. §125A.04. 

For additional information the link below provides technical assistance documents on graduation for students with disabilities: https://education.mn.gov/MDE/dse/sped/caqa/grad/046628.

In addition, the link below to Minn. Stat. §120B.02 describes educational expectations and graduation requirements for students in Minnesota: https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=120B.02.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Minnesota strives to ensure every student receives the support they need in order to obtain a high school diploma. While the primary goal is to reach graduation within four years, some students need additional time. In the process of developing Minnesota’s ESSA plan, stakeholders were particularly interested in incorporating a seven-year graduation rate into the accountability system to include students that are most likely to receive a regular high school diploma after four years, including students with disabilities, recently arrived English learners, and at-risk students. In addition to the state’s ESSA plan, internal and external stakeholders agreed that using an extended year graduation rate as our State Identified Measurable Result as part of our State Systemic Improvement Plan was a better measure for capturing the number of students who continue to progress and graduate past a typical grade 12 year. Prior to the development and approval of the state’s ESSA plan, Minnesota reported up to only a 6-year graduate rate; now 7-year graduation rates are reported for schools, districts and the state.

Minnesota’s 2019 seven-year graduation rate for students in special education was 78.4%, which is .3% higher than the 2018 seven-year rate of 78.1%. The seven-year graduation rate has steadily increased for students with disabilities at an average of just over one percent (1%) per year over the past five years. It is important to note that the 2019 seven-year graduation rate is based on students in the class of 2016 (four-year cohort) who graduated in 2016, 2017, 2018, or 2019.

Because this is lag year data, the data collection for this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.
[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
	4.20%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target <=
	4.30%
	4.25%
	4.25%
	4.20%
	4.15%

	Data
	4.16%
	4.34%
	4.60%
	4.80%
	4.82%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target <=
	4.15%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.

Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 2
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)
	7,003

	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)
	0

	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)
	51

	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)
	813

	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)
	21



Has your State made or proposes to make changes to the data source under Option 2, when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012? (yes/no)
NO
Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
YES
Change numerator description in data table (yes/no)
NO
Change denominator description in data table (yes/no)
NO
If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
[bookmark: _Hlk494379356]The calculation of Minnesota’s dropout rate for students with IEPs is calculated by dividing the number of grades 9-12 dropouts within a given year by the October 1 grades 9-12 enrollments for that year. There is no requirement in ESEA for reporting overall or special education dropout rates under the Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR). Since FFY 2005, Minnesota has used the above method for calculating dropouts. The data collection time period begins on October 1 and ends June 30 of that same school year. For the FFY 2019 APR, data collection began October 1, 2018 and ended in June 2019. This is the same calculation used for Minnesota’s FFY 2010 APR submitted on February 1, 2012. Minnesota has used this same calculation for dropouts for the FFY 2013-2019 SPP. Reported APR data lag one year per OSEP requirement.
 
[bookmark: _Toc392159265]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

	1,788
	40,440
	4.82%
	4.15%
	4.42%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable  

Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
Dropouts in Minnesota are defined as secondary students in any of grades 9 through 12 who: 
 --were enrolled in school at some time during the previous school year and were not enrolled by October 1 of the following school year; 
 --were not enrolled on October 1, of the current school year although expected to be in membership, i.e., were not reported as dropouts the year before; 
 --have not graduated from high school or completed a state or district approved educational program;
 --do not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions: 
     *Transfer to another public school district, private school, or state district approved education program. 
     *Temporary absence due to suspension or school approved illness. 
     *Death. 

“Status End” codes in parentheses (XX) identified as dropout codes include:
(06) Student left school after reaching compulsory attendance age without written election (M.S. §120A.22 subd. 8 requires student and parent to meet with school staff prior to withdrawal). 
(07) Student left school after reaching compulsory attendance age with written election. 
(14) Student withdrawn after 15 consecutive days absence, students did not return. 
(15) Student left school because of marriage. 
(16) Student was expelled and did not return to school during the year. 
(17) Student left school due to pregnancy. 
(18) Student withdrew, no transcript requested, or student transferred to a non-approved nonpublic school.
(31) Student left school for social reasons. 
(32) Student left school for financial reasons. 
(33) Student left school for family environment reasons.
(34) For grades K-12 student left school for reasons unknown; for grade ED attempts to contact unsuccessful. 
(35) Student left school after age 21, did not graduate. 
(37) Student left school to attend a program to attend a GED program or withdrew after taking GED exam.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)
NO
If yes, explain the difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs below.

[bookmark: _Toc382082362][bookmark: _Toc392159270][bookmark: _Toc365403651]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Because this is lag year data, the data collection for this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.
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
	97.50%
	Actual
	97.85%
	96.80%
	95.44%
	94.85%
	94.82%



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
	97.50%
	Actual
	97.84%
	96.29%
	95.18%
	94.34%
	94.40%



Targets
	Subject
	Group
	Group Name
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.

[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
	
	
	94.82%
	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
	
	
	94.40%
	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. 
Minnesota assessment data is available on the Minnesota Department of Education (MDE) website under the Data Center tab. From the Data Center page users may select the Data Reports and Analytics link, then select ‘Assessment Files’ under the Accountability and Assessment section on that page. (MDE Website > Data Center > Data Reports and Analytics > Accountability and Assessment-Assessment Files). The direct link to the Assessment Files page is: https://public.education.mn.gov/MDEAnalytics/DataTopic.jsp?TOPICID=1

The Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment (MCA) and Minnesota Test of Academic Skills (MTAS) data are combined in one file, titled All Academic Accountability Tests under "Test Name" for assessments completed in 2019. Data files are also available separately by assessment. There is also a user guide available on this page which provides information on the previous and new file format and content, and about accessing the files. Please note that 2020 state assessment requirements were waived by the U.S. Department of Education in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Questions about the files may be directed to mde.analytics@state.mn.us.
[bookmark: _Toc382082367][bookmark: _Toc392159276]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The 2020 state assessment requirements were waived by the U.S. Department of Education in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.
3B - Prior FFY Required Actions
Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2020 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2018, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f).  In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) for FFY 2019.
Response to actions required in FFY 2018 SPP/APR 
MDE worked with Minnesota IT Services to update the Assessment Files spreadsheet on the MDE Data Center website (public reporting information is included above) to demonstrate that the state publicly reported on the participation of children with disabilities on statewide assessments with the same frequency and in the same detail as the state reports on the assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). Specifically, the 2019 Assessment Files spreadsheet now reports the number of children with disabilities who participated in regular assessments and were provided accommodations (that did not result in an invalid score) in order to participate in those assessments at the State, district, and school levels. This updated information was provided to OSEP on December 1, 2020. It is MDE’s understanding that this remedy addresses the required action outlined in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.
3B - OSEP Response
OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2018 SPP/APR required the State to provide OSEP with a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2018, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). The State provided the required information.

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
	Grade 3
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Grade 4
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Grade 5
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	Grade 6
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	Grade 7
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	Grade 8
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	G
	HS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	


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

	A
	Grade 3
	2013
	Target >=
	34.00%
	35.00%
	36.00%
	37.00%
	38.00%

	A
	Grade 3
	34.12%
	Actual
	34.75%
	33.56%
	32.92%
	31.30%
	32.05%

	B
	Grade 4
	2013
	Target >=
	31.00%
	32.00%
	33.00%
	34.00%
	35.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	31.27%
	Actual
	32.57%
	32.83%
	32.20%
	32.10%
	29.89%

	C
	Grade 5
	2014
	Target >=
	36.00%
	37.00%
	38.00%
	39.00%
	40.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	36.69%
	Actual
	36.69%
	36.84%
	36.74%
	36.24%
	35.71%

	D
	Grade 6
	2014
	Target >=
	31.00%
	32.00%
	33.00%
	34.00%
	35.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	31.85%
	Actual
	31.85%
	29.10%
	30.43%
	30.39%
	30.47%

	E
	Grade 7
	2014
	Target >=
	24.00%
	25.00%
	26.00%
	27.00%
	28.00%

	E
	Grade 7
	24.02%
	Actual
	24.02%
	25.50%
	24.71%
	25.80%
	25.54%

	F
	Grade 8
	2014
	Target >=
	23.00%
	24.00%
	25.00%
	26.00%
	27.00%

	F
	Grade 8
	23.89%
	Actual
	23.89%
	26.05%
	26.16%
	25.22%
	25.72%

	G
	HS
	2014
	Target >=
	23.00%
	24.00%
	25.00%
	26.00%
	27.00%

	G
	HS
	23.83%
	Actual
	23.83%
	26.16%
	27.16%
	27.44%
	27.89%


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

	A
	Grade 3
	2013
	Target >=
	46.00%
	47.00%
	48.00%
	49.00%
	50.00%

	A
	Grade 3
	48.01%
	Actual
	46.61%
	45.55%
	43.80%
	42.87%
	42.99%

	B
	Grade 4
	2013
	Target >=
	44.00%
	45.00%
	46.00%
	47.00%
	48.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	44.22%
	Actual
	44.30%
	42.81%
	41.88%
	39.92%
	40.47%

	C
	Grade 5
	2014
	Target >=
	31.00%
	32.00%
	33.00%
	34.00%
	35.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	31.44%
	Actual
	31.44%
	30.32%
	29.78%
	28.08%
	28.43%

	D
	Grade 6
	2014
	Target >=
	28.00%
	29.00%
	30.00%
	31.00%
	32.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	28.66%
	Actual
	28.66%
	25.95%
	26.59%
	24.99%
	25.22%

	E
	Grade 7
	2014
	Target >=
	21.00%
	22.00%
	23.00%
	24.00%
	25.00%

	E
	Grade 7
	21.38%
	Actual
	21.38%
	22.89%
	21.58%
	21.52%
	21.31%

	F
	Grade 8
	2014
	Target >=
	23.00%
	24.00%
	25.00%
	26.00%
	27.00%

	F
	Grade 8
	23.20%
	Actual
	23.20%
	23.66%
	24.09%
	22.56%
	23.36%

	G
	HS
	2014
	Target >=
	15.00%
	17.00%
	19.00%
	20.00%
	22.00%

	G
	HS
	15.59%
	Actual
	15.59%
	15.80%
	15.46%
	15.98%
	14.35%


Targets
	Subject
	Group
	Group Name
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Grade 3
	38.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	Grade 4
	35.00%

	Reading
	C >=
	Grade 5
	40.00%

	Reading
	D >=
	Grade 6
	35.00%

	Reading
	E >=
	Grade 7
	28.00%

	Reading
	F >=
	Grade 8
	27.00%

	Reading
	G >=
	HS
	27.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Grade 3
	50.00%

	Math
	B >=
	Grade 4
	48.00%

	Math
	C >=
	Grade 5
	35.00%

	Math
	D >=
	Grade 6
	32.00%

	Math
	E >=
	Grade 7
	25.00%

	Math
	F >=
	Grade 8
	27.00%

	Math
	G >=
	HS
	22.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.


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
	Grade 3
	
	
	32.05%
	38.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	B
	Grade 4
	
	
	29.89%
	35.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	C
	Grade 5
	
	
	35.71%
	40.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	D
	Grade 6
	
	
	30.47%
	35.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	E
	Grade 7
	
	
	25.54%
	28.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	F
	Grade 8
	
	
	25.72%
	27.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	G
	HS
	
	
	27.89%
	27.00%
	
	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
	Grade 3
	
	
	42.99%
	50.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	B
	Grade 4
	
	
	40.47%
	48.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	C
	Grade 5
	
	
	28.43%
	35.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	D
	Grade 6
	
	
	25.22%
	32.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	E
	Grade 7
	
	
	21.31%
	25.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	F
	Grade 8
	
	
	23.36%
	27.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	G
	HS
	
	
	14.35%
	22.00%
	
	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. 
Minnesota assessment data is available on the Minnesota Department of Education (MDE) website under the Data Center tab. From the Data Center page users may select the Data Reports and Analytics link, then select ‘Assessment Files’ under the Accountability and Assessment section on that page. (MDE Website > Data Center > Data Reports and Analytics > Accountability and Assessment-Assessment Files). The direct link to the Assessment Files page is: https://public.education.mn.gov/MDEAnalytics/DataTopic.jsp?TOPICID=1

The Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment (MCA) and Minnesota Test of Academic Skills (MTAS) data are combined in one file, titled All Academic Accountability Tests under "Test Name" for assessments completed in 2019. Data files are also available separately by assessment. There is also a user guide available on this page which provides information on the previous and new file format and content and about accessing the files. Please note that 2020 state assessment requirements were waived by the U.S. Department of Education in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Questions about the files may be directed to mde.analytics@state.mn.us.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The 2020 state assessment requirements were waived by the U.S. Department of Education in response to 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
	4.43%


										
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target <=
	1.40%
	1.35%
	4.43%
	4.20%
	4.00%

	Data
	1.46%
	1.01%
	4.43%
	5.01%
	5.46%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target <=
	4.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.


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.
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	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of Districts that met the State's minimum n-size
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	22
	480
	5.46%
	4.00%
	4.58%
	Did Not Meet 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
Definition of Significant Discrepancy by Race or Ethnicity
A district is considered to have a significant discrepancy of suspensions and expulsions greater than 10 days for children with IEPs compared to the state suspension and expulsion rate of greater than 10 days for children with IEPs among LEAs when the school district has a rate of suspension and expulsion of greater than 10 days for children with IEPs that is 1.75 standard deviations at or above the state suspension and expulsion rate for children with IEPs.

Methodology
In FFY 2016, OSEP changed the requirements for calculating this indicator. The new language in the measurement table states that, “…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.” Upon review of Minnesota’s past calculation methodology, it was determined that the methodology needed to be adjusted to align with the new OSEP requirement. Therefore, the methodology reported in FFY 2016 for determining significant discrepancy was changed from years’ past. A new baseline and targets were set starting in FFY 2016. 

Starting in FFY 2016, Minnesota’s methodology requires a district to have a minimum N-size of 10 children with IEPs and at least one (1) child with an IEP suspended and/or expelled for more than 10 days during the school year to be included in the calculation. For FFY 2019, this means that 480 of the 496 districts in the state during the 2018-19 school year were included in the calculations and 31 districts were not included in the calculation because they either 1) did not have at least 10 children with IEPs and/or 2) did not have at least one child with an IEP suspended, and/or expelled for more than 10 days during the school year. Most districts in Minnesota do not have any children with IEPs who are suspended and expelled for greater than 10 days. Of the 480 districts included in the calculation, only 119 (25%) had any special education student suspended and expelled for greater than 10 days during the 2018-2019 school year. The calculations for the following essential data elements are as follows:

State Suspension and Expulsion Rate for >10 days for Children with IEPs
The total number of children in Minnesota with IEPs who were suspended and expelled for greater than 10 days was divided by the total number of children with IEPs. The result is the state suspension and expulsion rate of 0.505%. This is the rate against which district rates are compared. 

Number of children with IEPs suspended or expelled for more than 10 days in the state = 621
Total number of children with IEPs ages 6-21 in 2018-19 = 123,101
Statewide suspension and Expulsion Rate >10 days for children with IEPs = 621/123,101= 0.505%

District Suspension and Expulsion Rate for >10 day for Children with IEPs
Each district’s total number of children with IEPs who were suspended and expelled for greater than 10 days was divided by the total number of children with IEPs in the district. The result is the district suspension and expulsion rate that is compared to the state rate to determine significant discrepancy. All Minnesota school districts are included in the data analysis for Indicator 4A, including charter schools, provided the district enrolls at least 10 students with IEPs. Suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs are assigned to the students’ district of attendance.

Cut point for Significant Discrepancy 
The standard deviation for the distribution of district rates of suspension and expulsion of more than ten days is .007625. A district is determined to be significantly discrepant if its rate of suspension and expulsion greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs was greater than 1.839%, (1.75 standard deviations from the statewide rate of 0.505%).

The formula for Minnesota’s cut point follows:
Cut Point = State Rate Suspension and Expulsion >10 + [(1.75) x (Standard Deviation)] = .00505+ [(1.75) x (.007625)] x 100 = 1.839%
[bookmark: _Toc384383334][bookmark: _Toc392159286]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Because this is lag year data, the data collection for this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.

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.
The review of a district’s 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 compliance with the IDEA are included in MDE’s compliance monitoring process. Compliance monitoring of LEAs through administrative units occurs on a six-year monitoring cycle. In year one of the cycle, the LEA conducts a self-review of records. In year two, the LEA must demonstrate correction of any noncompliance identified in the self-review consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. In year three, MDE conducts an on-site review of the LEA, including a review of student records, facilities and the LEA’s Total Special Education System (TSES). In year four of the cycle, the LEA must demonstrate correction of noncompliance identified during the MDE review and implement any corrective action, again consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. The fifth year of the cycle is used to verify results of the implemented CAPs. The sixth year of the cycle provides an additional year for LEAs to implement corrective action and changes to their systems prior to the start of the new monitoring cycle and self-review of records. 

As part of the record review, a computer-generated sample is used to determine the student records to be reviewed. Records are selected from the most recent LEA enrollment data and are chosen in order to be accurately representative of the LEA as a whole. Selection is based on a stratified random sampling with consideration given to race or ethnicity, age, gender, and primary disability of the student. During the record review, the most current Evaluation Report (ER), Individualized Education Program (IEP) and corresponding due process documentation are monitored to determine that legal standards are met. As part of the MDE review, staff interviews are completed to gain deeper understanding of the district’s policies, procedures, and practices. 

All monitoring data was reviewed for the districts identified with significant discrepancies in FFY 2019, based on FFY 2018 discipline data, to identify any policies, procedures or practices that may 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 procedures. In FFY 2019, as a result of this review, no districts were found to have policies, procedures and 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 procedures.

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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.
24

	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

	55
	0
	472
	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
Definition of Significant Discrepancy by Race or Ethnicity
A district is considered to have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions greater than 10 days for children with IEPs by race or ethnicity when, for the racial or ethnic category of consideration, the school district has a rate of suspension and expulsion of greater than 10 days for children with IEPs that is determined to be at or above 1.75 standard deviations from the state suspension and expulsion rate for more than 10 days for children with disabilities from all racial or ethnic groups. Please note that the rates against which the comparisons are made are the same for all racial or ethnic groups.

Methodology
In FFY 2016, OSEP changed the requirements for calculating this indicator. The new language in the measurement table stated that, “…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.” Upon review of Minnesota’s past calculation methodology, it was determined that the methodology needed to be adjusted to align with the new OSEP requirement. Therefore, the methodology reported in FFY 2016 for determining significant discrepancy was changed from years’ past. This also required that a new baseline be set in FFY 2016. 

Starting in FFY 2016, Minnesota’s methodology requires a district to have a minimum N-size of 10 children with IEPs in the race/ethnicity category of interest and at least one (1) child with an IEP in the race/ethnicity category of interest suspended and/or expelled for more than 10 days during the school year to be included in the calculation. For FFY 2019, this means 472 of the 496 districts in the state during the 2018-19 school year were included in at least one calculation for this indicator and 31 districts were not included in any of the calculations because they either 1) did not have at least 10 children with IEPs in the race/ethnicity category of interest and/or 2) did not have at least one child with an IEP in the race/ethnicity category of interest suspended, and/or expelled for more than 10 days during the school year. 

Using this methodology, 55 districts (11.7%) met the data threshold for inclusion in the examination of data; 417 districts did not meet the data threshold. Staff from the Division of Compliance and Assistance reviewed information from the most recent six-year cycle of MDE reviews and district self-reviews of these 55 districts for the presence of policies, procedures, and 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.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Because this is lag year data, the data collection for this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.

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.
The review of a district’s 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 compliance with the IDEA are included in MDE’s compliance monitoring process. Compliance monitoring of LEAs through administrative units occurs on a six-year monitoring cycle. In year one of the cycle, the LEA conducts a self-review of records. In year two, the LEA must demonstrate correction of any noncompliance identified in the self-review consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. In year three, MDE conducts an on-site review of the LEA, including a review of student records, facilities and the LEA’s Total Special Education System (TSES). In year four of the cycle, the LEA must demonstrate correction of noncompliance identified during the MDE review and implement any corrective action, again consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. The fifth year of the cycle is used to verify results of the implemented CAPs. The sixth year of the cycle provides an additional year for LEAs to implement corrective action and changes to their systems prior to the start of the new monitoring cycle and self-review of records. 

As part of the record review, a computer-generated sample is used to determine the student records to be reviewed. Records are selected from the most recent LEA enrollment data and are chosen in order to be accurately representative of the LEA as a whole. Selection is based on a stratified random sampling with consideration given to race or ethnicity, age, gender, and primary disability of the student. During the record review, the most current Evaluation Report (ER), Individualized Education Program (IEP) and corresponding due process documentation are monitored to determine that legal standards are met. As part of the MDE review, staff interviews are completed to gain deeper understanding of the district’s policies, procedures, and practices.

All monitoring data was reviewed for the 55 districts that met the threshold for a significant discrepancy in FFY 2019, based on FFY 2018 discipline data, to identify any policies, procedures or practices that may 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 procedures. District special education and general education teaching staff were interviewed using an online survey platform regarding racially and culturally discriminatory practices and procedures, with a sampling confidence interval of 90%. Questions regarding discriminatory practices and procedures also are asked of general education leadership and directors of special education. As a result of this review, no districts were found to have policies, procedures and practices that contribute to a 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 procedures in FFY 2019. Therefore, no revisions of policies, procedures or practices were required at the SEA or LEA level.

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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
	2014
	Target >=
	60.52%
	61.00%
	61.50%
	62.00%
	62.50%

	A
	60.52%
	Data
	60.52%
	60.45%
	60.71%
	60.91%
	61.16%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	9.50%
	9.50%
	9.50%
	9.50%
	9.50%

	B
	9.90%
	Data
	10.09%
	10.08%
	10.07%
	10.04%
	9.98%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	4.00%
	4.00%
	4.00%
	4.00%
	4.00%

	C
	4.70%
	Data
	4.26%
	4.15%
	4.11%
	4.17%
	4.13%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A >=
	62.50%

	Target B <=
	9.50%

	Target C <=
	4.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.


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
	126,692

	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
	77,639

	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
	12,569

	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
	4,960

	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
	84

	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
	285



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
	77,639
	126,692
	61.16%
	62.50%
	61.28%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	12,569
	126,692
	9.98%
	9.50%
	9.92%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	5,329
	126,692
	4.13%
	4.00%
	4.21%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Data collection and reporting occurred prior to March 2020; therefore, this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.

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 >=
	53.30%
	53.60%
	53.90%
	54.20%
	54.50%

	A
	51.40%
	Data
	55.17%
	56.66%
	58.20%
	59.32%
	58.28%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	18.40%
	18.30%
	18.20%
	18.10%
	18.00%

	B
	19.90%
	Data
	16.87%
	16.63%
	15.07%
	14.42%
	15.10%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A >=
	54.50%

	Target B <=
	18.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.
In addition to the stakeholder input described above, members of the Division of Early Learning Services obtained input on this target from a designated workgroup of the Governor's Interagency Coordinating Council (ICC) that included representatives of parents of young children with disabilities, a local program administrator and staff members from the Minnesota departments of Health, Human Services and Education. Proposed targets, identified by the workgroup, were shared with leaders of local early childhood special education programs for input prior to targets being formally adopted by the ICC at its January 2015 meeting. Performance and targets have been similarly reviewed by the ICC for each of the six subsequent APR submissions; most recently on January 12, 2021.
[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
	19,196

	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
	11,343

	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
	2,680

	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
	63

	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
	11,343

	19,196
	58.28%
	54.50%
	59.09%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	2,743
	19,196
	15.10%
	18.00%
	14.29%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Data collection and reporting occurred prior to March 2020; therefore, this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.
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
	2018
	Target >=
	71.40%
	71.50%
	71.60%
	71.80%
	72.00%

	A1
	65.93%
	Data
	69.58%
	69.84%
	68.38%
	69.08%
	65.93%

	A2
	2018
	Target >=
	58.00%
	59.00%
	60.00%
	61.00%
	62.00%

	A2
	51.38%
	Data
	55.32%
	55.46%
	54.17%
	53.19%
	51.38%

	B1
	2018
	Target >=
	71.80%
	71.90%
	72.00%
	72.20%
	72.40%

	B1
	67.84%
	Data
	72.51%
	71.96%
	70.25%
	69.54%
	67.84%

	B2
	2018
	Target >=
	54.90%
	55.10%
	55.30%
	55.50%
	55.70%

	B2
	49.85%
	Data
	55.04%
	54.70%
	52.80%
	51.94%
	49.85%

	C1
	2018
	Target >=
	72.60%
	72.70%
	72.80%
	73.00%
	73.20%

	C1
	67.64%
	Data
	70.98%
	70.66%
	69.10%
	70.06%
	67.64%

	C2
	2018
	Target >=
	66.50%
	66.60%
	66.70%
	66.80%
	66.90%

	C2
	61.65%
	Data
	64.34%
	64.89%
	63.45%
	62.78%
	61.65%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	66.03%

	Target A2 >=
	51.48%

	Target B1 >=
	67.94%

	Target B2 >=
	49.95%

	Target C1 >=
	67.74%

	Target C2 >=
	61.75%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.
In addition to the stakeholder input described above, members of the Division of Early Learning Services obtained input on this target from a designated workgroup of the Governor's Interagency Coordinating Council (ICC) that included representatives of parents of young children with disabilities, a local program administrator and staff members from the Minnesota departments of Health, Human Services and Education. Proposed targets, identified by the workgroup, were shared with leaders of local early childhood special education programs for input prior to targets being formally adopted by the ICC at its January 2015 meeting. Performance and targets have been similarly reviewed by the ICC for each of the six subsequent APR submissions; most recently on January 12, 2021. Specific to Indicator 7, MDE provided information for ICC members at the January 2021 meeting to review and consider regarding child performance and outcomes, trend data, and targets for each sub-indicator.

FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed
6,717
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
	10
	0.15%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1,845
	27.47%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,611
	23.98%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,554
	23.14%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,697
	25.26%



	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)
	3,165
	5,020
	65.93%
	66.03%
	63.05%
	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)
	3,251
	6,717
	51.38%
	51.48%
	48.40%
	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
	15
	0.22%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1,902
	28.35%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,698
	25.31%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,929
	28.75%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,166
	17.38%



	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)
	3,627
	5,544
	67.84%
	67.94%
	65.42%
	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)
	3,095
	6,710
	49.85%
	49.95%
	46.13%
	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
	12
	0.18%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1,542
	22.96%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,158
	17.24%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,792
	26.68%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,212
	32.94%



	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) 
	2,950
	4,504
	67.64%
	67.74%
	65.50%
	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)
	4,004
	6,716
	61.65%
	61.75%
	59.62%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage



	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A1
	During FFY 2018, Minnesota implemented a new process for districts to collect and report child outcome data. While maintaining the Child Outcome Summary (COS) option, districts could submit item-level assessment data from one of four approved tools. Just under ten percent of all children were included in this reporting option for FFY 2018; more districts were expected to report item-level data for FFY 2019. For FFY 2019 reporting period, we have a slight increase in item level data assessment being submitted and an increase of four percent (4%) over FFY 2018 that could be calculated into child outcome ratings. In analyzing the data for FFY 2019, the following observations should be noted:

--There is a significant discrepancy in outcome ratings that are calculated through the MDE data system based on the item level data submitted and the ratings that are completed and though completion of COS. 

--The discrepancy is more prominent when either exit or entrance is calculated and the corresponding exit or entrance score was submitted by using the COS. 

--Upon further analysis of the data, it was found that there may be an issue within the programming of our calculation function within the agencies data system. Currently, we are reviewing the correlating item level assessment components to the (d.) and (e.) ratings of student growth. It is hypothesized based on data that there is an expectation of performance outcomes that are more robust than we would expect for any student at the end of their preschool career. 

Given the above data and concerns regarding the impact that standards previously set are having on item level data submission rating calculation, the MDE is going to fully review the data system, analyze components and correlating data benchmarking and calibration with all preschool programs before revising the timeline for the requirement of item level assessment data submission. It is the stance of the MDE that item level data submission remains the more objective and valid reporting practice and will resume this requirement once the system has been fully assessed and calibration has occurred.

While we expected that the transition to item level assessment data would lower our outcomes, which correlated with a reduction of targets, we did not foresee the concern regarding correlation of outcomes to measurements within our data calculation system that exceed expectations (early childhood indicators of progress age anchored standards) of exiting preschool age children. We are also cautious to place all reason for slippage on the data system alone and will continue to provide districts with professional development on high quality assessment practices (including timeliness, collaboration, and data collection practices), high quality instruction, and continue to emphasize the importance of high quality inclusion for children with individualized education plans.

	A2
	See reason for slippage under A1.

	B1
	See reason for slippage under A1.

	B2
	See reason for slippage under A1.

	C1
	See reason for slippage under A1.

	C2
	See reason for slippage under A1.


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)
YES
[bookmark: _Toc382082381][bookmark: _Toc392159306]List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.
Minnesota's process allows local programs to use a variety of sources to inform the ratings on each Child Outcome Summary (COS) form. Teams may use information from norm-referenced tools administered as part of a child's initial evaluation. They may also use parent report and professional observation to complete an age anchored, criterion-referenced assessment tool. Minnesota's process requires careful use of the crosswalk documents developed by the Early Childhood Outcomes Center. Minnesota requires ratings be made within a month of a child’s actual date of program entry or exit. For children exiting Part C and transitioning into early childhood special education services under Part B, the Part C exit rating becomes the Part B entrance rating. In the event that two different local teams serve the child under each part, the teams must reach consensus on an accurate Part C exit/Part B entrance rating. 

FFY 2018 was the first year that programs were provided an alternative to the COS form and process. Districts may now collect developmental data at a child’s entry or exit from Part B using one of four approved tools and submit that information to MDE using a specially formatted spreadsheet. MDE developed a system to transform the reported item-level data to calculate a COS 1-7 rating and aligns the data to the Minnesota Early Learning Standards, the early childhood indicators of progress. The approved tools include the COR Advantage, Desired Results Developmental Profile, Teaching Strategies Gold and the Work Sampling System (approved for use at exit only). While less than 10 percent of children had data reported using this methodology for FFY 2018, this increased to 13 percent for FFY 2019. MDE is currently analyzing systems, capacity, and logistics of this reporting system to ensure it is meeting the expectations initially set and calibrate as needed. Once this analysis is finalized, a new timeline will be determined as it relates to requiring districts to report item level assessment data. These same tools and process have been adopted for use across the state's school-based early learning programs and significant investment has been made in training, development, and infrastructure for ongoing collection and analysis of child outcomes across the state of Minnesota.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, a good number of parents chose to withdraw their children from ECSE programs, requiring districts to complete exit rating data to ensure these students were included in COS outcome reporting. The MDE early childhood special education team worked closely with school districts to verify student enrollment and withdrawal data to ensure accurate COS reporting records were made. In addition, there were students with incomplete data due to their limited program engagement in the months of March through June 2020 which also likely had an impact on entrance and exiting reporting for the 2019-20 school year.
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 Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.


Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2007
	71.30%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	71.00%
	71.00%
	71.50%
	72.00%
	72.00%

	Data
	69.31%
	64.54%
	71.89%
	70.19%
	70.38%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target >=
	72.00%



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

	285
	405
	70.38%
	72.00%
	70.37%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
1,571
Percentage of respondent parents
25.78%
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.
Minnesota collects data for only one parent engagement survey; preschool children are included in the sampling procedure. See sampling methodology for more information.

	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.
In 2005, all of Minnesota’s then existing charter and school districts were assigned to one of five groups to participate in the Statewide Parent Involvement Survey on a five-year cycle. Districts were divided so that each of the five groups represented the state at large, a sampling frame approved by OSEP. Since the first year of data collection in the 2006-07 school year, MDE has continued to survey parents in a representative sample of districts. Because of fluctuations in the population of operational charter districts, adjustments are made to the sample when charter schools either open or close. Because charter districts enroll a relatively small proportion of Minnesota students, the fluctuation in charter enrollment has little to no impact on the representativeness of each year’s sampled students. 

Prior to 2012 districts were asked to collect survey data from parents and forward responses to MDE. Beginning in 2012 districts provided family contact information (mailing and email addresses) to MDE and MDE took over sending out and receiving surveys. From 2012-2014 survey responses were collected over the course of a three-stage process. In 2015 a fourth stage was added to increase the response rate of targeted, underrepresented groups. 

In Stage 1 staff from MDE mail a paper copy of the survey to parents who were identified in the stratified random sample. The survey packet includes information on the purpose and importance of the survey, instructions to complete the survey, and directions for returning the paper survey to MDE. When the primary home language of students was identified as Hmong, Somali, or Spanish, parents receive two copies of the survey packet: one in English and one in their home language. In 2020, 160 non-English surveys were mailed, 33 to Hmong-speaking, 21 to Somali-speaking, and 106 to Spanish-speaking homes: Hmong, Somali, and Spanish are the most commonly spoken languages among non-English student homes in Minnesota. Parents may complete the paper copy of the survey in the language of their choice and return it in a postage-paid envelope or complete the survey online, which is available only in English. 

In Stage 2, approximately two weeks after the initial survey is mailed, all sampled parents are mailed a postcard in English, Hmong, Somali, and Spanish reminding them to complete the survey. In Stage 3 parents who have a valid email address and have yet to complete the survey are contacted via email in English to remind them to complete the survey. The email reminder is sent approximately two weeks after the postcard is mailed (four weeks after the survey was mailed). 

Stage 4 was introduced in 2015 reaching out to families who have not yet completed the survey by phone inviting them to do so; this practice was implemented especially to improve response rates among families of color and non-English speaking families. Typical outreach procedures including bringing Hmong, Somali, and Spanish interpreters to MDE to call families in the evenings when they are more likely to be home. Assigned MDE Division of Special Education staff would also complete phone calls during the work day or evenings from the office. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and its impact on office protocols and safety, Minnesota suspended this outreach for the FFY 2019 survey. It is expected that these or similar outreach procedures will be included in next year’s survey

The FFY 2019 population of children with disabilities between the ages of 3 and 21 in Minnesota was 145,884; therefore, the receipt of completed surveys from parents of 405 of the children provides for a 95.5% confidence interval and a 4.86% margin of error. The Raosoft sample size calculator was used to estimate the confidence interval and margin of error (http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html).

In FFY 2019 86 LEAs were included in the statewide parent survey. MDE utilized the 25-item National Center on Special Education Accountability and Monitoring (NCSEAM) Part B Parent Survey, with three additional survey items on perceptions of transition planning, interagency coordination, and access to mental health services. Parents responded to the 28 survey items using a six-point Likert-type scale with the following response options: very strongly disagree, strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree, and very strongly agree. Each response option was assigned a numeric value ranging from 1 to 6: 

Very Strongly Disagree = 1
Strongly Disagree = 2
Disagree = 3
Agree = 4
Strongly Agree = 5
Very Strongly Agree = 6

In addition, parents were instructed to skip items that did not apply to them or their child with a disability. 

Potential parent respondents were randomly selected using a demographically stratified random sampling frame to produce representative samples. Out of 1,571 sampled parents, 405 parents of children with disabilities completed surveys for a response rate of 25.8%.

Utilizing the numeric values assigned to responses, an average survey response was calculated for each respondent (numeric values were summed across items and were divided by the number of items to which each parent responded). Parents were identified as reporting “schools facilitated parental involvement” when the average response was greater than or equal to 4.000, as was used in previous administrations of the parent survey. Employing this standard for the analysis of the FFY 2019 survey data, 285 of 405 parents (70.37%) responding to the survey reported that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

Statistical analyses (t-tests or one-way ANOVAs, as appropriate) were conducted to determine if there were systematic differences in parent perceptions based on student age (3-5 years vs. 6-21 years), student race/ethnicity (students of color vs. white students), home language (English vs. not English), and primary disability classification (Autism Spectrum Disorders, Developmental Cognitive Disabilities, Emotional-Behavioral Disorders, Other Health Impairments, Specific Learning Disabilities, Speech-Language Impairments, and all other disabilities combined into a “Low Incidence” category). One analysis was statistically significant: parents of students with Speech-Language Impairments gave a more positive or higher average survey response (mean=4.9) than did parents of students with Emotional or Behavioral Disorders (mean=4.1; p=0.01). None of the other statistical comparisons were statistically significant.

	Survey Question
	Yes / No

	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

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


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
Minnesota’s overall process of survey administration and outreach strategies have proven successful in increasing response rates from typically underrepresented families and response rates overall. While the COVID-19 pandemic had an impact on MDE’s ability to complete this year’s outreach activities, we will continue to implement and improve outreach efforts and work with districts to increase response rates for underrepresented families, especially families of color and whose home primary language is not English. In addition, MDE anticipates that the implementation of a new compliance monitoring and survey management system in FFY 2020 will provide LEAs more advanced notice of when they will participate in the annual survey. This information will help districts do advanced planning in anticipation of survey administration.
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.
Representativeness of Survey Respondents 

The demographic representation of FFY 2019 survey respondents was examined using five demographic characteristics of students: their age, sex, federal race or ethnicity, home primary language (English, Hmong, Somali, Spanish, and Other), and primary disability classification (Autism Spectrum Disorders, Developmental Cognitive Disabilities, Emotional or Behavioral Disorders, Other Health Disabilities, Speech or Language Impairments, Specific Learning Disabilities, and all other disability classifications grouped as ‘Low Incidence' disabilities). By utilizing logistic regression to analyze which students’ parents responded to the parent engagement survey, student characteristics associated with a statistically significant lower response rate were examined. Given that the overall sample is representative of the population of students with disabilities ages 3-21 in the state, an examination of the response rate by subgroup (responders vs. non-responders) sheds light on whether the survey responses received are representative of the state population.

The results of the logistic regression indicated no statistically significant differences between families that did and did not respond to the survey with regard to age, sex, or home primary language. There were, however, statistically significant differences with regard to primary disability and student race or ethnicity. Families of students who are Black or Two or More Races responded to the survey at lower rates compared to survey non-responders. And, for primary disability, fewer families of students with Specific Learning Disabilities responded to the survey while more families of students with Other Health Disabilities and Autism Spectrum Disorders responded to the survey. 

Reliability Analysis

In order to analyze the reliability of these data, a Cronbach’s Alpha analysis was conducted. This is a commonly used estimate of the internal consistency of a series of related items or questions; that is, Cronbach’s Alpha gives insight into how well the items in the survey are measuring the same concept or construct. Reliability estimates can range from 1.0 to 0.0 (zero): The closer the reliability is to 1 the higher the likelihood that the analyzed items measure the same concept or construct and the closer the reliability is to 0 (zero) the higher the likelihood that the items measure different concepts or constructs. The reliability estimates for the FFY 2019 parent engagement survey yielded an item reliability of 0.943 indicating that the survey has high level of reliability based on standards in current research.
[bookmark: _Toc381956336][bookmark: _Toc384383342][bookmark: _Toc392159310][bookmark: _Toc382082387]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
While the COVID-19 pandemic did not appear to impact the overall response rate to the survey, the pandemic did impact MDE’s ability to complete outreach activities to increase response rates for underrepresented families.
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
Please see information in the sections above in response to OSEP’s required actions.
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. 


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

	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 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.
68
	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

	4
	0
	429
	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]Methodology

For FFY 2016 OSEP changed the requirements for calculating this indicator. The new language in the measurement table states that, “…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.” Upon review of Minnesota’s current calculation methodology it was determined that the methodology aligned with the new OSEP requirement but the description of the methodology has been updated to clarify the methodology and measurement steps. Minnesota has required a district to have a minimum N-size of 20 children with IEPs in the race/ethnicity category of interest in order to be included in the methodology calculation. Minnesota will continue to use a minimum N-size of 20 children with IEPs in the race/ethnicity category of interest for a district to be included in the calculation. 

Of Minnesota’s 497 districts in the 2019-20 school year, 68 did not meet the minimum enrollment criteria for any of the Indicator 9 disproportionate representation calculations (i.e., a minimum of 20 students in any of the seven (7) racial/ethnic group with IEPs). The remaining 429 districts met the minimum enrollment criteria for one or more Indicator 9 calculations.

Measurement

Percent = [(# of district s 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 meth the State’s minimum N-size)] times 100.

A district is considered to have overrepresentation of racial or ethnic groups in special education when the Risk Ratio and Weighted Risk Ratio are both greater than or equal to 2.8. When the comparison group is less than 10 students the Alternate Risk Ratio is used, as recommended by the IDEA Data Center Technical Assistance Guide. 

Definition of Disproportionate Representation

Minnesota uses the Risk Ratio (RR), Weighted Risk Ratio (WRR), and Alternate Risk Ratio (ARR) to determine which districts meet the data threshold for disproportionate representation. Risk Ratios compare the special education rates for one racial group with the special education rates for students of all other races in the district. The Weighted Risk Ratio adds an additional comparison with statewide racial group demographics. The Alternate Risk Ratio is used when districts have fewer than 10 students in the comparison group. The data threshold established for the state of Minnesota is as follows:

Overrepresentation: (WRR > 2.8 and RR > 2.8) or ARR > 2.8 for students in the racial group if interest, minimum cell size of 20.

Overview of Minnesota Procedures for Indicator 9

Minnesota uses a four-phase process to address disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification.

Phase 1: Identification of Disproportionate Representation
District-level Child Count data were used to identify instances of disproportionate representation that existed during the 2019-20 school year. Four (4) districts were identified for meeting the data threshold for Indicator 9 and moved forward to Phase 2.

Phase 2: Determination of Inappropriate Identification
Staff from the Division of Compliance and Assistance review the list of districts identified in Phase 1 and compare each district to its respective record review data consistent with the MDE monitoring cycle. Relevant citations are reviewed to identify whether any districts from the list were cited for inappropriate identification, then reviewed to identify districts cited for not using nondiscriminatory evaluation practices. In FFY 2019, none of the four (4) districts were cited for inappropriate identification; therefore, zero (0) districts that met the data threshold were identified as having inappropriate identification practices in FFY 2019. There were a total of 429 school districts that met the minimum N-size threshold and the resultant measurement for FFY 2019 is 0% (0/429 x 100). No districts advanced to Phase 3. 

Phase 3: District Self-Review and Correction
Any district or districts identified in Phase 2 conduct a self-review of the data in Phase 1 and develop an improvement plan with technical assistance provided by MDE. In addition, districts complete a review of student records for due process compliance and correct any instances of noncompliance within one year. 

Phase 4: Validation of District Self-Review
During the year a district is scheduled for an MDE Review, staff from the Division of Compliance and Assistance review the policies and procedures included in the district’s TSES and review district compliance data in the implementation of policies and procedures or practices. District compliance data are analyzed for patterns of noncompliance in identification and eligibility determination, selection of evaluation materials and procedures so as not to be discriminatory in evaluation practices. MDE further elicits interview data from the district special education administrative staff during the MDE Onsite Review year of the monitoring cycle, and determines the degree to which districts have implemented necessary staff development training for compliance with appropriate identification policies and procedures.
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.
MDE conducted a review of the four (4) districts that met the threshold for overall disproportionate representation, by race or ethnicity, to determine whether they had policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the disproportionate representation and that do not comply with requirements relating to the identification of students with disabilities or the development and implementation of IEPs. As a result of the review, none of the districts identified were found to have policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the disproportionate representation.
[bookmark: _Toc381956337][bookmark: _Toc384383347][bookmark: _Toc392159315]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Data collection and reporting occurred prior to March 2020; therefore, this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.

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

	0
	0
	0
	0



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

	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 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.
223
	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

	19
	0
	274
	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). 
Methodology

For FFY 2016 OSEP changed the requirements for calculating this indicator. The new language in the measurement table states that, “…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.” Upon review of Minnesota’s current calculation methodology, it was determined that the methodology aligned with the new OSEP requirement but the description of Minnesota’s activities has been updated to clarify the methodology and measurement steps. Minnesota has required a district to have a minimum N-size of 20 children with IEPs in the race/ethnicity category of interest to be included in the methodology calculation. Minnesota will continue to use a minimum N-size of 20 children with IEPs in the race/ethnicity category of interest for a district to be included in the calculation.

Of Minnesota’s 497 districts in the 2019-20 school year, 223 did not meet the minimum enrollment criteria for any Indicator 10 disproportionate representation calculations (i.e., a minimum of 20 students with IEPs in any of the seven (7) racial/ethnic groups). The remaining 274 districts met the minimum enrollment criteria for one of more Indicator 10 calculations. 

Measurement

Percent = [(# of districts 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)] times 100. A district is considered to have overrepresentation of racial or ethnic groups in specific disability categories when the Weighted Risk Ratio (WRR) and the Risk Ratio (RR) are both greater than or equal to 3.0. When the comparison group is less than 10 students the Alternate Risk Ratio (ARR) is used, as recommended by the IDEA Data Center Technical Assistance Guide. 

Definition of Disproportionate Representation

Minnesota uses the Risk Ratio (RR) and Weighted Risk Ratio (WRR) to determine which districts meet the data threshold for disproportionate representation. The Risk Ratio involves the comparison of special education rates for one racial group and the special education rates for students of all other races in the district. The Weighted Risk Ratio adds an additional comparison with statewide demographics. In addition to these measures, Minnesota uses the Alternate Risk Ratio (ARR) when there are fewer than 10 students in the comparison group. Districts must meet the data threshold for both the WRR and the RR to be determined to have disproportionate representation. The data threshold established for the state of Minnesota is as follows: 

Overrepresentation: (WRR> 3.0 and RR > 3.0) or ARR > 3.0, for students in the racial group of interest, minimum N-size of 20. 

Overview of MDE Procedures for Indicator 10

Minnesota utilizes a four phase process to address disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification. 

Phase 1: Identification of Disproportionate Representation
In examining disproportionate representation that existed during the 2019-20 school year, district Child Count data were used to calculate risk ratios using the data thresholds. Nineteen (19) districts were identified as meeting the data threshold for Indicator 10 and moved forward to Phase 2. 

Phase 2: Determination of Inappropriate Identification
Staff from the Division of Compliance and Assistance review the list of districts identified in Phase 1 and compare each district to respective record review data consistent with the MDE monitoring cycle. Relevant citations are reviewed to identify whether any districts from the list were cited for inappropriate identification, then reviewed to identify districts cited for not using nondiscriminatory evaluation practices. In FFY 2019, none of the 19 identified districts was cited for inappropriate identification; therefore, zero (0) districts that met the data threshold were identified as having inappropriate identification practices in FFY 2018. There were a total of 274 school districts in Minnesota with the minimum N-size (20) for at least one calculation during FFY 2019 and the resultant measurement for FFY 2019 is 0% (0/274 x 100). No districts advanced to Phase 3. 

Phase 3: District Self-Review and Correction
In Phase 3 districts identified through Phase 2 conduct a self-review of the data aggregated in Phase 1 and develop an improvement plan with technical assistance provided by MDE. In addition, districts complete a review of student records for due process compliance and correct any instances of noncompliance within one year. 

Phase 4: Validation of District Self-Review 
During the year a district is scheduled for an MDE Review, staff from the Division of Compliance and Assistance review the policies and procedures included in the district’s TSES and review district compliance data in the implementation of policies and procedures or practices. District compliance data re analyzed for patterns of noncompliance in identification and eligibility determination, selection of evaluation materials and procedures so as not to be discriminatory in evaluation practices. MDE further elicits interview data from the district special education administrative staff during the MDE Onsite Review year of the monitoring cycle and determines the degree to which districts have implemented necessary staff development training for compliance with appropriate identification policies and procedures.
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.
MDE conducted a review of the 19 districts that met the threshold for overall disproportionate representation by race/ethnicity and disability type to determine whether the districts had policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the disproportionate representation and that do not comply with requirements relating to the identification of students with disabilities or the development and implementation of IEPs. As a result of the review, none of the districts identified were found to have policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the disproportionate representation.
[bookmark: _Toc381956338][bookmark: _Toc384383352][bookmark: _Toc392159320]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Data collection and reporting occurred prior to March 2020; therefore, this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	2006
	94.90%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.04%
	97.52%
	98.14%
	96.28%
	96.31%



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

	450
	430
	96.31%
	100%
	95.56%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)
20
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.
Those children included in (a) but not included in (b) were found to be in noncompliance for failure to complete the evaluation within 30 school days as required by Minnesota Rule. Citations were issued to LEAs for these 20 individual student records and correction has been tracked and verified by MDE. 

In FFY 2019, the range of days by which individual student records were found to be noncompliant ranged from 1 to 21 days late. Of the 20 noncompliant records: 7 (35%) were 1 or 2 days overdue; 4 (20%) were between 3 and 6 days overdue; and 3 (15%) were between 7 and 21 days overdue. For six records (30%), the length of delay could not be determined as the LEA did not maintain documentation of when parental consent to evaluate was received or of when the evaluation was due. All of the occurrences of individual student record noncompliance reported in this indicator were found to be out of compliance due to LEA issues. Some of the identified LEA issues included staffing shortages, staff absences or staff error.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:
The State established a timeline within which the evaluation must be conducted
What is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations? If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in (b).
The state timeline for evaluations comes from Minnesota Rule 3525.2550 which states the team shall conduct an evaluation for special education purposes within a reasonable time not to exceed 30 school days from the date the district receives parental permission to conduct the evaluation or the expiration of the 14-calendar day parental response time in cases other than initial evaluation, unless a conciliation conference or hearing is requested.
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. 
Data for this indicator have been collected through MDE’s Minnesota Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process (MNCIMP) which is the web-based data system used, in part, for gathering data from record reviews completed as part of compliance monitoring. Compliance monitoring of LEAs through administrative units occurs on a six-year monitoring cycle. In year one of the cycle, the LEA conducts a self-review of records. In year two, the LEA must demonstrate correction of any noncompliance identified in the self-review consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. In year three, MDE conducts an on-site review of the LEA, including a review of student records, facilities and the LEA’s Total Special Education System (TSES). In year four of the cycle, the LEA must demonstrate correction of noncompliance identified during the MDE review and implement any corrective action, again consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. The fifth year of the cycle is used to verify results of the implemented CAPs. The sixth year of the cycle provides an additional year for LEAs to implement corrective action and changes to their systems prior to the start of the new monitoring cycle and self-review of records. 

As part of the record review, a computer-generated sample is used to determine the student records to be reviewed. Records are selected from the most recent LEA enrollment data and are chosen in order to be accurately representative of the LEA as a whole. Selection is based on a stratified random sampling with consideration given to race or ethnicity, age, gender, and primary disability of the student. During the record review, the most current Evaluation Report (ER), Individualized Education Program (IEP) and corresponding due process documentation are monitored to determine that legal standards are met. 

The FFY 2019 data are based on MDE reviews and LEA self-review of 76 LEAs, comprised of 177 individual districts, including 44 Charter Schools and 27 Care and Treatment facilities. Data for this indicator are gathered from examining all the records with documented parental consent for an initial evaluation. Noncompliance is identified for this indicator if the evaluation was not completed within 30 school days from the date consent was received as required in Minn. R. 3525.2550, subp. 2(C).
[bookmark: _Toc381956339][bookmark: _Toc384383357][bookmark: _Toc392159325]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The data collection for this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. Data collection occurred through student record reviews conducted between September 15, 2019 and March 1, 2020, prior to the pandemic.

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

	33
	33
	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
LEAs with identified noncompliance are required to correct all individual student noncompliance, including Corrective Action Plans (CAPs) as necessary, with a subsequent review of student records, in order to demonstrate the LEA is now correctly implementing Minn. R. 3525.2550, subp. 2(C). As part of the CAP, the LEAs must track timelines for a minimum of three months to verify the LEA is in 100% compliance with the timeline. The LEAs submit Letters of Assurance along with information on the student records that were reviewed, assuring that the LEA is now in compliance. All individual student noncompliance was corrected through the MNCIMP process. Most LEAs with identified noncompliance in FFY 2018 had only one or two records cited and the noncompliance was believed to be an isolated incident. Six LEAs were ordered CAPs for systemic noncompliance with this requirement. MDE has reviewed additional data from subsequent student record reviews conducted as part of an on-site review by MDE or by the LEA as part of the CAP to verify that the LEAs are now correctly implementing Minn. R. 3525.2550, subp. 2(C). All six LEAs with CAPs successfully completed their CAPs within the required one year timeframe to demonstrate the LEA is in compliance and now correctly implementing the requirement.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
All record review data from FFY 2018 was collected through MDE’s MNCIMP web-based data system. Once noncompliance is identified, it is tracked through the same web-based data system which includes a compliance tracking system. For evaluation timelines, when record reviews are completed and data entered into the MNCIMP system, both the date the evaluation is due and the date the evaluation is completed are entered into the system. This allows MDE to verify that the evaluations have been completed, although they may have been late. If a date the evaluation was completed is missing, MDE requires the LEA to submit the Evaluation Report (ER) to demonstrate the evaluation has been completed, although late. If the student is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, the LEA must submit to MDE the reason (moved, for example) and the date of the occurrence to release the LEA from further demonstration of correction for that specific student. Based on a review of the data, MDE verified all evaluations had been completed and each LEA with noncompliance reflected in the data the State reported for this indicator had completed the evaluation, although late, for any child whose initial evaluation was not timely, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

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

	2009
	96.10%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	96.23%



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. 
	51

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	3

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	43

	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. 
	0

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	0

	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.
	43
	48
	96.23%
	100%
	89.58%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Minnesota reports slippage on Indicator 12 from the FFY 2018 rate of 96.23% to the FFY 2019 rate of 89.58%. This represents a decrease of 6.56% and does not meet the FFY 2019 target of 100%. The FFY 2019 data are based on MDE reviews and LEA self-review of 76 LEAs. In analyzing the identified noncompliance, it was found that five (5) of the LEAs reviewed were found to have noncompliance in this area. Each of the LEAs in noncompliance were found to have only one occurrence of individual student noncompliance in this area. 

MDE completed a thorough analysis of the noncompliance related to this indicator and believes that the noncompliance identified is relatively isolated in occurrence and not indicative of systemic noncompliance. Nonetheless, MDE is continuing to revise its data collection process and working on developing targeted technical assistance. Minnesota's Part C program falls under a birth mandate, providing all eligible children with special education and related services. Transition from Part C to Part B is relatively seamless in Minnesota. Part B and Part C early childhood staff typically also are housed together at the local level.
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
5
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.
There were five (5) children that were served in Part C and referred to Part B that did not have eligibility determined and the IEP developed before their third birthdays. Two of those children had evaluations started, but the families moved outside of the district during the process so the evaluation was not completed by the district and no IEP was written. Two other children had the eligibility determination made by their third birthday, but the IEP was developed later; no explanation was provided by the district as to the delay. The fifth child had the eligibility determination made and IEP developed after their third birthday; again the district did not provide any explanation for the delay.
Attach PDF table (optional)
[bookmark: _Hlk20318414]
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. 
Data for this indicator have been collected through MDE’s Minnesota Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process (MNCIMP) which is the web-based data system used, in part, for gathering data from record reviews completed as part of compliance monitoring. Compliance monitoring of LEAs through administrative units occurs on a six-year monitoring cycle. In year one of the cycle, the LEA conducts a self-review of records. In year two, the LEA must demonstrate correction of any noncompliance identified in the self-review consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. In year three, MDE conducts an on-site review of the LEA, including a review of student records, facilities and the LEA’s Total Special Education System (TSES). In year four of the cycle, the LEA must demonstrate correction of noncompliance identified during the MDE review and implement any corrective action, again consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. The fifth year of the cycle is used to verify results of the implemented Corrective Action Plans (CAPs). The sixth year of the cycle provides an additional year for LEAs to implement corrective action and changes to their systems prior to the start of the new monitoring cycle and self-review of records.

As part of the record review, a computer-generated sample is used to determine the student records to be reviewed. Records are selected from the most recent LEA enrollment data and are chosen in order to be accurately representative of the LEA as a whole. Selection is based on a stratified random sampling with consideration given to race or ethnicity, age, gender, and primary disability of the student. 

The FFY 2019 data are based on MDE reviews and LEA self-review of 76 LEAs. Data for this indicator was taken from both Part B and Part C records for children that turned three during the reporting period. During the record review, the most current Evaluation Report (ER), Individualized Education Program (IEP) or Individual Family Service Plan (IFSP) and corresponding due process documentation were monitored to determine that legal standards were met. Noncompliance is identified for this indicator for children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who were found eligible for Part B, and who do not have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The data collection for this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. Data collection occurred through student record reviews conducted between September 15, 2019 and March 1, 2020, prior to the pandemic.

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

	6
	6
	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
LEAs with identified noncompliance are required to correct all individual student noncompliance, including develop Corrective Action Plans (CAPs), with a subsequent review of student records as necessary, in order to demonstrate the LEA is now correctly implementing the regulatory requirements. The LEAs submit Letters of Assurance along with information on the student records that were reviewed, assuring that the LEA is now in compliance. Most LEAs with identified noncompliance in FFY 2018 had only one record cited and the noncompliance was found to be an isolated incident. One LEA was ordered a CAP for systemic noncompliance with this indicator. MDE has reviewed additional data from subsequent student record reviews conducted as part of an on-site review by MDE or by the LEA as part of a CAP to verify that the LEA is now correctly implementing the regulatory requirements. Based on a review of the data, all of the findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 were corrected in FFY 2019.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
All record review data from FFY 2018 were collected through MDE’s MNCIMP web-based data system. Once noncompliance is identified, it is tracked through the same web-based data system which includes a compliance tracking system. For correction of noncompliance, the LEAs must submit documentation to MDE as demonstration of correction. Resubmission is required until the LEA can demonstrate correction. If the student is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, the LEA must submit to MDE the reason (moved, for example) and the date of the occurrence to release the LEA from further demonstration of correction for that specific student. Based on a review of the data, all findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 were corrected in FFY 2019. MDE has since verified that all records with identified noncompliance in FFY 2018 were corrected and the LEAs are now in compliance or the student is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
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

	2009
	58.80%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	88.30%
	88.40%
	89.53%
	79.73%
	91.99%



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

	347
	414
	91.99%
	100%
	83.82%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Minnesota reports slippage on Indicator 13 from the FFY 2018 rate of 91.99% to the FFY 2019 rate of 83.82%. This represents a decrease of 8.17% and does not meet the FFY 2019 target of 100%. Of the 414 records of individuals age 16 and above that were reviewed in FFY 2019, 347 were found in compliance with this indicator. As noted, this represents overall slippage from FFY 2018 when 356 of 387 records were found in compliance. While more records were reviewed in FFY 2019 than in FFY 2018, the overall slippage is concerning.

An analysis of the noncompliance from FFY 2019 identified a total of 26 LEAs with noncompliance related to this indicator. Approximately 65% of the LEAs identified noncompliance in only one or two student records. A couple of LEAs had a total of three records identified with noncompliance, but these LEAs are cooperatives made up of several smaller districts; none of the individual districts in these cooperatives had more than one record identified with noncompliance related to this indicator. When compared to the number of files reviewed for this indicator per district, the rate of noncompliance per district or per LEA was generally fairly small. While the numbers add up to a significant share of noncompliance overall, the majority of the LEAs appear to have relatively isolated incidents of noncompliance. LEAs were ordered Corrective Action Plans (CAPs) to address systemic noncompliance with this indicator. Approximately 62% of those LEAs had noncompliance identified in only one or two of the eight areas measured in this indicator. Only two LEAs had more than two records identified as noncompliant in any one area. One of those LEAs was a very large metro area district and the other was a very large cooperative made up of many individual districts. None of those individual districts had more than one citation in any one area. 

The greatest area of noncompliance was with IEPs not including appropriate measurable postsecondary goals. This was found noncompliant in approximately 7% of the total records reviewed and was identified as noncompliant in almost 45% of the noncompliant records. IEPs not including courses of study that will reasonably enable the student to meet postsecondary goals was also a concern. This was found noncompliant in approximately 5% of the total records reviewed and was identified as noncompliant in almost 30% of the noncompliant records. Postsecondary goals not being based upon an age appropriate transition assessments was cited in 4.6% of the total records reviewed for this indicator and failure to update the IEP annually was evident in 4.3% of the records. Analysis of the data again shows that most LEAs identified only one or two records as noncompliant in any one of the eight areas. 

There were 17 LEAs identified with noncompliance related to IEPs not including appropriate measurable postsecondary goals. Eighty-five percent (85%) of the LEAs had only one or two student records identified with noncompliance in this area. Those LEAs with three or more records identified with noncompliance tended either to be large LEAs or cooperatives with multiple districts. Those cooperatives identified with multiple citations generally had only one or two individual citations per individual school district. In regards to the IEP not including courses of study that will reasonably enable the student to meet postsecondary goals, 10 LEAs were identified with noncompliance in this area. Eight (8) of the 10 LEAs with identified noncompliance only had noncompliance in one or two records. One of the two LEAs with multiple instances of noncompliance is a very large cooperative with many individual districts. None of the individual districts had more than one record cited for noncompliance in this area. Postsecondary goals not being based upon an age appropriate transition assessments was identified as noncompliant in nine (9) LEAs. Eight (8) of those nine (9) LEAs had noncompliance in only one or two records. And while LEAs continue to struggle with meeting the annual review of the IEP requirements, an analysis of the data for this indicator shows that of the 13 LEAs with noncompliance, approximately 85% only had one or two records identified as noncompliant in this area. 

MDE has done a thorough analysis of the noncompliance related to this indicator and believes that the majority of the noncompliance is relatively isolated in occurrence and not indicative of systemic noncompliance in most cases. The data does show there are some LEAs that continue to struggle with the requirements and MDE continues to develop new targeted technical assistance to address the requirements for this indicator. For the past several years, MDE has provided training on all Indicator 13 requirements through record review compliance training and general compliance training of new special education staff offered by the division of Compliance and Assistance. MDE’s division of Special Education also has doubled the community teams working in Employment Capacity Building strategies cohorts as well as piloting initiatives around pre-employment transition services. MDE will continue to develop additional training modules to specifically address secondary transition requirements and will continue to train on all of the requirements related to Indicator 13.
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. 
Data for this indicator have been collected through MDE’s Minnesota Continuous Improvement Monitoring Process (MNCIMP) which is the web-based data system used, in part, for gathering data from record reviews completed as part of compliance monitoring. Compliance monitoring of LEAs through administrative units occurs on a six-year monitoring cycle. In year one of the cycle, the LEA conducts a self-review of records. In year two, the LEA must demonstrate correction of any noncompliance identified in the self-review consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. In year three, MDE conducts an on-site review of the LEA including a review of student records, facilities and the LEA’s Total Special Education System (TSES). In year four of the cycle, the LEA must demonstrate correction of noncompliance identified during the MDE review and implement any corrective action, again consistent with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02. The fifth year of the cycle is used to verify results of the implemented Corrective Action Plans (CAPs). The sixth year of the cycle provides an additional year for LEAs to implement corrective action and changes to their systems prior to the start of the new monitoring cycle and self-review of records.

As part of the record review, a computer-generated sample is used to determine the student records to be reviewed. Records are selected from the most recent LEA enrollment data and are chosen in order to be accurately representative of the LEA as a whole. Selection is based on a stratified random sampling with consideration given to race/ethnicity, age, gender, and primary disability of the student. During the record review, the most current Evaluation Report (ER), Individualized Education Program (IEP) and corresponding due process documentation are monitored to determine that legal standards are met. 

The data collection methods used in FFY 2019 are consistent with those used in compilation of FFY 2009 revised baseline data through FFY 2018 data, and allow for a valid comparison of percentages between these years. The FFY 2019 data are based on MDE reviews and LEA self-review of 76 LEAs, comprised of 177 individual districts, including 44 Charter Schools and 27 Care and Treatment facilities.
	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?
	NO


If no, please explain
Minnesota has elected to not include students younger than age 16 in the calculation for this indicator in order to maintain consistency and allow for better comparison between current and past year data. 
[bookmark: _Toc392159335]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The data collection for this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. Data collection occurred through student record reviews conducted between September 15, 2019 and March 1, 2020, prior to the pandemic.  

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

	30
	30
	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
LEAs with identified noncompliance are required to correct all individual student noncompliance, including develop Corrective Action Plans (CAPs), with a subsequent review of student records as necessary, in order to demonstrate the LEA is now correctly implementing 34 CFR §§ 300.320(b) and 300.321(b). The LEAs submit Letters of Assurance along with information on the student records that were reviewed, assuring that the LEA is now in compliance. Most LEAs with identified noncompliance in FFY 2018 had only one or two records cited and the noncompliance was believed to be an isolated incident. Six LEAs were ordered CAPs to address systemic noncompliance with this requirement. MDE has reviewed additional data from subsequent student record reviews conducted as part of an on-site review by MDE or by the LEA as part of a CAP to verify that the LEAs are now correctly implementing 34 CFR §§ 300.320(b) and 300.321(b). Based on a review of the data, all of the findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 were corrected in FFY 2019. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
All record review data from FFY 2018 were collected through MDE’s MNCIMP web-based data system. Once noncompliance is identified, it is tracked through the same web-based data system which includes a compliance tracking system. For correction of noncompliance, the LEAs must submit documentation to MDE as demonstration of correction. Resubmission is required until the LEA can demonstrate correction. If the student is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, the LEA must submit to MDE the reason (moved, for example) and the date of the occurrence to release the LEA from further demonstration of correction for that specific student. Based on a review of the data, all findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 were corrected in FFY 2019. MDE has since verified that all records with identified noncompliance in FFY 2018 were corrected and the LEAs are now in compliance or the student is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


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. 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 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
	2013
	Target >=
	25.00%
	25.40%
	25.80%
	26.20%
	26.60%

	A
	23.39%
	Data
	29.31%
	24.86%
	23.24%
	27.14%
	24.49%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	66.00%
	66.40%
	66.80%
	67.20%
	67.60%

	B
	61.90%
	Data
	70.53%
	69.25%
	61.71%
	65.67%
	58.75%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	78.30%
	78.70%
	79.10%
	79.50%
	79.90%

	C
	77.60%
	Data
	84.54%
	86.78%
	81.14%
	80.05%
	73.62%



FFY 2019 Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A >=
	26.60%

	Target B >=
	67.60%

	Target C >=
	79.90%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.

[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
	427

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	106

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	155

	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)
	18

	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).
	48



	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)
	106
	427
	24.49%
	26.60%
	24.82%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	261
	427
	58.75%
	67.60%
	61.12%
	Did Not Meet 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)
	327
	427
	73.62%
	79.90%
	76.58%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage



Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
Option 2: Report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment.
	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.
The OSEP approved sampling frame has been extended to the current SPP/APR. In 2005, all Minnesota school districts and charter schools were assigned to one of five groups to participate in the Minnesota Post-School Outcomes Follow-Up Survey on a five year cycle. Districts were divided so that each of the five groups represented the state at large, a sampling frame approved by OSEP. Since the first year of data collection in the 2006-07 school years, MDE has continued to survey a representative sample of districts. Because of fluctuations in the numbers of charter schools, adjustments are made to the sample when charter schools either open or close. Since charter schools enroll a relatively small proportion of Minnesota students, especially the group of “leavers” on which this indicator is focused, the overall representativeness of each year’s group is not affected.

In FFY 2019, a total of 58 districts were included in the post-school outcomes survey sampling frame, with 44 districts that had student “leavers” who participated in the survey. Each year, the entire census of leavers with IEPs that are in the sampled districts are surveyed. Leavers are not sampled, districts are sampled. Districts included in the sample were given the student names, demographic information, and special education placement in the student’s last year of school participation. In mid-April 2020, staff from sampled districts were provided detailed information and directions about how to complete the survey process. District special education directors were responsible for oversight of their district’s survey completion. Out of a total of 1,183 students, 443 completed surveys for a response rate of 37%. District personnel attempted to contact an additional 615 students but were unsuccessful in reaching them. Fourteen (14) districts did not submit any completed surveys, accounting for 125 additional students. MDE staff made repeated contacts with the districts to provide technical assistance with data collection completion. Due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on district staffing capacity, MDE extended the survey completion deadline one month. Top reasons districts reported as being unable to complete survey interviews with students included not being able to make contact with the student, the most recent phone number was disconnected, or students were not interested in participating in the survey.
	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
	2020 Post School Outcome Survey Final for FFY 2019 APR Submission


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.
Minnesota’s school and charter districts are assigned to one of five groups to participate in the Post-School Outcomes Survey (PSOS) on a five-year cycle. From the group of districts identified in each cycle, all students who are one year post leaving high school are invited to complete the survey. In general, the student demographics of the five district groups closely resembles the state population with regard to race/ethnicity, disability category, and geographic location in the state.

To determine whether the students who responded to the PSOS were representative of all students in the survey group, Minnesota compared the rate of survey responders to non-responders using federal race/ethnicity, disability category, and geographic location. There were some areas that were statistically significant difference between survey responders and non-responders for federal race/ethnicity, disability category, and geographic location. Specifically, more students who were White responded to the survey than all other student race/ethnicity groups and fewer students who were Black responded to the survey than all other student race/ethnicity groups. In addition, there were more students identified with Developmental Cognitive Disabilities responding to the survey than students in all other disability designations and fewer students identified with Emotional or Behavioral Disorders or Autism Spectrum Disorders responding to the survey than students in all other disability designations. Finally, there were more survey responders from state regions 3, 6, 8, and 10 (mostly areas of greater Minnesota) than regions 9 and 11 (areas in south central Minnesota and the Twin Cities metro), with students in the Twin Cities metro area responding to the survey at relatively lower rates compared to their peers in other areas of the state.
	[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.
While the COVID-19 pandemic had an impact on districts’ ability to complete this year’s survey, there continue to be opportunities for MDE to work with districts to improve student participation in the PSOS to ensure that respondents are representative of students who left high school the year prior to survey administration. In anticipation of a new compliance monitoring and survey management system for FFY 2020, MDE will be able to provide LEAs more advanced notice of when they will participate in the annual survey. This information will help districts do advanced planning in anticipation of survey administration. In addition, MDE will continue to work with districts to review methods used to ensure student contact information is current and outreach strategies used to connect with students. MDE also solicits ongoing feedback from districts and other stakeholders for ways to improve PSOS participation.
[bookmark: _Toc382082390][bookmark: _Toc392159339]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The COVID-19 pandemic had an impact on both districts’ capacity to complete outreach activities required to complete surveys as well as student response rates to the survey. 
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
Please see information in the sections above in response to OSEP’s required actions.
 
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 is 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
	11

	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
	4


[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 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.


Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2013
	9.09%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	10.00%
	20.00%
	20.00%
	15.00% - 20.00%
	20.00% - 25.00%

	Data
	40.00%
	10.53%
	9.09%
	33.33%
	33.33%




Targets
	FFY
	2019 (low)
	2019 (high)

	Target
	20.00%
	25.00%



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 (low)
	FFY 2019 Target (high)
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	4
	11
	33.33%
	20.00%
	25.00%
	36.36%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Data collection and reporting for this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.
15 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
15 - OSEP Response

15 - Required Actions



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

Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/04/2020
	2.1 Mediations held
	27

	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
	0

	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
	25


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 
In Minnesota, the development of the SPP/APR involves review and input from broadly representative groups of internal and external stakeholders. The primary advisory group for the SPP/APR is the Minnesota Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP). The membership of SEAP is representative of stakeholders in Minnesota and includes parents of children with disabilities, representatives from school districts, legal advocates, parent advocates, representatives from disability specific organizations and institutions of higher education. Its mission is to provide guidance to MDE about the education of students with disabilities and the policies, procedures and activities developed and implemented by MDE. The members of SEAP are appointed by the Governor’s office through the Commissioner of Education. Other stakeholder groups, such as the Special Education Directors’ Forum, The Governor’s Developmental Disabilities Council, Minnesota Administrators for Special Educators, Higher Education Forum, PACER Center, The Arc of Minnesota, and the Minnesota chapter of the National Alliance on Mental Illness also play an integral part in the review of MDE issues, policies and activities, and their input is incorporated in the SPP/APR. MDE sought input from various groups at multiple points throughout the development of this SPP/APR. MDE staff reviewed OSEP requirements, reviewed recent changes to data methodology, reviewed and analyzed state data, identified new and ongoing improvement activities, and presented them in multiple meetings to prepare the SPP/APR.

With the development of a new SPP in 2014, MDE Special Education Division staff, through various workgroups, took the opportunity to carefully consider the new OSEP requirements, review historical and current data, and make recommendations for the new plan. The changes were presented to SEAP multiple times, where discussions focused on reporting changes, student outcomes, and potential areas of concern. Other discussions with SEAP occurred in the areas of student discipline, parent involvement, post-school outcomes, transition, and compliance monitoring. For each indicator, SEAP provided specific recommendations for changes, discussed progress or slippage, identified promising practices for improvement and provided input into new targets where applicable. In addition, SEAP was informed of potential issues and continuing improvements to MDE data collection systems. In the years following, MDE has implemented the same process with SEAP, providing regular updates and opportunities for input and discussion regarding new changes to indicator data reporting, recommendations for changes to baselines or targets, and data outcomes.

Providing multiple opportunities for stakeholder review and input continues to be a priority for MDE. With COVID-19 health guidelines, all SEAP meetings since March 2020 have been virtual, and access to the public through this format has been maintained. In addition to a formal review by SEAP, the information contained in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was shared with or reviewed by multiple internal administrative and advisory representatives, local Directors of Special Education, and disability-specific interest and advocacy groups. The FFY 2019 SPP/APR will be made available to the general public on the MDE website and is communicated annually through a broad array of web-based and other agency communication networks. MDE will link reports to the Office of Special Education Programs’ SPP/APR public reporting website so the final document is accessible to a general audience. The public availability of information contained in the APR further enables stakeholders to provide feedback to MDE and examine state and district level performance.


Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2013
	71.43%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	75.00% - 80.00%
	75.00% - 80.00%
	80.00% - 90.00%
	80.00% - 90.00%
	80.00% - 90.00%

	Data
	81.25%
	96.88%
	92.68%
	84.62%
	91.67%




Targets
	FFY
	2019 (low)
	2019 (high)

	Target
	80.00%
	90.00%



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 (low)
	FFY 2019 Target (high)
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	25
	27
	91.67%
	80.00%
	90.00%
	92.59%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Data collection and reporting for this indicator was not impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic.
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: 
Carolyn Cherry
Title: 
Supervisor, Results & Improvement/Part B Data Manager
Email: 
carolyn.cherry@state.mn.us
Phone:
651-582-8509
Submitted on:
04/22/21 11:09:32 PM
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2020 Post-School Outcome Survey
Opening Survey Directions
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 Minnesota 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 Minnesota 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. 
Data gathered includes the percent of youth with IEPs and who are no longer in secondary school who were enrolled in some type of postsecondary school, competitively employed, or both within one year of leaving high school.
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. 
Survey
Student Name: 
[Back button] Use the ‘Back’ button to return to the student list. 
Hi [Student Name]. 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, begin the survey with Question 1 below. 
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 Questions 16  19 and indicate the student’s refusal in Question 16. 
Do you have any questions before we begin?
Do your best to answer any questions the student, parent, or family member may have. Please refer to the FAQs on the “Guidelines for Interviewers” document for additional information. 

1. First, I would like to ask if you are currently attending any of the following programs:

· Enrolled in another high school

· Enrolled in a charter school

· Enrolled in an alternative school

· Enrolled in a 18-21 transition program

· None of the above

· No response

If the respondent replies “None of the above” or “No response,” proceed to question 2. For any other response, please thank the respondent and STOP THE INTERVIEW. After disconnecting the telephone call proceed to questions 1619. 

2. Since you left high school, have you attended a postsecondary or training program?

· Yes  Continue to Question 3 

· No  Skip to Question 5 

· No response  Skip to Question 5

3. Which of the following best describes the postsecondary education or training program?

· 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)

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

· A two-year community or technical college

· A four-year college or university

· No further education or training after high school

· No response

4. Did you complete an entire term?

· Yes

· No

· No response

5. Since you left high school, have you ever worked? 

· Yes  Continue with Question 6

· No  Skip to Question 15

· No response  Skip to Question 15

6. Did you work for a total of 3 months (about 90 days)?

· Yes

· No 

· No response

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

· Yes

· No 

· No response

8. Did you work in the city of Minneapolis, the city of St. Paul, or some other city?

· Yes, in Minneapolis  Continue with Question 9 then Questions 12 20

· Yes, in St. Paul Skip to Question 10 then Questions 12 20

· Yes, in some other city  Skip to Question 11

· No response  Skip to Question 11

9. How much money did you make per hour?

· Less than $12.25 per hour

· $12.25 per hour

· More than $12.25 per hour

· No response

If the student worked in Minneapolis, skip Questions 10 and 11 and proceed to Question 12. 

10. How much money did you make per hour?

· Less than $12.50 per hour

· $12.50 per hour

· More than $12.50 per hour

· No response

If the student worked in St. Paul, skip Question 11 and proceed to Question 12. 

11. If you work in a city other than Minneapolis or St. Paul, how much money did you make per hour?

· Less than $10.00 per hour

· $10.00 per hour

· More than $10.00 per hour

· No response

12. Where was your job? (Read all choices)

· 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

· Work release program in prison

· Self-employed

· Other

· No response

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

· Yes

· No

· No response

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

· Yes

· No

· No response

15. In your job, can you get a pay raise or promotion?

· Yes

· No

· No response

Closing Survey Directions

Thank you very much for taking my call today – those are all the questions I have. Do you have any questions for me before I go?

Answer the respondent’s questions to the best of your ability. Refer to the FAQs on the “Guidelines for Interviewers” document for additional information.

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

In order that MDE better understand the reasons interviews were completed, please answer the following: 

16. Status of telephone interview:

· Completed  Skip to Question 18

· Not completed  Continue to Question 17

17. Reason the interview was not completed:

· Phone disconnected

· Moved / no forwarding information

· Incarcerated

· Deceased

· No student / family contact information available

· Interview refused

· No response

18. Person interviewed:

· Student

· Family member

· Other

18. Number of attempts to contact: 

a. None, no student contact information available

b. 1 – 3

c. 4 – 6+

19. Interviewer:

a. Teacher

b. Administrator

c. Related service provider (licensed staff)

d. Other (non-licensed staff)
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SSIP Overview and of Phase III-Year 5 Summary 
The Minnesota Department of Education (MDE) welcomes the opportunity to report our progress on the 
State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) as part of the state’s overall State Performance Plan/Annual 
Performance Report (SPP/APR). In prior reports of this phased work, MDE provided a detailed analysis 
outlining Minnesota’s initial steps to develop a comprehensive, ambitious yet achievable multi-year plan 
for improving results for children and youth with disabilities. It is important to note that several staff 
across MDE, partner districts, and various internal and external stakeholders from around the state have 
been involved in the SSIP development process and implementation work over the past seven years. 
Through a progression of team development, infrastructure analysis, data analysis, and stakeholder 
conversations, Minnesota chose to focus our SSIP on improving 6-year graduation rates for American 
Indian and Black students with disabilities. Four partner districts: Duluth, Minneapolis, Osseo, and Saint 
Paul, were selected to be part of this work as these districts have high concentrations of American 
Indian and Black students with disabilities and some of the state’s lowest graduation rates for these two 
groups. 


This year’s report provides a summary of the key activities completed by partner districts and MDE 
teams over the past year as MDE and districts continue to develop, enhance and work to sustain the 
infrastructure necessary to put organizational supports into place to create, install, implement and 
evaluate the supports needed to improve outcomes for American Indian and Black students with 
disabilities. Information and data reporting progress on key short- and mid-term outcomes are also 
included. Data presented in this year’s SSIP Phase III, Year 5 report includes data gathered during the 
2019-20 and 2020-21 school years. It is important to note that, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, not all 
data collection activities outlined in the Data Collection Calendar submitted in the Phase III, Year 4 
report were completed; more detailed information is provided in later sections of this report. For new 
readers of the SSIP reports, you may find information about how to retrieve prior submissions of 
Minnesota’s SSIP reports on the Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP) IDEA SPP/APR website.  


Section A: Data Analysis 


A.1 State Identified Measureable Result 


Minnesota’s State Identified Measureable Result (SIMR) continues to be the percentage of American 
Indian and Black students with disabilities, combined, who graduated in the 6-year cohort. Table 1 
reports the SIMR targets and graduation data for each year of the SSIP. Table 2 shows the information 
used in the calculation to report the overall SIMR, including statewide enrollment in the 6-year cohort 
and corresponding graduation rates for American Indian and Black students with disabilities, combined 
rates for these two groups, and all race/ethnic groups combined. Minnesota’s 2020 6-year graduation 
rate target was 58%; the data reported is 59.4%, which exceeds the target. Prior years’ SIMR data may 
be found in the Phase III, Year 4 SSIP submission. 


  



https://sites.ed.gov/idea/spp-apr-letters?selected-category=&selected-year=&state=Minnesota
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Table 1: State Identified Measurable Result—Targets and Data 


Year School Year Target Graduation Data 
FFY 2013—Baseline 2013-14 53.28% 53.1% 


FFY 2014 2014-15 53.30% 53.8% 
FFY 2015 2015-16 54.00% 56.8% 
FFY 2016 2016-17 55.00% 57.0% 
FFY 2017 2017-18 56.00% 57.9% 
FFY 2018 2018-19 57.00% 58.9% 
FFY 2019 2019-20 58.00% 59.4% 


 


Table 2: State Identified Measurable Result: 6-Year Cohort Statewide Cohort Totals and Graduation 
Rates 2020 


Race/Ethnicity 
Group 


Total Special 
Education 


Students in 
6-year Cohort 


Total Special 
Education 
Students 


Graduating 


Percent of 
Special Education 


Graduates  
in 2020 


Total Special 
Education Students 


Not Graduating 
in 2020 


American Indian 354 212 59.9% 142 


Black 1,422 843 59.3% 564 


American Indian  
and Black 1,776 1,055 59.4% 721 


All Race/Ethnic 
Groups Combined 10,270 7,537 73.4% 2,733 


A.2 SSIP Data Quality Issues, COVID-19 Impact 


MDE and its external evaluators continue to implement a comprehensive evaluation data collection 
calendar to guide the timeliness of data collection activities. In fall 2020 at the annual partner district 
meeting, MDE staff and the evaluators reviewed the proposed data collection schedule. Teams 
discussed data collection tools and data reporting and feedback loops, requesting district input on 
potential changes or professional development needs with regards to collection of evaluation data. In 
addition, meetings were held with staff from each partner district to review the Data Collection Calendar 
and evaluation instruments used for this reporting period. Additional guidance was provided to staff on 
how to select mentors and student mentor forms used for fidelity survey reporting purposes. Over the 
course of the 2020-21 school year as districts continued in various distance learning formats, it became 
evident that collecting student level data (i.e., student focus groups and surveys) was going to be 
difficult for district staff to complete before the April 1 SSIP report deadline. Therefore, MDE postponed 
that data collection until later in the school year. Because student voice continues to be a priority for 
this work, it is expected we will continue to work with districts to hear from students into spring 2021 
and beyond. Other data quality or reporting impact related to COVID-19 is addressed for specific data 
reported in later sections of this report. 
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Section B: Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation 


B.1 Theory of Action 


Minnesota’s Theory of Action/Logic Model sets forth our rationale for how Minnesota plans to partner 
on a journey with districts and stakeholders to develop a comprehensive, ambitious yet achievable 
multi-year plan for improving results for American Indian and Black students with disabilities. The 
Theory of Action shows the central role the Active Implementation Frameworks play in our SSIP work 
and highlights both formative and summative evaluation data designed to address short-, mid-, and 
long-term outcomes. Performance measures and outcomes were identified that relate to 1) partner 
district capacity building, 2) student, family, and community engagement, 3) MDE capacity building, 4) 
improved outcomes for American Indian and Black students with disabilities, and 5) improved 
graduation rates for American Indian and Black students with disabilities. The Theory of Action/Logic 
Model has not changed since the FFY 2018 submission. 


B.2 Infrastructure Improvements—Active Implementation Frameworks Implementation 


During the first three years of SSIP Phase III, districts moved through Installation to Initial 
Implementation of Check & Connect. The key focus of the Initial Implementation stage is continuous 
improvement—and it is the most fragile of stages as districts and staff are working to implement a new 
practice and changing old ways of work can be difficult, especially as leadership teams are learning how 
they need to accommodate and support new ways of work. Implementation in year four is no different 
in showing evidence of the fragility and non-linear process of initial implementation for some districts 
while others are working into Full Implementation. Full implementation of an evidence-based practice 
occurs once new learning becomes integrated into staff and organizational policies, practices and 
procedures. Over time, practices become part of standard operations and a new way of doing business. 
During Full Implementation, administrators and staff must regularly attend to ensure data reviews and 
practices are implemented with fidelity as more staff members participate, turnover occurs, and 
improvement cycles continue. Information later in this report will explain activities and data describing 
district efforts to build a more sustained model for implementing Check & Connect. It is important to 
reiterate that district teams continue to navigate the complexities involved in new ways of doing things 
and understanding that implementation of an evidence-based practice is not an event but a process that 
involves multiple decisions and actions that interact in important ways that support teams to produce 
better outcomes.  


Similar to last school year, each district was faced with making adjustments or changes in the 2020-21 
school year to address areas such as the loss or addition of District Implementation Team (DIT) members 
and program coordinators, changing Check & Connect service models or adding new mentors and 
students, and transitioning from training by the purveyor to developing internal trainers and coaches. In 
one case, a district completely changed its Check & Connect implementation model from a ‘dedicated 
mentor’ model (full-time mentors) to an ‘embedded mentor’ model (full-time staff taking on mentor 
responsibilities), in the expectation moving to this model would provide improved support for 
sustainability over time. This change brought the district back to in the Installation Stage in various 
respects and delayed their participation in Check & Connect fidelity data collection activities. Each of 



https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-1

https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-4/topic-4-installation-stage

https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-4/topic-5-initial-implementation-stage

https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-4/topic-5-initial-implementation-stage

https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-4/topic-6-full-implementation
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these are just some of the situations districts faced in the past year that impacted their ability to 
progress into full implementation. Information below provides some highlights for three Active 
Implementation Frameworks of Initial Implementation and Full Implementation activities in which 
districts and MDE have engaged during the past year. 


Implementation Teams 


As described in earlier Phase III SSIP reports, linked Implementation Teams have been a cornerstone of 
Minnesota’s SSIP and critical to the implementation of an evidence-based practice. As teams across the 
cascade developed over time, working to support staff to deliver Check & Connect with fidelity in service 
to improving outcomes for American Indian and Black students with disabilities, there were many 
lessons learned about what teams need to function and do their work well. It has been critical for all 
staff to learn that the teams are accountable for this work, not particular individuals. Changes in team 
membership have occurred across all districts and at MDE over time—and it is evident when that 
happens—but teams who have best withstood these transitions are those who understand the 
importance of building redundancies to ensure all members have knowledge of the work and support 
district plans, in roles and responsibilities for addressing Implementation Drivers, and for monitoring 
implementation fidelity and outcomes. Results from district team interviews discussed later in this 
report provide insight into issues teams have faced this past year. 


MDE’s Division of Special Education continues to build and refine the structure for our division’s 
strategic plan. The plan continues to include three primary objectives: 


• Objective 1: Improve and Increase the Capacity of the Special Education Division—focusing on 
improvement, harvesting and utilizing employee skills and knowledge, working to hire and train 
staff in team-based efforts.  


• Objective 2: Improve Results for Minnesota’s Children and Youth with Disabilities—focusing on 
team-based work with partnerships to improve results, and expands on the SSIP work and using 
that model to develop teams supporting our three focus areas of work: Graduation and Post-
Secondary Transition, Education in the Most Integrated Setting, and Equity and Equitable 
Outcomes. Teams will work through a process of identifying evidence-based practices to address 
potential partner districts in areas of focus area need, identify short-, medium-, and long-term 
measures related to implementing those practices including effort, fidelity, scaling, capacity, and 
outcome data.  


• Objective 3: Engage in External Partnerships to Provide Value and Improve Systems—focusing on 
engaging our division’s external partners, customers and stakeholders in innovation and 
transformation to provide enhanced value and improved systems. This work will emphasize 
efforts to develop and build tools to help connect partnership quality measures with results and 
outcomes work.  


While there has been a recent transition in MDE commissioner and executive team leadership, it is 
evident that our division work supports and aligns to the agency internal strategic plan. In the coming 
year, the special education leadership team will be working with all division staff to understand their 
roles in these cross-unit teams and how the implementation of this work will be critical to supporting 
the delivery of evidence-based practices and supporting districts and agency partners as intended to 
improve outcomes for students with disabilities.   
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Implementation Drivers 


Similar to Implementation Teams, understanding the importance and use of Implementation Drivers has 
been foundational to Minnesota’s SSIP to ensure core components are built to develop the capacity and 
infrastructure needed to implement and sustain Check & Connect in our partner districts. Early SSIP 
work focused on teams understating the importance of Competency Drivers and the skills and pre-
requisites necessary for building a strong selection, training and coaching system for Check & Connect. 
In more recent years, MDE and the purveyor have spent more focused time on areas under the 
Organizational Drivers, especially in the development of Decision Support Data Systems so that district 
teams learn to collect and use data beyond student outcomes to inform their needs, develop 
improvement plans and celebrate successes. Though the years, MDE has worked to help districts make 
effort, fidelity, scaling and capacity data more readily available to teams at different levels. This past 
year, the improvement of fidelity data collection and reporting has been of particular importance for 
district program coordinators and staff. Further information related to these data system developments 
and other related Implementation Driver information are described later in this report.  


Improvement Cycles—Practice-Policy Feedback Cycles 


As described in earlier SSIP Phase III reports, continuous improvement is a key focus of Initial 
Implementation. Plan–do–study–act (PDSA) cycles provide a structure for iterative testing of changes to 
improve quality of systems as part of a continuous improvement cycle. While PDSA cycles are often 
carried out at the practice level, Practice to Policy Feedback Loops are PDSA cycles designed to provide 
organizational leaders and policy makers with information about implementation successes and barriers 
whereby teams can work to develop or improve systems alignment. Feedback from the practice level 
informs district leaders so that they can ensure their system’s policies, procedures, and resources, 
enable innovative practices to occur as intended. Recurring feedback loops that involve policy enabling 
practices and the practice level informing policy can help to create conditions that support, rather than 
hinder, the use of evidence-based practices. 


The MDE Transformation Zone (TZ) Teams have used tools such as our SSIP District Visit Summary (DVS) 
form over the past six years to capture pertinent information, critical discussions, implementation data, 
and other relevant elements of the monthly DIT meetings using the Active Implementation Frameworks 
to facilitate improvement cycles within the SSIP initiative and across the four partner districts. With the 
2020-21 school year being the final year of the SSIP with the current SPP/APR as well as the last year of 
the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) supporting our SSIP work, the SSIP Core Management 
Team wanted to provide TZ district teams and workgroup members the opportunity to share learnings 
from our SSIP implementation work over the past six years. TZ Team members have contributed in 
varied and significant ways to implement Minnesota’s SSIP and it is important to spend time reflecting 
and sharing the learning of the depth and breadth of infrastructure changes, team insights, experience 
and learnings that mattered most to each team. Teams were provided guiding questions to address 
areas including lessons learned and how learnings can inform future division and agency efforts; things 
that seemed important (or not) in the beginning that turn out to be important (or not) in the ‘end’; what 
skills staff have developed over time, especially in understanding implementation science; what skills 
staff needed to be part of a team; and division and district successes to celebrate. TZ Team 
presentations are scheduled throughout spring 2021 at the time of this report; therefore, it is expected 
that themes and learnings will be shared as part of next year’s SSIP report.  



https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/resources/lesson-6-pdsa-cycle

https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-5/topic-3-practice-policy-feedback-loops

https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/sites/nirn.fpg.unc.edu/files/resources/AIHub-Handout1-ActiveImplementationFrameworks.pdf
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B.3 Infrastructure Improvements—SSIP Evaluation Data 


For the past five years, the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) Program Measures have been 
the foundation of evaluation reporting for Minnesota’s SSIP; the SPDG evaluation plan and SSIP 
evaluation activities were developed specifically to evaluate implementation efforts, processes, and 
outcomes. Minnesota’s overall plan is to develop a sustainable evaluation system that provides timely 
and reliable data that can used by MDE staff, partners, and participating districts and schools to make 
informed decisions during all stages of implementation (needs assessment, implementation, and plans 
for sustainability), as well as inform annual reporting requirements to OSEP and MDE stakeholders. 
Evaluation and planning tools from NIRN’s Active Implementation Hub have been important resources 
for MDE, partner districts, and external evaluators to support developing tools to evaluate our effort, 
fidelity, and outcomes of implementation for sustainability and student success. A summary of each 
SPDG Program Measure is included below along with relevant, updated data for 2019-20 and into 2020-
21 to report progress for each measure. 


SPDG Program Measure 1: Projects use evidence-based professional development practices to support 
the attainment of identified competencies. 


This program measure evaluates the extent to which grant projects use evidence-based professional 
development (EBPD) practices to support the attainment of identified competencies (for implementing 
the selected evidence-based practice). To report these outcomes, MDE uses the SPDG EBPD 
Components Worksheet. The EBPD Worksheet is completed and scored based on state level 
implementation within each of the four partner districts involved in the SSIP. Evidence to support rubric 
scores is provided through SSIP activities and evaluation methods outlined in the SSIP/SPDG Partner 
District Data Collection Schedules provided in prior years’ SSIP Phase III submissions. The state’s baseline 
is determined in Year 1 of the grant and targets are set based on SPDG grant requirements as outlined 
below: 


• In Year 2 of the initiative, 50% of EBPD worksheet components will be given a score of a 3 or 4. 


• In Year 3 of the initiative, 70% of EBPD worksheet components will be given a score of a 3 or 4. 


• In Year 4 and Year 5 of the initiative, 80% of EBPD worksheet components will be given a score 
of a 3 or 4. 


Last year, Minnesota maintained ratings of at least a “3” in six (6) component areas and improved to 
scoring a “4” in 10 component areas, exceeding the 80% goal for that year with 100% of the components 
scoring a 3 or a 4. The EBPD Worksheet has been included in prior years’ reports to show the specific 
ratings in relation to the targets outlined above; however, the substantive content and data included in 
the worksheet was duplicative of information already in the SSIP report. Because Minnesota exceeded 
the goal last year and the information contained in this year’s SSIP report shows Minnesota has 
maintained or improved in various implementation competencies, we would not expect any significant, 
if any, changes in ratings for this year. Therefore, the EBPD Worksheet is not included in this year’s SSIP 
report.  
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Student/Mentor Scaling Form 


Minnesota is in its fourth year collecting scaling information in the implementation of Check & Connect 
using the Student/Mentor Scaling Form which provides districts a systematic way to regularly document 
how many students and mentors are entering, continuing, or exiting the program, as well as the types of 
training and coaching mentors receive. This information has been an important data component to 
improve Decision Support Data Systems at various levels throughout the SSIP work. Each year, the form 
has been updated through an improvement cycle to improve tracking student and mentor movement in 
and out of the Check & Connect program. For example, the category “number of students not served 
but staying in program” was added two years ago for a district that lost a mentor but students did not 
formally exit the program; it was important to track when those students returned to services once 
paired with a mentor or later formally exited. In the time since then two other districts have faced 
similar challenges so adding the category proved important and not an anomaly. 


Districts record the data every three months and send that information to MDE; we are then able to 
aggregate that data at a state level to look at scaling trends over time. Table 3 shows the changes during 
the first two reporting periods of this year. Since last year, there has been a drop in the total number of 
students being served which is primarily due to one district’s change in their mentor model and capacity 
to serve students. Three districts have continued to increase the number of mentors trained in 
anticipation of scaling services within current schools and adding new schools to the Check & Connect 
program.  


Table 3: SSIP Student-Mentor District Data Summary 2020-2021 


Reporting period End Date Nov. 1 Feb. 1 


Number of new (SSIP/SPDG) students: 43 36 
Number of continuing (SSIP/SPDG) students: 101 140 
Number of re-entering (SSIP/SPDG) students: 0 8 


Total students: 144 184 
Number of students not served but staying in program: 14 20 
Number of exiting (SSIP/SPDG) students: 98 4 


Number of newly trained staff serving SSIP/SPDG students: 5 30 
Number of newly trained staff not serving SSIP/SPDG students: 5 4 
Number of continuing staff serving SSIP/SPDG students: 67 74 
Number of continuing trained staff not serving SSIP/SPDG students: 100 96 


Total trained staff: 180 199 
Number of exiting (SSIP/SPDG) mentors: 23 3 


Total schools: 22 25 


District Capacity Assessment 


As described in prior SSIP Phase III reports, the District Capacity Assessment (DCA) is an action 
assessment designed to guide school district teams to align efforts and resources around practices 
intended to impact student outcomes. The DCA organizes implementation data into the areas of 



https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-2/decision-support-data-system

https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/resources/district-capacity-assessment-dca
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organizational, competency, and leadership drivers in order to leverage the impact of evidenced 
based/informed practices on student outcomes. Since the 2015-16 school year, all four partner districts 
have completed DCA version 6 and starting in 2020, DCA version 7. In spring 2020, the COVID-19 
pandemic prevented one district from completing DCA administration prior to last year’s report 
submission; that data is now included below.  


This year, all four districts maintained or increased their overall DCA score (see Figure 1 below), showing 
that partner districts are continuing to build and sustain implementation capacity as individualized 
district action plans are updated, implemented, and measured. The district with the largest dip in overall 
score last year was able to rebuild capacity using other infrastructure supports to improve project 
coordinator supports. MDE’s contractual partnership with the University of Minnesota, the purveyor of 
Check & Connect, continues to facilitate and support district capacity in the training driver across 
districts. This partnership with MDE has provided districts the opportunity to build internal capacity for 
co-training once coordinators and mentors are selected and hired. Finally, as MDE considers the four 
partner districts to be a Transformation Zone, the Core Management and Implementation Workgroup 
teams continue to examine DCA and other data looking to lift up more durable implementation patterns 
across districts. 


Fig. 1: District Capacity Assessment for Scaling up of Evidence-based Practices, 2016-2021 


 


District Implementation Team Interviews 


In order to gauge the more qualitative components of implementation, District Implementation Team 
(DIT) focus group sessions were conducted with each district, using a protocol created for soliciting focus 
group responses. The protocol addressed four (4) areas related to the mid-term outcomes identified in 
the Theory of Action and evaluation plan. Each area consisted of prompts and sub-questions. These areas 
included: 


  



https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-5/topic-4-transformation-zones
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Method 


Focus Group Composition 


Educators associated with DITs were invited to participate in focus group activities by a representative 
of MDE. While participation varied among the four districts, common DIT members included general and 
special education staff, district level Check & Connect staff, and education administrators. Altogether, 
approximately 10 individuals participated in one of the four focus groups. As such, each group ranged 
from 2-3 members of the DIT. 


Data Collection and Analysis Procedures 


Four (4) focus group sessions were conducted, through virtual meeting platforms, using semi-structured 
question protocols created for soliciting focus group response. The protocols addressed seven major 
themes related to the Check & Connect Evaluation, each consisting of additional prompts and sub-
questions. These areas included: 


• Strengths, challenges, and COVID 19 pandemic: In general, what has been the strength and 
challenges for the Check & Connect program? In what ways has the COVID 19 pandemic and the 
subsequent distance-learning model impacted the implementation of Check & Connect? How did 
mentors help students and families during the distance-learning? 


• Student voice: What has been the students’ feedback on Check & Connect, specifically on working 
with mentors? For students that have been in the program for at least a year, what have the 
district teams heard from them or their families about how Check & Connect has changed how 
they view school? 


• Sustainability and opportunities: What strategies and supports are in place to ensure the 
sustainability of Check & Connect to support improving outcomes for American Indian and Black 
students with disabilities?  


• Data use to inform practice and sustainability: How does the district team use the data collected 
across the various Check & Connect instruments to inform practice and sustainability efforts?  


• Sustainability: Strategies considered or used to support sustainability within the district. In what 
ways has MDE supported the district in sustaining strategies/practices-building capacity and 
sustainability?  


• Parent, family, and community engagement: In what ways has the COVID-19 pandemic and 
distance learning impacted parents, family, and community engagement as it relates to the 
implementation Check & Connect? What role has or does the PACER Center play, if any, to 
support the Check & Connect activities or strategies? Which stakeholder groups have been the 
most important to team/district to inform your Check & Connect implementation?  


In addition to covering the questions indicated above, the interview also gave focus group members an 
opportunity to share their thoughts on related themes. All focus group members were given an 
introduction of the purposes of the focus group interview and were encouraged to ask questions about 
the process and things that needed additional clarification. Each DIT focus group lasted for 
approximately an hour.  
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Members of the Institute on Community Integration (ICI) at the University of Minnesota conducted the 
focus group through virtual meeting format such as Google Meet and Zoom. Each group discussion was 
recorded using video recording. Once completed, each focus group discussion was transcribed, and 
common or repeated themes were identified using the constant comparison method. The Grounded 
theory approach was also used to identify new themes emerging from the data. The results are 
organized in a manner that presents a summary of salient thoughts and perspectives that were shared 
through the discussion. While specific districts are not identified to focus on a big picture analysis, 
unique aspects of implementation such as district-level practices, infrastructure, and challenges have 
been noted to help the reader contextualize the findings.  


Focus Groups Results 


Overall Strengths of the Check & Connect program 


Consistency of mentors’ efforts. Members of all four DITs agreed that consistency of mentors’ efforts is 
the most salient aspect of the Check & Connect program. The mentors have been persistent and 
committed to keeping students’ academic progress on track. Focus group participants believed that 
consistent and supportive relationship with the Check & Connect mentor motivated students in their 
academic journey. One participant highlighted: 


“You know that their mentors, don’t give up on them, and some of these students, you 
know, you might not hear from them for a month, and their mentors are constantly calling. 
One kid told me the other day that my mentor is on my case all the time and just won’t 
leave me alone.”  


Another participant recalled: 


“A student who graduated recently told me his mentor called him every morning as his 
alarm clock to make sure that he was getting up to come to school, and he told us that 
helped him more than anything. He did not ever have someone to wake him up and get 
him going. You know, he is the first person in his family to graduate, and he is going to 
take his family on a new path now.”  


The focus group participants concurred that students and families appreciated that mentors “Don’t give 
up on them,” have “high expectations from them,” and “do not judge them.” The students and families 
also value the personal connection mentors have developed with them and the consistent support they 
provide.  


Mentors’ support to families to connect with the school system. According to the participants, mentors 
have been crucial resource on school related matters for the families. Parents and students reach out to 
mentors asking their help to navigate the school system, to solve school related problems, and access 
the school resources. This was especially relevant during the COVID-19 pandemic when there were 
several changes in the learning modalities. According to the participants, mentors are a “one-point” 
resource for the families for all the things related to school. One participant mentioned:  


“Families are saying it’s just hard to navigate the system overall, and mentors are able to 
just kind of condensed all of that and just give them what they need.”  
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Another participant noted:  


“I think the mentors bring personal relationship. Parents think—I get a text message from 
the individual, where not only did I receive information, but I could ask a question, and 
somebody would respond. It is not like reading a school email or a district email; they (the 
parents) can interact with somebody. So many parents have expressed that they are so 
glad that somebody is touching base with them, you know, not that others weren’t 
communicating. But I think there was just that feeling of, you know, this is my person.” 


Data-driven intervention. DIT members value the data-driven approach of the Check & Connect 
program. DIT members shared that the data-driven approach helps them make programmatic decisions 
and demonstrate the impact. The data emerging from the Check & Connect program has helped the 
DITs to make a strong case for the resource and support needs of special education students. For 
example, a field coordinator of the Check & Connect program added:  


“We have a lot of programs in our district that are relationship-based but they’re missing 
the data piece to push progress along, and I think the Check & Connect model is valuable 
in that way for us. The data gives us something to point out that talking to kids this way 
really does make an impact.”  


Check & Connect efforts during COVID 19-pandemic 


The COVID-19 pandemic posed unique challenges for the Check & Connect teams. DIT members shared 
the strategies and activities they pursued during the pandemic to maintain high student engagement in 
the pandemic times. Some of those efforts are presented here:  


Outreach. The Check & Connect team invested a lot of time and effort in reaching out to students and 
families. All the district teams shared that their mentors conducted socially distanced porch visits to 
check on the families in addition to text messages and virtual meetings. The Check & Connect team 
delivered supplies and materials required for distance learning and care packages for the families. The 
care packages included masks, lap desks, support pillows, headphones, notebooks, and pencils. The 
Check & Connect team also strived to address special items such as scientific calculators or a new iPad. 
DIT team members reported parents were extremely appreciative of these efforts.  


Facilitating the distance learning for students. The switch to distance learning was challenging for many 
students and families and they continued to need support when moving to a hybrid model. The Check & 
Connect teams facilitated ensuring students had the materials and supplies needed to support class 
participation and learning. Teams also helped students acquire the technology supports required for 
distance learning, teaching students how to log-on and how to share the assignments, helping parents 
find the information, and connecting them with appropriate school staff. For example, one member of a 
DIT shared: 


“We were mindful about what their needs at home might be. We helped with accessing 
the Wi-Fi, figuring out a hotspot or other technology pieces. We found out that one kid 
had been doing work on his iPhone and didn’t have an iPad because his school iPad was 
broken, then we got him a new iPad.” 
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Overall challenges for the Check & Connect program 


Leadership support. DIT members shared that sometimes it is difficult to get buy-in from building 
leadership. According to the participants, administrators do not always understand the goal and purpose 
of the Check & Connect program and tried to use it for a purpose for which it is not intended. For 
example, one participant noted: 


“There’s the occasional building administrator who wants it to be a behavior intervention 
when it’s not a behavior intervention; they want it to be approved referral intervention 
when it’s not an intervention for depression. Sometimes they want it to be short-term. 
That’s a challenge.”  


DIT teams shared that getting administrators’ time and attention for their work is also challenging. 
Additionally, school-level leadership changes also posed challenges as the team needs to build a 
relationship with new leaders and get their support for the program. 


Hiring constraints. DIT teams shared that they often find it challenging to hire a qualified person for a 
Check & Connect role due to union contracts and laws. The teams also shared that, in many 
circumstances, the person explicitly hired for Check & Connect based on their qualification, got allotted 
to different programs. One participant shared their experience as: 


“We have specifically hired a person for that job knowing their skills, and then it’s like— 
okay, well now, you can put them someplace else because of the budget change. So some 
things are a little bit out of our control.” 


Budgetary Constraints. DIT teams shared that they experience a “push-back” during the building-level 
budgetary allocation. Participants also shared that Check & Connect programs do not get budgetary 
priority because they are well run and managed so do not appear to administrators to need budgetary 
support.  


Challenges during COVID-19 pandemic 


Relocation of families. DIT members shared that many families relocated during the pandemic which 
puts additional burden of tracking their new physical location on the mentors. The families changed 
residences or shared residences with their extended families.  


Building connections with students. During the pandemic, several students stopped contact with their 
mentors. Families were overwhelmed with economic and health emergencies. Students stopped video 
meetings as they did not want their teachers and mentors to see their family situations. Reestablishing 
connections with students was the biggest challenge for Check & Connect mentors.  


Establishing relationships with students new to Check & Connect mentoring. The focus group 
participants concurred that the distance-learning format posed challenges for establishing relationships 
with the new students. The mentors missed in-person meeting time, which is crucial to build trust and 
bring familiarity and ease in the mentor-mentee relationships.  


Widening of mentors’ skills gap. A DIT team from one district mentioned they observed a widening of 
the gap between high-performing and low-performing mentors. According to this team, in their district, 
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the mentors with excellent skills improved their skills; however, the mentors who were struggling 
witnessed a dip in their skills. The Check & Connect coordinator of the district shared: 


“We have seen a widening of the gap in mentor skills; I guess the excellent mentors have 
become more excellent, and those mentors who were just kind of on the fence of 
implementing with a fidelity, those are the ones that we have seen their fidelity drop, and 
those are the ones who are having a harder time reaching out to kids. But the mentors 
who had previous strong relationships continued to have a strong relationship, not only 
with their previous mentees but also with the new mentees.” 


A decline in the Check & Connect data reporting. The DIT members from all districts noted that the 
reporting of the fidelity survey, self-assessments, and the Student Engagement Instrument (SEI) went 
down during the pandemic year. There were several challenges for the data reporting. Many mentors 
initially had problems connecting with students, which affected reporting of the fidelity data. The 
mentors were also extremely busy delivering resources and care packages to families and touching base 
with families to solve their problems, making it difficult to find time for data reporting. The district-level 
conversations were also focused on solving the pandemic-related issues. Some coordinators shared that 
they are mindful that their mentors are volunteers and are already overworked, so they did not press a 
lot for data reporting.   


Data use in the Check & Connect program 


DIT members participating in the focus group were asked how to use Check & Connect instruments to 
inform their practice. The comments of participants about each instrument are shared below:  


Practice Profiles: DIT members shared that Practice Profiles data is a useful resource to start 
conversations with building administrators and district leaders about what kind of support the mentors 
need to be successful in their work and the strength and challenges in the program implementation. 
Some Check & Connect district teams use the tool to convey the scope of mentors’ work to mentors and 
the district team. One DIT member shared that the tool is more appropriate for dedicated mentors.  


Mentor Self-Assessment: One district team shared that self-assessment is a useful tool for critical self-
reflection. The participants also note that this is a useful tool to start conversations with mentors about 
their performance. However, two district teams noted that the self-assessment tool looks like a 
replication of the Practice Profiles, though less useful, and they are not planning to continue using it.  


Fidelity Survey: The Check & Connect teams use fidelity surveys to keep the program implementation on 
track. One member participating in the discussion shared that while discussing the fidelity tool with the 
mentors, she likes to focus not only on deliverables but also on how they were achieved. She thought 
that using the fidelity survey to talk about the process helps the mentor understand the relationship-
building process. One district team shared that the fidelity survey helps them understand professional 
development needs and structural challenges in the program. However, going forward, the team had 
concerns about the tool’s format and whether it will be compatible with their information technology 
systems.  


Student Engagement Instrument (SEI): The SEI tool received a mixed response from the district teams. 
One DIT member commented that the tool has been excellent in understanding student engagement 
and needs. Mentors use the tool to initiate conversations with students. One district shared that the 
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tool has been adopted for non-Check & Connect students in their district. Another district noted that the 
SEI has been extremely useful in demonstrating the impact of Check & Connect intervention.  


However, one district noted that they might discontinue using the tool once the SPDG grant is over. The 
district team believed that the tool is not providing them the guidance they want. The Check & Connect 
coordinator of the district said: 


“We have students that are scoring really well in SEI but performing horribly, and the 
match just doesn’t make sense. I don’t know, just given the population we’re serving, the 
youth, maybe this type of self-assessment might not work. The world is changing. 
Everyone does not trust the person (to whom) they’re giving the information. It might not 
be good to ask them these questions at the beginning of the relationship when they don’t 
necessarily know us or know what we’re up to. (The students think) — Why would I tell 
you what my struggles are? What are you going to do with that, you know, what business 
is yours? So, yeah, we would not use SEI.” 


Scaling and Capacity Information: Participants shared that they find the Student Mentor Scaling Report 
beneficial, and they will continue to use them. The scaling form was particularly helpful in giving the 
Check & Connect coordinators the program’s overall scope, implementation status, and other practical 
information, such as students to mentor ratio. Some participants also found the DCA administration 
meetings useful as they were given a chance to hear from diverse stakeholders. This also gives Check & 
Connect team a chance to hear district leadership views on Check & Connect. Two participants noted 
the importance of student focus groups to get student voices about Check & Connect.  


Stakeholder engagement and feedback 


According to the focus group participants, the stakeholder engagement of the Check & Connect program 
in the pandemic time, despite several challenges, did not decline. One team shared that the stakeholder 
engagement in their district improved. The Check & Connect teams made efforts to reach out to families 
and help them connect with the school. The Check & Connect teams thought that they also invested 
time in solving parents’ problems, giving them appropriate information, and advocating on the family’s 
behalf. Check & Connect mentors delivered care packages to the families and disseminated information 
on meal programs. One participant noted that parents appreciate the non-judgmental manner in which 
the Check & Connect mentors engage with them.  


Two teams noted that they would like to have more involvement of teachers in the program. Focus 
group participants also mentioned the special education department, the Indian Education Department 
and Office of Black Student Achievement as important stakeholders with whom they would like to build 
a relationship to continue supporting American Indian and Black students with disabilities.  


Stakeholder feedback. When asked which stakeholder groups have been the most important to your 
team/district to inform your Check & Connect implementation, the participants responded that 
teachers, other school staff, and building administrators are the most important source of information 
for them. They are also the most important stakeholders for communicating Check & Connect progress 
updates. For example, one member commented: 
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“The best source of information for us is at the site level. And we do share out our 
information with them on several different modes. We often publish communications in 
our district newsletter about Check & Connect, and we celebrate the successes, but boots 
on the ground are where we get the best information.” 


Another participant highlighted DCA’s role in giving relevant feedback to the Check & Connect teams. 
They said: 


“The DCA has been one of our greatest tools and has been really helpful to gather Check 
& Connect feedback. In the DCA, we have conversations about what else we can do to 
support and expand the program. Lots of great ideas come out of these discussions (as a 
result of the DCA).” 


Involvement with the PACER Center. Two districts noted that prior to the pandemic, they organized 
family nights for Check & Connect students with the PACER Center. The PACER Center facilitated an 
information session with families and shared resources with them. Participants from one district added 
that the PACER Center had shared IEP conversation cards with them, which they have distributed out to 
teachers and families. Two districts noted that even though the PACER Center did a few training 
seminars with them initially, they are not involved in the Check & Connect program any longer. 
However, the districts added that they would like to work with them again.  


Strategies for ensuring future sustainability 


One participant thought that while the dedicated mentor model is useful, using existing staff—teachers, 
para-educators, and school counselors—helps ensure the sustainability of efforts. She further added 
that the support for American Indian and Black students with disabilities could be strengthened by 
providing training on the importance of relationships with students to all the school staff. She believed 
that once the school staff realizes how the change happens through relationships, all the student-
support programs will thrive. DIT members of other districts echoed this sentiment by sharing their 
efforts of giving Check & Connect training to school counselors and social workers. This district team 
believed that the social workers and counselors would be able to continue the Check & Connect efforts 
after the SPDG grant is over. 


Members of two school district teams shared that they have received backing from school and district 
leadership as they were successful in showing improvement in the academic performance of Check & 
Connect students. These two teams shared that they used SEI and student academic reports to 
demonstrate success. They enhanced the value of the Check & Connect program by aligning it with the 
district’s strategic plan. The teams also communicated Check & Connect success in reducing academic 
disparities to the school principals, due to which the principals are now ready to support the program. 
One district shared that they wrote a grant to expand the program to new schools, enhancing their 
sustainability.  


What worked: Strategies and activities that improved the Check & Connect program implementation 


During the focus group conversations, participants shared several strategies that contributed to the 
success of the Check & Connect program in their district. The strategies they shared include:  
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• Having a dedicated Check & Connect coordinator to support mentors and make the program 
visible and helpful to district leadership; 


• Having a building level professional leadership team to help mentors track and interpret the Check 
& Connect data to improve their performance; 


• Aligning Check & Connect program with districts’ strategic plan; 
• Using data from the SEI and students’ report cards to demonstrate improvement in academic 


performance of American Indian and Black students with disabilities; 
• Investing in building a system to reduce person-dependency in the Check & Connect program; 
• Keeping building administrators informed about Check & Connect updates and offering Check & 


Connect resources to address building-level challenges; 
• MDE support on using implementation science; and 
• ICI training team’s support to understand the implementation and use of Check & Connect 


instruments. 


Regional Capacity Assessment 


As has been shared in prior SSIP Phase III reports, the primary purpose of the Regional Capacity 
Assessment (RCA) is to assist regional education agencies in their efforts to effectively support districts. 
The capacity of a regional education agency (REA) refers to the systems, activities, and resources that 
are necessary for a REA to be able to facilitate district-level implementation of effective innovations. 
Over the past five years, the Core Management Team has used RCA results to identify areas for 
providing guidance and coaching to TZ team members to develop formal documented implementation 
plans. Using the RCA results, as well as other implementation data (i.e., multiple DCAs, Check & Connect 
fidelity data, Student/Mentor Scaling Form, DIT interviews, student focus group data, and District Visit 
Summary Forms), the SSIP Core Management Team continues to refine plans and work to address areas 
such as improving planning and communications across teams, providing targeted professional 
development for TZ team members, and improving measures for evaluating team capacity to support 
districts. It is expected that MDE will continue to use the RCA to evaluate the capacity development of 
restructured or new “regional” teams and their ability to support districts in their capacity to implement 
identified evidence-based practices while simultaneously informing the Core Management Team on 
what supports to provide to those regional teams.  


Figure 2 shows the subscale and total scores for each administration; as a reminder the differences 
between version 1 used in 2017 and version 2 used in subsequent years are sizeable enough that the 
scores should not be directly compared. Three of the four domain scores on this year’s RCA 
administration were maintained (Leadership, Organization, Stage-based Functioning) and one increased 
(Competency). Maintenance in Leadership domain can be tied to Core Management Team and other TZ 
team members providing continuing, dedicated professional development time during TZ Team 
meetings and the use of various data by teams for supporting continuous improvement at the district 
level. Growth in Competency is also tied to increased applied professional development opportunities, 
continuing to examine the use of the AI Frameworks and district team use of scaling, fidelity, and 
capacity data. 


  



https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/resources/regional-capacity-assessment-rca

https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/resources/regional-capacity-assessment-rca
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Fig. 2: Regional Capacity Assessment Subscale and Total Scores, 2017-2021 


 


B.4 Implementation of Evidence-based Practice: Check & Connect 


SPDG Program Measure 2: Participants in SPDG professional development demonstrate improvement 
in implementation of SPDG-supported practices over time. 


This program measure evaluates the extent to which selected evidence-based practices were 
implemented as intended through the use of a fidelity measure. Fidelity measures are intended to help 
determine how well the selected evidence-based practice is implemented and whether the core 
features of the practice are in place. As reported in the 2017 Phase III submission, MDE used the Check 
& Connect Mentor Self-Assessment as a measure of fidelity to ensure school staff are adhering to 
implementing the program core components for successful implementation. A summary of the mentor 
self-assessment results are reported below. It is important to note that one district changed their Check 
& Connect service model this year, as mentioned earlier in this report, which delayed the timing of 
recruiting and training of staff mentors until winter 2021. Therefore, that district did not collect or 
report any Check & Connect data at the time of this SSIP submission. 


Check & Connect Training Evaluations 


Few Check & Connect trainings were delivered this school year due to the small number of new mentors 
and the COVID-19 pandemic; therefore, no formal training evaluation information was collected. One 
partner district conducted targeted Check & Connect training; however, given the format and structure 
of the training, they did not collect data with which to evaluate the training.  


Check & Connect Mentor Self-Assessment Data 


The Mentor Self-Assessment requires Check & Connect mentors to evaluate the level of implementation 
of the elements of the four core components of Check & Connect, which include 1) mentor behaviors, 



http://www.checkandconnect.org/

http://www.checkandconnect.org/
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2) check-in activities, 3) connecting with students, and 4) engagement with families. Within each core 
component of the Check & Connect framework, key elements are identified along with corresponding 
descriptions. Mentors rate the level of implementation using a four-point scale that includes the 
following choices: 1-Not happening here; 2-Plans are in place to implement this but it has not begun; 3-
This is beginning to be implemented; 4-This is in place and we have evidence that it has occurred. A more 
detailed review of each of the elements that make up the core components is available in prior years’ 
SSIP reports.  


Fall 2020 was the only data collection point during the project period; data were not collected in Winter 
2020 due to increased district staff stressors as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. Having only one data 
collection opportunity in 2020, this report compares Fall 2019 with Fall 2020 Self-Assessment data. Fifty 
(50) mentors in three of the four partner districts participated in the self-assessment. When looking at 
this data, it is important to remember the significant disruption to schools and the delivery of services 
and supports brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic. As can be seen in Figure 3, aggregate data 
indicate that nearly all mentors report that the “Mentor” component is either just being implemented 
or is in place with evidence (96% 2019, 95% 2020). A similar trend can be seen in the “Check“ 
component of the self–assessment where mentors (100% 2019, 95% 2020) report that this component 
is either just being implemented or is in place with evidence. For the “Connect“ and “Engagement“ 
components, however, fewer mentors considered the components to be either just being implemented 
or in place with evidence during Fall 2020 (89% Connect, 88% Engagement) when compared to Fall 2021 
(98% Connect, 98% Engagement). This finding is likely reflective of challenges due to the COVID-19 
pandemic and changing formats of education delivery, including the delivery of education supports, 
suggesting that the Connect and Engagement components were the most significantly affected by the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Figure 3 provides aggregate summary data for each element of the self-assessment 
with regards to its level of implementation. 


Fig. 3: Check & Connect Mentor Self-Assessment Fall 2019 and Fall 2020 Comparison 


 







21 


When considering these data and the potential impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, it is interesting to 
consider the assessments of new mentors, who have been mentoring only during the pandemic, and 
continuing mentors, who have more context for pandemic-related programmatic changes. Notably for 
all four components, a much larger percentage of continuing mentors reported that the component was 
either beginning to happen or in place with evidence, as shown in Figure 4. While this difference is 
present for all components, it is particularly dramatic for Engagement, for which 91% of continuing 
mentors and only 33% of new mentors reported that it was “beginning to happen” or “in place with 
evidence.” While these data include only three (3) new mentors, this gives some idea of why there 
might have been a decrease in the assessment of these components during the COVID-19 pandemic.  


Figure 4: Comparison of Mentors’ Self-Assessment Ratings Based on Years of Experience-Fall 2019 


 


Check & Connect Fidelity Measures 


This reporting period represents the third year that partner districts are using the Check & Connect 
fidelity measure instruments. To ensure appropriate use of and fidelity to the instruments, Check & 
Connect trainers provided training to both coordinators and mentors in each partner district prior to 
use. In addition, the Check & Connect trainer provided training and ongoing technical assistance to 
partner districts during the initial administration of both the Practice Profile and the Fidelity Survey. 
Results for both are reported in the sections below.  


Check & Connect Practice Profile  


The purpose of the Practice Profile is to guide the Check & Connect mentor through the 
implementation of the Check & Connect Comprehensive Student Engagement Model. The critical 
components of the Check & Connect mentor position include: building relationships with students; 
systematic monitoring and analysis of student-level “check” data; providing personalized “connect” 
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interventions; and engaging with families. The resulting mentor profile also guides the Check & 
Connect coordinator in designing the necessary supports for the mentor’s implementation of these 
critical components. Mentors and coordinators use this profile throughout the year to discuss the 
mentor’s development of skills and practices related to the Check & Connect mentor position. 


The Check & Connect coordinator obtains the Practice Profile and reviews it with the mentor to 
determine the current level of proficiency. Coordinators and mentors use these data to guide 
coaching and support activities for the mentor.  


Practice Profile results are reported for forty-one (41) mentors across three (3) of the four (4) 
partner districts. Statewide, 36% of mentors rated themselves proficient on 80%-100% of practices 
out of 10 practices included in the Practice Profile, a decrease of 5% from the previous reporting 
period (41% for 2019-20). The percentage of mentors who indicated they were proficient on 70%-
79% of practices decreased from 20% (2019-20) to 12% (2020-21). The number of mentors who 
were proficient on 60%-69% of practices increased to 24% (2020-21) from 15% (2019-20). Figure 5 
below represents a comparison of mentors’ proficiency level on the 10 Practice Profile elements 
from 2018-19 to 2019-20 to 2020-21. In general, the data suggests that the proficiency of mentors in 
the 2020-21 school year may have decreased somewhat, which, again, must be interpreted within 
the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. 


Figure 5: Comparison of Mentor Practice Profile Proficiency Levels: 2019-2021 


 


Figure 6 provides more detailed data on the performance on mentors on each Check & Connect 
practice across a three-year comparison. Results of data collected during this reporting period 
indicated that mentors will need continued coaching and support with regards to seven (7) areas of 
the Practice Profile in which proficiency levels for 2020-21 fall below 80%. Notably, mentors showed 
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increases in proficiency compared to the previous year in several key areas:  connect capacity 
building (17% increase) and promoting participation/affiliation with school (14% increase). These 
practices are particularly notable and needed given the realities of COVID-19. 


Figure 6: Comparison of Mentors Proficiency Across Practices: 2019-2021 


 


The greatest losses in proficiency levels from the last reporting period to this reporting period 
include systematic monitoring (23% decrease), focusing on alterable variables (15% decrease), and 
connecting and engaging with families (14% decrease). Further analyses will need to be conducted 
to determine the dip in proficiency levels for these Practice Profile practices and how the COVID-19 
pandemic and related disruptions to educational delivery may have played a role in these decreases. 
These data will be used by the Check & Connect trainer/TA support specialist to guide continued 
training and support to mentors in each partner district.  
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Check & Connect Monthly Fidelity Survey 


The Check & Connect Monthly Fidelity Survey measures the extent to which mentors are 
implementing the core components of Check & Connect. Information from the Check & Connect 
Monthly Fidelity Survey is used by coordinators and DITs as they complete the Check & Connect 
program-level self-assessment. For purposes of the SSIP evaluation, a sample of Check & Connect 
Monthly Fidelity Survey data was collected at five time points during the reporting period, 
representing 41 mentors across three of the four partner districts. Statewide overall, 64% of 
mentors have achieved an average of 80% or above fidelity level across monthly forms, reflecting a 
31% increase in fidelity level as reported from the last evaluation cycle. Seventy-four percent (74%) 
of mentors performed at the 80% fidelity level on at least one monthly form. Data remained fairly 
consistent across four of five months with fidelity measurements ranging from 67% in December 
2020 to 80% in February 2021. The exception is the month of October 2020, in which fidelity was 
reported at 53%. Since this was the first month of data collection in this school year, it is likely that 
fidelity that month was related to ongoing challenges with adapting to COVID-19 realities and 
protocols. Overall program fidelity over time can be seen in Figure 7: Overall Program Fidelity. 


Figure 7: Overall Program Fidelity—October 2020-February 2021 


 


In addition to examining overall program fidelity, evaluators wanted to examine the extent to which 
there were any differences in fidelity between those mentors who were new (N=17) to their 
position, starting mentoring in the 2020-2021 school year, as compared to continuing mentors 
(N=24) who have served as a mentor in at least one previous school year. As can be seen in Figure 8 
below, new mentors were consistently higher on fidelity compared to continuing mentors, though 
this gap closed over the period of data collection. It is likely that continuing mentors were leveraging 
relationships with students and families to troubleshoot problems related to the COVID-19 
pandemic and accessing education while new mentors were trained within the context of COVID-19 
to specifically deliver the Check & Connect intervention. These data are presented in Figure 8: 
Fidelity Survey Comparison: Continuing v. New Mentors.  
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Figure 8: Fidelity Survey Comparison: Continuing v. New Mentors—October 2020-February 2021 


 


These results also extend to comparing fidelity rates for new versus continuing mentors on 
individual practices. Again, new mentors have higher rates of fidelity across all practices, as can be 
seen in Figure 9: Fidelity Practices Comparison. This is likely due to similar reasons noted above. 


Figure 9: Fidelity Survey—Fidelity of Practices: Continuing v. New Mentors 


 


Fidelity data can also be broken down by looking at the number of students an individual mentor 
supports. Mentors who support two or fewer students are likely to have other responsibilities at 
the school or district, which might influence the fidelity at which the mentor implements the Check 
& Connect intervention. As can be seen in Figure 10 below, mentors with three or more students 
average 79% fidelity across all students and months, while those mentors with two or fewer 
students average 71% fidelity across all students and months. These differences must be 







26 


interpreted with caution as there are only three (3) mentors represented in this data who support 
three or more students. 


Figure 10: Fidelity Survey Comparison by Caseload Size 


 


There are two specific Check & Connect strategies in which both groups tended to have similar 
levels of fidelity of implementation. These included the “Record Data” strategy where mentors with 
fewer students had a slightly lower level of implementation (68%) as compared to mentors with 
three or more students on their caseload (73%) while data for the “Communicate with Families” 
revealed similar results: 57% fidelity for mentors with two or fewer students as compared to 61% for 
mentors with three or more. However, mentors with low caseloads tended to have a lower fidelity 
level across the remaining three practice: determine risk, share data, and discuss staying in school. 
Data indicate that those mentors with larger caseloads tend to consistently have higher fidelity rates 
across all Check & Connect practices. These differences in fidelity level relative to specific Check & 
Connect practices by mentor group may reflect the notion that mentor models with dedicated staff 
where mentoring is the only responsibility, may have a greater impact and be a more effective 
model.  


Student Engagement—the SEI and Student Focus Groups 


As noted above in discussion of District Implementation interviews, while Check & Connect was 
important and essential for students and families in navigating challenges related to COVID-19 and its 
resulting changes to educational delivery, this complexity significantly affected data collection. Given 
limited time and resources, partner districts prioritized other issues, such as getting students connected 
to school, troubleshooting internet and space issues, and delivering care packages to families to assist 
during this time. These data collection challenges extended in a particularly significant way SEI data 
collection. Partner districts reported that they were encountering problems in connecting students to 
internet for schools and getting them to attend class. While districts made multiple attempts to collect 
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survey information, staff were unable to get enough students to complete the SEI to make data 
reporting reliable. Therefore, summary SEI data is not included in this year’s report.  


In addition, the Core Management Team and external evaluation team consulted with districts regarding 
the feasibility of gathering students in a virtual setting to participate in focus group interviews. Teams 
discussed various creative ways to attempt to do so, but the challenges, timing and barriers created 
significant stressors to an already difficult year for students, families and staff. Therefore, student focus 
group data is not included in this report; however, MDE will continue to work with districts to find ways 
to continue to capture students’ voices regarding the impact of this project on their school experience 
and future outcomes. 


SPDG Program Measure 3: Projects use SPDG professional development funds to provide follow-up 
activities designed to sustain the use of SPDG-supported practices. 


SPDG Program Measure 3 is intended to demonstrate that SPDG funds are being used efficiently to 
provide professional development training, coaching, and evaluation leading to improved and sustained 
use of evidence-based practices. In the case of SPDG funds supporting Minnesota’s SSIP implementation 
activities, MDE oversees and monitors the activities for which funds are expended related to SPDG 
Program Measures 1 and 2. Program measure targets are regularly monitored by MDE’s SPDG Project 
Director, Project Coordinator, and MDE fiscal management staff. Analysis of Program Measure 3 
supports MDE and district administrators in using fiscal allocation and expenditure data for determining 
needs for training, coaching, sustaining capacity and implementation improvements, as well as planning 
for scale up of evidence-based practice implementation, including how those practices will be 
maintained once SPDG fiscal supports have ended. 


Minnesota is in the sixth, no-cost extension year of our SPDG grant which has been used to support 
Minnesota’s SSIP implementation in each of the current four partner districts. Over the life of SSIP 
implementation, SPDG funds have provided fiscal support to districts for planning and implementation 
of selected evidence-based practices, and to MDE for staff who provide technical assistance and grant 
management related to these activities in those districts. As part of the SPDG Annual Performance 
Report, MDE will report the full status of SPDG Program Measure 3 by June 2021. That report will 
include final detailed expenditure reports for each year of the grant. The current SPDG budget is on-
track to provide all necessary fiscal support for budgeted SPDG Goal 1 and SSIP activities. This past grant 
year partner districts used SPDG funds to support implementation and scaling up of Check & Connect, 
including program coordinator positions, mentors, and family engagement activities documented in 
annual work plans at the beginning of the school year, with associated budgets planned accordingly. 
Districts continue to identify potential local fund sources to sustain implementation of Check & Connect.  


While noted in last year’s report, it is worth repeating an important lesson learned from our work to 
align the use of SPDG funds with Minnesota’s SSIP implementation work, and the incongruent nature 
between the SPDG grant structure to expend grant funds at the same rate over the life of a five-year 
grant, versus the science of implementation which reveals that a much longer timeline is needed at the 
start of the implementation process where large funds may be difficult to expend in a short timeframe. 
In the case of Minnesota’s SSIP partner districts, during the initial stages of exploration and installation, 
they expended only a portion of their allocated SPDG funds in the initial three years of implementation. 
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Section C: Stakeholder Engagement in the SSIP 
MDE staff and a broad scope of stakeholders from across Minnesota continue to provide support, 
guidance, and input into Minnesota’s SSIP. The Core Management Team leads the SSIP process while 
advisory groups and district stakeholders have been and continue to be involved at various stages over 
the past six years. On the whole, each group was involved in providing information, input, and feedback 
that was considered and evaluated as part of the SSIP development and evaluation process. Below is a 
description of each group and their overall role in SSIP development, management, and evaluation. 
While stakeholder groups continue to be involved in various aspects of Minnesota’s SSIP 
implementation, there were no significant stakeholder group changes during the 2019-20 school year. 
Historical stakeholder engagement information is included in this report for continuity purposes 
regarding stakeholder engagement. 


SSIP Core Management Team  


Over the course of Phase II and continuing in Phase III, SSIP Core Management Team members evolved 
and changed over time. Currently, the team includes MDE’s Division of Special Education’s Director and 
all Supervisors, which includes the Part B Data Manager. Other Division staff participate when needed 
including a State Implementation Specialist, State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) Project 
Manager, Data Analyst, the Director of Indian Education, SSIP evaluation team, and purveyors of 
evidence-based practices. To align the SPDG plan work and grant management team, Core Management 
Team members may also include agency fiscal management staff. The Core Management Team sets the 
agendas for SSIP planning, meetings with MDE’s Transformation Zone and district implementation 
teams, and prepares data and other information to share with various internal and external stakeholder 
groups. The Results and Improvement Unit Supervisor works with the Core Management Team to set 
out timelines for specific tasks and provides necessary organization and process management on SSIP 
development and implementation. At least quarterly, the Core Management Team meetings included 
members of the Systems Improvement Group, the SSIP external evaluator, and the University of 
Minnesota, purveyors of Check & Connect. These meetings continue to be helpful for reviewing 
evaluation expectations, improved communication between MDE teams, evaluators, and district teams, 
and reviewing data collection and evaluation results. 


SSIP Transformation Zone Team 


The SSIP Transformation Zone (TZ) Team consists of MDE Division of Special Education staff participating 
in one of four MDE District Implementation Teams supporting each of the current four partner districts. 
Using their integrated and compensatory knowledge and experiences in implementation science, data, 
facilitation, and project management the team is designed to engage in distributed leadership and work 
to improve the identification, selection, implementation, and sustainability of evidence-based practices 
at a district level. The team also serves as a collaborative learning and teaching community, explicitly 
building mutual skills, knowledge, and capacity to generalize outcome-based work and results across the 
Special Education Division. The team is charged with various tasks including the development of norms 
related to data use to guide ongoing improvement, use of common tools and activities to standardize 
efforts across MDE district teams, and establishing linked communication protocols between the Core 
Management Team, MDE District Implementation Teams, and partner District Implementation Teams. 
The process teams follow balances the individual context and needs of each district with standard 
implementation processes to support and evaluate effective implementation. 



https://nirn.fpg.unc.edu/module-5/topic-4-transformation-zones
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Starting in spring 2017, the need emerged to design workgroups for specific needs that were identified 
through regular meetings and feedback from members to the Core Management Team. Currently, there 
are three workgroups; their roles and functions are described below. Each group developed a Terms of 
Reference/Linked Communication Protocol to guide how these workgroups interface and support the 
Transformation Zone Team and Core Management Team.  


• Implementation Specialist Workgroup: Their role is to guide the application of implementation 
science knowledge, skills, and abilities to MDE District Partnership efforts. MDE staff with field 
experience using implementation science, who are charged with making informed 
recommendations/decisions on how to apply the Active Implementation Frameworks (AIFs) to 
MDE District Partnership work in the following ways:  


o Use AIFs, tools, and measurements accurately (with fidelity),  
o Operationalize constructs and practices in context,  
o Provide rationales and real life, illustrative implementation examples,  
o Develop and document standardized processes (e.g., prioritize scope and sequence, 


experience checklist) to explicitly guide and improve the efficiency of this work, and  
o Build the implementation knowledge, skills, and capacity of MDE and district 


implementation team members. 


• Data Workgroup: Their role is to guide the development of a Decision Support Data System 
(DSDS) including the identification, use, and maintenance of quantitative and qualitative data to 
support ongoing MDE District Partnership efforts. MDE staff with experience using quantitative 
and qualitative data are charged with making informed decisions/recommendations on topics 
related to: data identification, use, effectiveness, retrieval, support, and maintenance. Members 
will support MDE District Partnership work in the following ways:  


o Liaise between the Core Management Team, Transformation Zone (TZ) Team, MDE 
District Support Teams, and MN Information Technology around data related topics; 


o Train and coach data retrieval, summarization, use, reporting, management, analysis, 
and visualization skills;  


o Coordinate and maintain data (retrieval, storage, privacy, tool/software for all to use);  
o Standardize collection, aggregation, and summarization of data (e.g., effort, fidelity, 


outcome) to improve student outcomes; and 
o Evaluate the utility and efficacy of collected data and make recommendations for 


needed changes. 


• Facilitation Workgroup: Their role is to guide the facilitation process while supporting ongoing 
MDE District Partnership efforts. Group members are supporting MDE District Partnership work 
in the following ways:  


o Developing a facilitation tools to inform collaborative group processes; 
o Developing professional development activities to create role-play activities and 


examples from previously learned lessons from SSIP work; 
o Actively assisting SSIP teams through developing, delivering, and modeling group 


facilitation and other strategies to support MDE/district communication; and 
o Reviewing District Visit Summary (DVS) forms to identify trends and examples of issues 


or challenges that can guide professional development for TZ Team members.  
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SSIP Leadership Team 


The SSIP Leadership Team is a broader group of MDE stakeholders, comprised of representatives from 
MDE’s Divisions of Special Education, Compliance and Assistance, Data Analytics, School Support, 
Student Support, and the Special Education Advisory Panel. The School Support Division represents staff 
supporting MDE’s school improvement implementation including our Statewide Systems of Support and 
Regional Centers of Excellence, educator professional development and evaluation. The Student Support 
Division provides oversight of Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) implementation such as Title I, Title III 
(English Learners), and Neglected and Delinquent programs, as well as oversight of services for students 
who are homeless/highly mobile through the McKinney-Vento Act. During Phase I, Leadership Team 
responsibilities included reviewing and discussing data and agency infrastructure, considering SSIP goals 
in the context of their respective division’s agency work, engaging in preliminary root cause analysis 
discussions, and providing feedback and direction to the Core Team during each step of the process.  


As MDE supports districts to implement their Minnesota World’s Best Workforce plans and our new 
ESSA plan, the Special Education Division has had opportunities to share the progress of our SSIP work 
and district partnerships with division leaders and staff across MDE. As MDE works to develop and 
improve ways we provide support and technical assistance to districts, the SSIP work and district 
partnerships is being noticed and acknowledged as a way of doing business that both builds district and 
state capacity and brings about results over time.  


District Implementation Teams-Partner District Stakeholders 


Four districts were identified as partners for capacity-building support through the SSIP: Duluth, 
Minneapolis, Osseo, and Saint Paul. Teams across the districts typically include the following staff: 
Director of Special Education, special education administrators, project coordinators, a Check & Connect 
Coordinator, data specialist, and representatives from other district departments such as Indian 
Education or Equity and Diversity. MDE teams met with district teams on a regular basis throughout 
Phase II to discuss the overall SSIP plan, identifying key outcomes expected from the partnership, and 
began the process of identifying an evidence-based practice on which to focus for implementation to 
improve graduation outcomes for American Indian and Black students with disabilities. As part of the 
planning meetings, membership in each district’s implementation team was discussed as well as 
planning for stakeholder engagement. During the first year of Phase III, MDE and District 
Implementation Teams (DITs) developed and refined plans and timelines for SSIP implementation, 
involving relevant stakeholders at various stages of implementation progress, and evaluation reporting. 
MDE district team members and DITs meet at least monthly to discuss implementation progress, review 
and analyze relevant data, and address district needs or barriers to implementation. Information from 
these meetings is summarized in MDE’s District Visit Summary (DVS) forms which is a data source and 
tool for continuous improvement. 


Advisory Groups 


MDE utilizes a variety of advisory groups to share information about the SSIP and gather feedback about 
the plan. These groups include the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP), the Special Education 
Directors’ Forum, the Special Education Higher Education (IHE) Forum, Indian Home School Liaisons, and 
other stakeholder groups. Information and data have been presented and discussed at SEAP meetings, 
the Directors’ Forum, and IHE Forum since 2013. SEAP members have advised the Core Management 
and other teams on all aspects of the SSIP. Members of the Directors’ Forum, IHE Forum, and Indian 
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Home School Liaisons provided feedback as well. As the SSIP moved into implementation in Phase III, 
partner district stakeholder groups, including districts’ Special Education Advisory Committees, Indian 
Education Parent Committees, equity groups, teachers and administrators, American Indian and Black 
students with disabilities and their families, and other community stakeholders, all play key roles in 
collaborating, consulting, and providing input and feedback throughout the course of SSIP 
implementation. 


Over the years, information and requests for feedback about the progress of SSIP implementation have 
been and continue to be distributed through state organization meetings and newsletters such as the 
Division of Special Education eNews, PACER Center publications, PACER’s sponsored statewide disability 
advocacy group meetings, the Minnesota Administrators for Special Education (MASE) area meetings, 
conferences and newsletters, the Minnesota Council for Exceptional Children, GradMinnesota, and the 
Governor’s Council on Developmental Disabilities. During this past year, members of the SSIP Core 
Management and TZ Team were invited to present at the annual Minnesota Superintendents’ 
conference and MDE All-Staff meetings to share information about our SSIP work and the successes of 
MDE-district partnerships to improve outcomes for American Indian and Black students with disabilities. 
MDE uses these and other outlets for sharing information about the SSIP as well as with the stakeholder 
groups listed above. 


Stakeholder Engagement in the SSIP Evaluation 


As described in all the prior SSIP Phase III reports, stakeholders internal and external to MDE, including 
multiple members of partner districts, have provided continuous input on the implementation of the 
evaluation plan as well as on the development of specific evaluation data collection instruments and the 
annual data collection schedule. District team stakeholders have been involved in both formal and 
informal feedback processes since 2017.  


Stakeholder engagement in this year’s SSIP evaluation includes district implementation team interviews, 
improvements to fidelity survey data collection systems, and slight modifications to the Student/Mentor 
Scaling Form. As MDE continues its partnership with districts and moves through implementation 
improvement cycles, we use a continuous improvement cycle based on data and other information 
gathered that informs our stakeholder engagement efforts in the SSIP evaluation. Because this is the last 
SSIP report submission under the current SPP/APR package MDE has not included a proposed data 
collection calendar for the 2021-22 school year. MDE will use the stakeholder engagement process for 
the new SPP/APR package to gather input and feedback as we assess and consider adjustments to our 
SSIP data collection systems and evaluation processes; updates and changes will be addressed as part of 
the FFY 2020 SPP/APR submission. 
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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-- Minnesota

		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-- Minnesota

		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		0		1		2

								Subtotal		17

		618 Score Calculation						Grand Total (Subtotal X 1.14285714) = 		19.43





Indicator Calculation

		FFY 2019 APR-- Minnesota

		Indicator Calculation

		Indicator		Calculation

		A. APR Grand Total		22.00

		B. 618 Grand Total		19.43

		C. APR Grand Total (A) + 618 Grand Total (B) =		41.43

		Total N/A in APR		2

		Total N/A in 618		3.42857142

		Base		42.57

		D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) =		0.973

		E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) =		97.32

		* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618
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Minnesota  
2021 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination1 
Percentage (%) Determination 


97.5 Meets Requirements 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 16 16 100 


Compliance 20 19 95 


2021 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


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


32 2 


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


91 1 


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


32 2 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


90 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


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


53 2 


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


90 1 


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


38 2 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


88 1 


 
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." 
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Exiting Data Elements 


Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 10 2 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a  
Regular High School Diploma1 


89 2 


2021 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator2 Performance
(%)  


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2018 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
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. 


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial 
and ethnic groups in special education and related 
services due to inappropriate identification. 


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability 
categories due to inappropriate identification. 


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 95.56 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


89.58 Yes 2 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 83.82 Yes 1 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 97.32  2 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 100  2 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 100  2 


Longstanding Noncompliance   2 


Specific Conditions None   


Uncorrected identified noncompliance None   


 


 
1 When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with 


disabilities who exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma. These students meet the same 
standards for graduation as those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 
2017, “the term regular high school diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students 
in the State that is fully aligned with State standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be 
aligned to the alternate academic achievement standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA.  A regular high school 
diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, 
certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.” 


2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/1820-0624_Part_B_SPP_APR_Measurement_Table_2021_final.pdf 



https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/1820-0624_Part_B_SPP_APR_Measurement_Table_2021_final.pdf
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Minnesota
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2019-20


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 116
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 87
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 63
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 69
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 18
(1.2) Complaints pending. 5
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 24


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through all
dispute resolution processes. 47


(2.1) Mediations held. 27
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 0
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 0


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process complaints. 27
(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 25


(2.2) Mediations pending. 7
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 13


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 24
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 11
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 4


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 2
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 0
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 2
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 5
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed (including
resolved without a hearing). 17


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints filed. 4
(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 1
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 0
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered. 0
(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending. 0
(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 4


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Minnesota. These data were generated on 5/20/2021 1:29 AM EDT.
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