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Introduction

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

Executive Summary
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
65
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

LEA Structure in the District of Columbia
The DC Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) serves as the State Educational Agency (SEA) for the District of Columbia. OSSE ensures compliance with the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 20 USC. § 1400 et seq. (IDEA) for children with disabilities who receive special education and related services from local educational agencies (LEAs) and other public agencies in the District of Columbia.

In FFY 2018, the District of Columbia's student population included 13,369 children with disabilities. In FFY 2018, children in the District of Columbia were served by 65 LEAs, including the District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) and 64 public charter school LEAs.

OSSE's System of General Supervision
OSSE’s general supervision system consists of eight general supervisory components identified by the US Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP):
1. State Performance Plan (SPP)
2. Policies, Procedures, and Effective Implementation
3. Integrated Monitoring Activities
4. Fiscal Management
5. Data
6. Improvement, Correction, Incentives, and Sanctions
7. Effective Dispute Resolution
8. Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development

The District of Columbia's SPP
The District of Columbia's FFY 2013-2018 SPP established rigorous and measurable performance goals for the IDEA Part B Indicators identified by the US Department of Education. DC's SPP serves to keep the State publicly accountable for improving results for children with disabilities and also acts as a roadmap for DC's continuous efforts to improve educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities.

Policies, Procedures, and Effective Implementation
The District of Columbia's special education policies and procedures align with and support the implementation of the IDEA, and are enforceable under Title 5 of the District of Columbia’s Municipal Regulations. Regulations governing services provided in the District of Columbia Public Schools and charter schools are found in Subtitle E, Title 5, Chapter 30 (5 DCMR §E-3000-3033). LEA implementation of policies, procedures, and programs that are consistent with the IDEA and State policies and procedures is assured annually through the LEA IDEA grant application process.

OSSE has published a range of policy guidance documents on the compliant implementation of requirements described in various State policies. 
Link to District of Columbia Special Education Policies and Guidance can be found here:
http://osse.dc.gov/service/specialized-education-policies-and-regulations.

OSSE also maintains several interagency agreements designed to ensure that children with disabilities continue to receive special education and related services in cases where multiple agencies are involved in the provision of services to a child. 

Integrated Monitoring Activities
OSSE works collaboratively with LEAs/public agencies and engages in shared accountability practices to maximize success for all children with disabilities. OSSE uses multiple data sources to monitor LEAs/public agencies, including database reviews, on-site compliance monitoring, focused monitoring, review of dispute resolution activities, self-assessments, oversight of nonpublic special education schools, Phase I and Phase II IDEA Part B grant applications, and reviews of audit findings. 

OSSE's integrated monitoring system is designed to ensure timely correction of noncompliance in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02. Findings of noncompliance are issued in writing through the District of Columbia's Corrective Action Tracking System (DC-CATS). The system allows OSSE and LEAs to electronically track each finding of noncompliance, the required corrective action(s), and timelines and documentation of correction.

OSSE's fiscal team also oversees the annual fiscal audit process. In FFY 2018, LEAs that spent $750,000 or more in federal funds were required to receive a Single audit and submit a copy of the management letter to OSSE within 30 days of receipt or nine months after the end of the audit period, whichever date comes first. Additionally, all public charter schools in the District receive an annual audit regardless of the level of expenditures. 

Data on Processes and Results
OSSE's general supervision system is driven by ongoing, systemic data review processes including monitoring, dispute resolution, Section 618 data submissions, review of LEA data by indicator, and other regularly scheduled data reviews. 

OSSE has several major data systems that are key to accomplishing the systemic reviews described above. First, the Statewide Longitudinal Education Data System (SLED) houses student-level enrollment, attendance, graduation, and other data for all children in the District of Columbia. Second, the Special Education Data System (SEDS) houses Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) and Part B special education-related documentation for the District of Columbia. 

In December 2018, OSSE released the new School Transparency and Reporting (STAR) accountability system and the DC School Report Card to replace "Learn DC" and align with the requirements of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). The DC School Report Card website gives DC families a look into every public school in the District. The report card includes each school’s rating on the STAR Framework and a breadth of qualitative and quantitative information about each school. 

The DC School Report Card can be found here: https://dcschoolreportcard.org/.

Annual IDEA LEA Performance Determinations
The State uses data from multiple sources to produce annual LEA determinations in accordance with the Part B regulations at 34 CFR §§300.600 and 300.603. Annual determinations are based upon the performance of each LEA, as indicated by information provided in the SPP/APR, information obtained through monitoring visits, and any other public information made available. In making such determinations, OSSE annually assigns LEAs one of the following determination levels:
1. Meets Requirements
2. Needs Assistance
3. Needs Intervention
4. Needs Substantial Intervention

Improvement, Correction, Incentives, and Sanctions
OSSE’s Division of Systems and Supports, K-12 implements a coordinated risk-based monitoring approach across key K-12 grants. In this model, OSSE is deliberate in providing differentiated levels of oversight to LEAs based on a review of financial and programmatic data across indicators. 

OSSE also employs a range of corrections and sanctions during the annual LEA determinations process. As required by section 34 CFR sections 300.600(a) and 300.604, OSSE will apply the following enforcement actions to programs based on the program’s Determination Level which can include but are not limited:
• Advising the LEA of available sources of technical assistance and requiring the LEA to work with appropriate entities
• Directing the use of funds
• Imposing special conditions
• Requiring corrective action plans, continuous improvement plans or compliance agreements
• Recovering funds or withholding further payments

Effective Dispute Resolution
In the District of Columbia, there are several dispute resolution options available to the community, including due process hearings, mediation, and administrative state complaints. OSSE’s Office of Dispute Resolution (ODR) oversees the District of Columbia’s independent hearing office, which manages the state's due process and mediation programs. 

In FFY 2018, OSSE continued to administer the state complaint process within the Division of Systems and Support, K-12. OSSE reviews dispute resolution data collected from complaints, hearing officer determinations, letters of decision, and settlement agreements to determine whether there are District-wide or LEA level issues that can be addressed through the OSSE’s monitoring system or technical assistance systems.
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.

OSSE utilizes a range of mechanisms to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidence-based technical assessment, and support to LEAs. As noted above, data collected from monitoring activities, dispute resolution, state and federal data submissions, grant applications and assurances, and fiscal audits are used to determine state-, LEA-, and school-level needs for technical assistance, which is customized to address particular practice challenges or implementation questions that arise. 

In addition, OSSE publishes resource documents on regulations, policies, and best practices in special education and provides webinar training modules on all state-level special education policies. 

A calendar of training and technical assistance opportunities provided is maintained on OSSE's website: https://osse.dc.gov/events.

Also, to ensure that LEA/public agency staff are proficient in the use of state data systems, OSSE offers regular trainings on the use of the various State data systems.

Below is an overview of the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance related to the results for which the State received a score of zero on the Part B Results Driven Accountability Matrix-2019:

4th and 8th grade National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) results (reading/math):
OSSE continues to take advantage of technical assistance opportunities as members of the NCSI Results-Based Accountability Cross-State Learning Collaborative. OSSE joined the Results-Based Accountability Collaborative to help think through ways in which monitoring activities can further support LEAs with improving academic outcomes while they maintain compliance with IDEA regulations. In December 2019, OSSE attended the Results-Based Accountability (RBA) Cross-State Learning Collaborative (CSLC) conference hosted by the NCSI. OSSE collaborated with other states to learn and develop effective strategies to shift its focus from compliance-driven to results-driven, specifically focusing on the better use of data to support root cause analysis and drive technical assistance. OSSE will continue to receive additional support and resources from technical assistance centers to ensure the improvements in desired outcomes for students with disabilities.

OSSE participates in phone cross-state collaborative phone calls to continue discussions from the RBA Cross-State Learning Collaborative Conference.

Longstanding Noncompliance:
OSSE continues to work primarily with OSEP to address challenges related to closing out longstanding noncompliance in a manner that is appropriate and meets requirements pursuant to OSEP Memorandum 09-02.
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.

OSSE’s system of general supervision includes OSSE's Division of Teaching and Learning. The Division of Teaching and Learning oversees the professional development offered to professionals in the District of Columbia and is devoted to increasing knowledge and competence for all staff who provide services to children with disabilities. This team is comprised of subject matter experts in the areas of secondary transition, positive behavioral supports, response to intervention, content-specific instructional best practice, and requirements related to special education law and regulation. 

The State also provides multiple professional development opportunities to service providers in the District of Columbia. Professional development is geared toward ensuring that District of Columbia teachers and service providers can implement evidence-based strategies for improving student outcomes. The State provides both introductory-level professional development opportunities and advanced skill-building opportunities to encourage growth regardless of the individual practitioner’s current skill level. OSSE’s technical assistance team also works closely with its assessment team to ensure alignment and coherence between instruction and assessment. 

OSSE believes that sustained engagement with materials and concepts is most likely to result in lasting and systemic gains in professional understanding. To this end, OSSE has established multiple communities of practice in which LEAs learn strategies proven effective to help children with disabilities be successful while being educated in the least restrictive environment. 

In addition to the provision of ongoing professional development opportunities, OSSE also supports the continued skill-building of service providers in partnership with other child-serving agencies such as the Child and Family Services Administration (CFSA), the Department of Behavioral Health (DBH), and the Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services (DYRS). 

Last, OSSE works closely with the District of Columbia Public Charter School Board to ensure that charter schools receive timely information and that issues are addressed in a coordinated manner. Past examples of such efforts are the joint special education training offered each spring to opening charter schools as well as coordinated support to LEAs. OSSE uses data collected from participant surveys, focus groups, and other SEA activities to determine the need for additional areas of training, and to determine whether professional development offerings are effective in building expert knowledge and skill.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part B results indicators (y/n)

NO
Reporting to the Public
How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY17 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days following the State’s submission of its FFY 2017 APR, as required by 34 CFR §300.602(b)(1)(i)(A); and a description of where, on its Web site, a complete copy of the State’s SPP, including any revision if the State has revised the SPP that it submitted with its FFY 2017 APR in 2019, is available.

As required by 34 CFR Section 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A), the State reports to the public annually on each LEA's performance on the State's SPP/APR targets. To ensure compliance with Section 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A), OSSE posts the annual public reporting document to the State website no later than 120 days following the State's submission of the APR.

The District of Columbia's public reporting documents are posted to OSSE's website and can be found here:
http://osse.dc.gov/service/specialized-education-data-and-reports
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

With its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must provide a Web link demonstrating that the State has fully reported to the public on the performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR for FFY 2017.In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR due in February 2020, the State must report FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR). Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP. Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year 4; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); (3) a summary of the SSIP's coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies, and evidence-based practices that were implemented by the State and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities are impacting the State's capacity to  improve its SiMR data. If, in its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State is not able demonstrate progress in implementing its coherent improvement strategies, including progress in the areas of infrastructure improvement strategies or the implementation of evidence-based practices with fidelity, the State must provide its root cause analysis for each of these challenges.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

Intro - OSEP Response

States were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information. The State provided a FFY 2019 target for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.

OSEP conducted a Differentiated Monitoring and Support visit to the State on September 18, 19, 23, and 24, 2019 and is currently developing a response that will be issued under separate cover.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.

The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2019 and 2020 is Needs Assistance.  In the State's 2020 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities.  The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance. The State must report, with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.
Indicator 1: Graduation

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 

Results indicator: Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) graduating from high school with a regular high school diploma. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department of Education (Department) under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
Measurement
States may report data for children with disabilities using either the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the ESEA or an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate under the ESEA, if the State has established one.
Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), and compare the results to the target. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma. If there is a difference, explain.

Targets should be the same as the annual graduation rate targets for children with disabilities under Title I of the ESEA.

States must continue to report the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for all students and disaggregated by student subgroups including the children with disabilities subgroup, as required under section 1111(h)(1)(C)(iii)(II) of the ESEA, on State report cards under Title I of the ESEA even if they only report an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the purpose of SPP/APR reporting.

1 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	39.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	44.00%
	45.80%
	49.80%
	54.80%
	60.00%

	Data
	40.95%
	40.88%
	46.28%
	49.51%
	53.12%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	60.00%
	52.70%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As described in the FFY 2013 SPP submission, the Indicator 1 target for DC was 85% from FFY 2009 through FFY 2012. That target was not reached for DC students with IEPs during that time period, nor was it reached for DC students overall. Indeed, 85% was and still is higher than the overall graduation rate for public high school students nationally. The Indicator 1 four-year targets DC proposed in the FFY 2013 submission were adjusted downward to align with national averages and the overall graduation targets set by DC in the ESEA Flexibility Waiver that was submitted on May 12, 2012, and approved by the Department on September 5, 2014. The Indicator 1 targets were set by using DC's ESEA Waiver targets and adjusting them downward based on the average gap between the overall graduation national graduation rate and the overall national graduation rate for students with disabilities. In the final two years (FFY 2017 and FFY 2018), the targets were set to be the national average graduation rate for students with disabilities. Although these targets are lower than the targets set in DC's previous SPP, stakeholders repeatedly commented that they are still too high, given historical growth and the current overall graduation rate for all students in DC.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3.OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
Prepopulated Data

	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma
	483

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate
	1,030

	 SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695)
	10/02/2019
	Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table
	46.89%


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

	483
	1,030
	53.12%
	60.00%
	46.89%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

OSSE attributes slippage in graduation rates to a revision in one LEA's graduation policy and practices in SY 2018-19. OSSE worked with the LEA to ensure that it is meeting the state's regulatory requirements for graduation.
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.
The minimum conditions youth, including youth with IEPs, must meet to graduate with a regular diploma during the relevant time period, are specified in Title 5-A of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations. The current relevant regulatory sections are as follows:

TITLE 5-A, OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION
CHAPTER 22, GRADUATION
2203 ACADEMIC REQUIREMENTS

2203.1 The course work set forth in Subsections 2203.3 shall be required of students who enrolled in ninth (9th) grade in school year 2007-2008 and thereafter in order to be certified as eligible to receive a high school diploma.

2203.2 At the beginning of the ninth (9th) grade, students shall develop a graduation plan pacing the courses they will take to complete high school. This shall be done with the assistance of the school counselor or other school official designated by the local education agency (LEA).

2203.3 (a) A total of twenty-four (24) Carnegie Units in corresponding subjects and required volunteer community service hours shall have been satisfactorily completed for graduation.

(b) The following Carnegie Units in the following subjects shall be required:
COURSES UNIT(S)
English 4.0
Mathematics must include Algebra 1, Geometry, and Algebra II at a minimum 4.0
Science; must include three (3) lab sciences 4.0
Social Studies; must include World History 1 and 2, United States History; United 4.0
States Government, and District of Columbia History
World Language 2.0
Art 0.5
Music 0.5
Physical Education/Health 1.5
Electives 3.5
TOTAL 24.0

(c) At least two (2) of the twenty four (24) Carnegie Units for graduation must include a College Level or Career Preparatory (CLCP) course approved by the LEA and successfully completed by the student. The course may fulfill subject matter or elective unit requirements as deemed appropriate by the LEA. CLCP courses approved by the LEA may include
courses at other institutions.

(d) All students must enroll in Algebra I no later than tenth (10th) grade commencing with the 2016-2017 school year, unless the school is approved for a waiver pursuant to Subsection 2203.7.

(e) For all students entering the ninth (9th) grade beginning school year 2009-2010, one (1) of the three (3) lab science units, required by paragraph (a) of this subsection, shall be a course in Biology.

(f) In addition to the twenty-four (24) Carnegie Units, one hundred (100) hours of volunteer community service shall be satisfactorily completed. The specific volunteer community service projects shall be established by the LEA.

(g) One and one half (1.5) Carnegie Units in health and physical education shall not be required for the evening program high school diploma.

2203.4 An LEA may establish specialized or career-focused programs or courses of study, which lead to the high school diploma in accordance with Subsection 2203.3. These courses of study can include academic, performing arts, science, and mathematics, and career or vocational education focuses or other areas of concentration. The programs or courses of study may require additional coursework.

2203.5 Electives taken to fulfill the requirements of Subsection 2203.4 shall be required to be taken in courses established by the LEA for each area of concentration in order to receive certification in the area of concentration.

2203.6 Each student who completes the requirements for specialized or career-focused courses of study established under Subsection 2203.4 shall receive appropriate recognition on the student's diploma.

2203.7 Beginning with School Year 2016-2017:
(a) The District of Columbia Public Schools (“DCPS”) or the Public Charter School Board (“PCSB”) may waive the Carnegie Unit requirement set forth in Subsection 2203.3 for a school seeking to award competency-based unit(s), as defined in this chapter, accordingly:

(1) A school that seeks a waiver from the Carnegie Unit requirement to award competency-based unit(s) shall submit an application to either the DCPS or PCSB. If a charter school is part of an LEA, the application must be submitted to the PCSB through the LEA;

(2) Applications for a waiver to award competency-based unit(s) shall be in the format established by the Office of the State Superintendent of Education (“OSSE”) and contain the information required by OSSE; and

(3) The DCPS or PCSB, respectively, shall review the school’s application in accordance with the standards and requirements established by OSSE. If the school’s application meets the standards and requirements established by OSSE, the DCPS or PCSB, respectively shall approve the school’s application for a waiver to award competency-based unit(s);

(b) [RESERVED]

(c) OSSE shall make publicly available aggregated evidence of annual implementation of Subsections 2203.7(a) in a summative report no later than three years after initial implementation, and annually thereafter, to share best practices and lessons learned from implementation.

All other requirements are administrative in nature, e.g. a requirement to enroll and regularly attend for a minimum of eight (8) consecutive months prior to graduation unless certain transfer requirements are met.
Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The FFY 2019 target for graduation was lowered from the FFY 2018 target to align with the target set in D.C.'s ESSA State Plan that was approved by the U.S. Department of Education. The FFY 2013-2018 APR targets for graduation were established before the passing of the ESSA.
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

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

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Data Source
OPTION 1:

Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), using the definitions in EDFacts file specification C009.

OPTION 2:

Use same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012.

Measurement
OPTION 1:

States must report a percentage using the number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out in the numerator and the number of all youth with IEPs who left high school (ages 14-21) in the denominator.

OPTION 2:

Use same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

Use 618 exiting data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018). Include in the denominator the following exiting categories: (a) graduated with a regular high school diploma; (b) received a certificate; (c) reached maximum age; (d) dropped out; or (e) died.
Do not include in the denominator the number of youths with IEPs who exited special education due to: (a) transferring to regular education; or (b) who moved, but are known to be continuing in an educational program.

OPTION 2:

Use the annual event school dropout rate for students leaving a school in a single year determined in accordance with the National Center for Education Statistic's Common Core of Data.

If the State has made or proposes to make changes to the data source or measurement under Option 2, when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012, the State should include a justification as to why such changes are warranted.

Options 1 and 2:

Data for this indicator are “lag” data. Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), and compare the results to the target.
Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth and, if different, what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs. If there is a difference, explain.

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2012
	6.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	5.80%
	5.60%
	5.30%
	5.10%
	4.80%

	Data
	16.74%
	8.08%
	23.79%
	19.84%
	19.96%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	4.60%
	4.60%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 2
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	496

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by receiving a certificate (b)
	73

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c)
	2

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d)
	793

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e)
	0


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)

YES

If yes, provide justification for the changes below.  
OSSE changed its reporting methodology in DC's FFY 2012 APR submission to begin using an adjusted cohort dropout rate calculation. Since that submission, OSSE has calculated the rate as follows:
(# of students in cohort with IEP who dropped out) / (# of students in cohort with IEP)
Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

Change numerator description in data table (yes/no)
YES
Change denominator description in data table (yes/no)

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
OSSE calculated the status dropout rate using the Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate Cohort as the student universe
for Indicator 2. The official calculation is (# of students in cohort with IEP who dropped out)/(# of students in cohort
with IEP), where students are identified as having an IEP if they had an active IEP at any point during or since their
verified first ninth-grade year.

For this report, OSSE calculated the metric using the cohort whose First Ninth Grade Year was SY 2014-15, hence were due to be four-year graduates in SY 2017-18. Dropout students are considered any students of the Adjusted Cohort who were non-graduates as of August 31, 2018, and who did not enroll during SY 2017-18. 
Additionally, students who received a GED or IEP certificate by August 31, 2018, were not considered dropouts.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out
	Total number of High School Students with IEPs by Cohort
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	190
	1,030
	19.96%
	4.60%
	18.45%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
Dropout students are considered any students of the Adjusted Cohort who were non-graduates as of August 31, 2018, and who did not enroll during SY 2018-19. Students who received a GED or IEP certificate by August 31, 2018, were not considered drop-outs.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target. 
2 - Required Actions
Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

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
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2014


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

	A
	Overall
	87.59%
	Actual
	97.89%
	87.59%
	90.95%
	91.46%
	94.49%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2014
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Overall
	86.12%
	Actual
	98.48%
	86.12%
	91.51%
	90.98%
	94.41%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	7,708
	7,244
	94.49%
	95.00%
	93.98%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	7,683
	7,213
	94.41%
	95.00%
	93.88%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

Public Reporting Information
Provide links to the page(s) where you provide public reports of assessment results. 

OSSE’s public reporting on State-wide assessment results can be found here:
http://results.osse.dc.gov/ (information on this page has also been provided as an attachment)

This publicly reported information can also be found in the file titled “2018-19 PARCC and MSAA Participation and Performance Results for Students with Disabilities”, located here: https://osse.dc.gov/page/2018-19-parcc-results-and-resources
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The prepopulated data accurately reflects OSSE's resubmitted EdFacts data.
3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.   
3B - Required Actions
3B - State Attachments 

The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.

[image: image2.emf]results.osseinstructi ons.pdf


Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

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
3C. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS175 and 178.

Measurement
C. Proficiency rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs scoring at or above proficient against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs who received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

Instructions
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Include information regarding where to find public reports of assessment participation and performance results, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f), i.e., a link to the Web site where these data are reported.

Indicator 3C: Proficiency calculations in this SPP/APR must result in proficiency rates for reading/language arts and mathematics assessments (combining regular and alternate) for children with IEPs, in all grades assessed (3-8 and high school), including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.

3C - Indicator Data

Reporting Group Selection
Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator.
	Group
	Group Name
	Grade
 3
	Grade 
4
	Grade 
5
	Grade
 6
	Grade 
7
	Grade 
8
	Grade
 9
	Grade 10
	Grade 11
	Grade 12
	HS

	A
	Overall
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2014
	Target >=
	
	27.00%
	27.00%
	34.00%
	42.00%

	A
	Overall
	4.20%
	Actual
	
	4.20%
	4.52%
	7.05%
	7.94%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2014
	Target >=
	
	30.00%
	30.00%
	37.00%
	48.00%

	A
	Overall
	3.90%
	Actual
	
	3.90%
	5.63%
	8.07%
	8.94%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	52.00%
	21.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	60.00%
	20.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no)

YES
Data Source: 
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec FS178; Data Group: 584)
Date: 
04/08/2020
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
	1,101
	1,156
	1,220
	1,088
	961
	881
	
	
	
	
	770

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	28
	23
	23
	13
	11
	5
	
	
	
	
	3

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	55
	61
	71
	55
	74
	65
	
	
	
	
	50

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	10
	23
	30
	35
	24
	19
	
	
	
	
	28


Data Source:  
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec FS175; Data Group: 583)
Date: 
04/08/2020
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
	1,097
	1,150
	1,216
	1,090
	959
	879
	
	
	
	
	756

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	30
	22
	10
	8
	4
	4
	
	
	
	
	2

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	117
	89
	79
	51
	30
	33
	
	
	
	
	7

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	10
	26
	36
	29
	25
	31
	
	
	
	
	25


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	7,177
	706
	7.94%
	52.00%
	9.84%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	7,147
	668
	8.94%
	60.00%
	9.35%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

OSSE’s public reporting on State-wide assessment results can be found here:
http://results.osse.dc.gov/ (information on this page has also been provided as an attachment below)

This publicly reported information can also be found in the file titled “2018-19 PARCC and MSAA Participation and Performance Results for Students with Disabilities”, located here: https://osse.dc.gov/page/2018-19-parcc-results-and-resources. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The FFY 2019 target for this indicator was lowered from the FFY 2018 target for reading and math to align with the targets set in D.C.'s ESSA State Plan that was approved by the U.S. Department of Education. The FFY 2013-2018 APR targets were established prior to the passing of the ESSA and the development of D.C.'s ESSA State Plan.
3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.   
3C - Required Actions
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable))] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.
Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons:
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or

--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the LEAs

In the description, specify which method the State used to determine possible discrepancies and explain what constitutes those discrepancies.

Indicator 4A: Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation (based upon districts that met the minimum n size requirement, if applicable). If significant discrepancies occurred, describe how the State educational agency reviewed and, if appropriate, revised (or required the affected local educational agency to revise) its policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, to ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices comply with applicable requirements.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If discrepancies occurred and the district with discrepancies had policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and that do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.

If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for 2017-2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
4A - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2016
	12.90%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	Data
	38.10%
	2.17%
	12.24%
	12.90%
	11.76%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.
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	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1
	44
	11.76%
	0.00%
	2.27%
	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)) 
The rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA compared to the rates for nondisabled children in the same LEA
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

The State defines "significant discrepancy" as the suspension or expulsion of any child with a disability for more than ten days cumulatively in a school year by an LEA at a rate that is greater than 1.5 times the equivalent rate for children without disabilities in the same LEA. In order to be identified as having significant discrepancy an LEA must meet the following criteria: 1) The LEA must meet the minimum "n" size of 40 students with IEPs; and 2) The LEA has suspended and/or expelled at least five students with disabilities (cell size), and 3) The rate of suspensions or expulsions of children with a disability within a specific racial and ethnic group is greater than 1.5 times the rate of suspensions or expulsions of all students without disabilities within the same LEA. 

In SY 2017-18, the District of Columbia had 66 LEAs. Twenty-two (22) LEAs were excluded because they did not meet the "n" size and/or cell size requirements. One of the remaining 44 LEAs met the state's definition of significant discrepancy. The one LEA that had a significant discrepancy was found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, and practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and did not comply with IDEA requirements. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017- 2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
For the one (1) LEA identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school for children with IEP's in SY 2018-19 (using SY 2017-18 data), OSSE required the completion of self-study activities and reviewed the LEA'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 determine if the LEA's policies, procedures, and practices complied with IDEA.

As part of this self-study, the LEAs were required to review a number of student records and provide existing policies, procedures, and practices for OSSE to review in comparison with regulatory requirements under the IDEA.

OSSE reviewed the results of the self-studies submitted by the LEAs, and the policies, procedures, and practices. OSSE determined that one (1) LEA did have a significant discrepancy and required revisions to their policies and practices.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

If YES, select one of the following:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
OSEP Memo 09-02 issued on October 17, 2008, provided guidance regarding the correction of previously identified noncompliance. Specifically, Memo 09-02 established that States must ensure that any noncompliance is corrected as soon as possible, but in no case, more than one year from date of identification. 

On June 30, 2019, OSSE issued an LEA-level finding of noncompliance to the LEA and required specific revision of policies, procedures, and practices from the LEAs and correction of any LEA- identified student-level noncompliance identified by the LEA during its file review. OSSE did not issue individual student-level findings as LEAs were only required to submit a tally sheet/summary of their findings.

Upon receipt of updated policies, procedures, and practices, and evidence of correction of student-level noncompliance, OSSE reviews the materials for compliance with IDEA requirements and to ensure that all required revisions had been completed. OSSE then reviews subsequent data from each LEA to ensure that each LEA correctly implements the regulatory requirements at issue. If the updated policies, procedures, and practices do not show evidence of the required revisions, OSSE provides additional guidance on changes required to render the LEA’s policies, procedures, or practices compliant with IDEA. The one-year timeline for correction of noncompliance has not yet expired for the finding, and the State’s review of LEA revisions and subsequent data is still underway.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	4
	4
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
OSSE conducted a subsequent review of LEA policies, procedures, and practices, and conducted a subsequent review of LEA discipline data to verify that the noncompliance had been corrected and that the LEAs are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement for all students with IEPs.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The LEAs identified in FFY 2017 were required to revise their policies, procedures, and practices and to correct any student level noncompliance identified by the LEA during its file review. OSSE's IDEA Monitoring Team required the LEA to submit a Continuous Improvement Plan (CIP) that aligned with the required revisions related to the significant discrepancy finding. The CIP was approved by OSSE and closely monitored throughout the school year. In addition to the CIP, the LEA was required to report to their assigned OSSE IDEA monitor on the progress of the CIP's action items. OSSE reviewed the student files to confirm the correction of student-level noncompliance. Upon correction of the student level noncompliance, OSSE reviewed additional files to verify that the LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements.

The LEA's CIP included developing a checklist for staff to use when a student with a disability is being considered for a long-term suspension and providing training(s) to staff members, which focused on building capacity.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4A - OSEP Response
 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.  

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.

Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or

--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the LEAs

In the description, specify which method the State used to determine possible discrepancies and explain what constitutes those discrepancies.

Indicator 4B: Provide the following: (a) the number of districts that met the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) the number of those districts in which policies, procedures or practices contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If discrepancies occurred and the district with discrepancies had policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and that do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.

If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for 2017-2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
Targets must be 0% for 4B.

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	2.94%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	7.14%
	2.17%
	4.08%
	2.94%
	11.76%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.
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	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity
	Number of those districts that have policies procedure, or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	3
	2
	44
	11.76%
	0%
	4.55%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

The State defines "significant discrepancy" as the suspension or expulsion of any child with a disability for more than ten days cumulatively in a school year by an LEA with a qualifying subgroup at a rate that is greater than 1.5 times the equivalent rate for nondisabled peers. In order to be identified as having significant discrepancy by race or ethnicity an LEA must meet the following criteria: 1) The LEA must meet the minimum "n" size of 40 students with IEPs; and 2) The LEA has suspended and/or expelled at least three students with disabilities in a particular racial and ethnic category (cell size), and 3) The rate of suspensions or expulsions of children with a disability within a specific racial and ethnic group is greater than 1.5 times the rate of suspensions or expulsions of all students without disabilities. 

In SY 2017-18, the District of Columbia had 66 LEAs. Twenty-two (22) LEAs were excluded because they did not meet the "n" size and/or cell size requirements. Three of the remaining 44 LEAs met the State's definition of a significant discrepancy. Two (2) of the three (3) LEAs that had a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity in a specific disability category, were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures, and practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and did not comply with IDEA requirements.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017-2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

For the three (3) LEAs that the State identified as having a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than ten days in a school year for children with IEPs in FFY 2018 (using SY 2017-18 data), the State required completion of self-study activities and reviewed the LEA's policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. 

As part of this self-study, the LEAs were required to review a number of student records and provide existing policies, procedures, and practices for OSSE to review in comparison with regulatory requirements under the IDEA. 

OSSE reviewed the results of the self-studies submitted by the LEAs, and the policies, procedures, and practices. OSSE determined that the two (2) LEAs' policies, procedures, and practices contributed to their identified significant discrepancy by race or ethnicity.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

If YES, select one of the following:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.

Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
OSEP Memo 09-02 issued on October 17, 2008, provided guidance regarding the correction of previously identified noncompliance. Specifically, Memo 09-02 established that States must ensure that any noncompliance is corrected as soon as possible, but in no case, more than one year from date of identification. 

On June 30, 2019, OSSE issued an LEA-level finding of noncompliance to the LEA and required specific revision of policies, procedures, and practices from the LEAs and correction of any student-level noncompliance identified by the LEA during its file review. OSSE did not issue individual student-level findings as LEAs were only required to submit a tally sheet/summary of their findings.

Upon receipt of updated policies, procedures, and practices, and evidence of correction of LEA-identified student-level noncompliance, OSSE reviews the materials for compliance with IDEA requirements and to ensure that all required revisions had been completed. OSSE then reviews subsequent data from each LEA to ensure that each LEA correctly implements the regulatory requirements at issue. If the updated policies, procedures, and practices do not show evidence of the required revisions, OSSE provides additional guidance on changes required to render the LEA's policies, procedures, or practices compliant with IDEA. The one-year timeline for correction of noncompliance has not yet expired for the finding, and the State’s review of LEA revisions and subsequent data is still underway.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	4
	4
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
OSSE conducted a subsequent review of LEA policies, procedures, and practices, and conducted a subsequent review of LEA discipline data to verify that the noncompliance had been corrected and that the LEAs are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement for all students with IEPs.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The LEAs identified in FFY 2017 were required to revise their policies, procedures, and practices and to correct any student level noncompliance identified by the LEA during its file review. OSSE's IDEA Monitoring Team required the LEA to submit a Continuous Improvement Plan (CIP) that aligned with the required revisions related to the significant discrepancy finding. The CIP was approved by OSSE and closely monitored throughout the school year. In addition to the CIP, the LEA was required to report to their assigned OSSE IDEA monitor on the progress of the CIP's action items. OSSE reviewed the student files to confirm the correction of student-level noncompliance. Upon correction of the student level noncompliance, OSSE reviewed additional files to verify that the LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements.

The LEA's CIP included developing a checklist for staff to use when a student with a disability is being considered for a long-term suspension and providing training(s) to staff members, which focused on building capacity.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator) for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the districts identified with noncompliance in FFY 2018 have corrected the noncompliance, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
4B- Required Actions
Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Education environments (children 6-21): Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:

A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;

B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and

C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS002.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)]times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA, explain.

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	50.00%
	53.00%
	56.00%
	59.00%
	61.00%

	A
	22.91%
	Data
	53.51%
	54.59%
	55.61%
	56.47%
	56.63%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	15.00%
	15.00%
	15.00%
	15.00%
	15.00%

	B
	18.60%
	Data
	15.64%
	15.24%
	17.38%
	15.23%
	15.31%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	15.00%
	14.00%
	13.00%
	12.00%
	11.00%

	C
	24.40%
	Data
	12.40%
	11.53%
	10.04%
	9.41%
	9.03%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	64.00%
	64.00%

	Target B <=
	14.00%
	14.00%

	Target C <=
	10.00%
	10.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	12,218

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	6,961

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	1,907

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools
	1,004

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities
	32

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements
	8


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

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

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

	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	6,961
	12,218
	56.63%
	64.00%
	56.97%
	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
	1,907
	12,218
	15.31%
	14.00%
	15.61%
	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]
	1,044
	12,218
	9.03%
	10.00%
	8.54%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

For indicator 5A, 6,961 students were served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day. The state did not meet its target, but the increase in students served in this category is indicative of the natural progression for students moving from the most restrictive setting into lesser restrictive settings.

For indicator 5B, 1,907 students were served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day. The state did not meet its target, but the increase in students served in this category is indicative of the natural progression for students moving from the most restrictive setting into lesser restrictive settings. For some students, this incremental transition will include moving into an environment with extensive academic and behavioral support outside of the regular classroom to allow for a smoother reintegration into the general education setting. 

For indicator 5C, 1,044 students were served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements. Of the 1,044 students in this category, only 40 students accounted for placements in residential facilities or homebound/hospital settings. The majority of students in this category are students who were placed in separate schools (or nonpublic schools). The state met its target and is pleased to continue to report a decrease in the number of students served in the most restrictive settings.
5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
5 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
5 - Required Actions
Indicator 6: Preschool Environments

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Preschool environments: Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a:

A. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program; and

B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS089.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education class, separate school or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA, explain.

6 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	55.00%
	56.00%
	57.00%
	58.00%
	59.00%

	A
	53.00%
	Data
	49.34%
	48.99%
	43.17%
	45.37%
	51.70%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	16.00%
	16.00%
	14.00%
	12.00%
	11.00%

	B
	18.00%
	Data
	19.92%
	4.34%
	7.75%
	16.66%
	16.21%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	60.00%
	60.00%

	Target B <=
	10.00%
	10.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	1,895

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	a1. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	927

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b1. Number of children attending separate special education class
	308

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

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b3. Number of children attending residential facility
	0


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

	A. A regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	927

	1,895
	51.70%
	60.00%
	48.92%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	327
	1,895
	16.21%
	10.00%
	17.26%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	In recent years, the District has strengthened its child find efforts, resulting in a higher identification of children ages 3 to 5 with developmental delays. OSSE conducted additional data analysis and concluded that an increased number of children with developmental delays present with significant social, emotional, and language deficits that adversely impact their ability to access learning. OSSE determined that the increases in more restrictive environments are supported by student-level data to ensure those students are being educated in their least restrictive environments.

	B
	In recent years, the District has strengthened its child find efforts, resulting in a higher identification of children ages 3 to 5 with developmental delays. OSSE conducted additional data analysis and concluded that an increased number of children with developmental delays present with significant social, emotional, and language deficits that adversely impact their ability to access learning. OSSE determined that the increases in more restrictive environments are supported by student-level data to ensure those students are being educated in their least restrictive environments.


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.   
6 - Required Actions
Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Outcomes:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Progress categories for A, B and C:

a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:

Summary Statement 1: Of those preschool children who entered the preschool program below age expectations in each Outcome, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 1: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in category (d)) divided by (# of preschool children reported in progress category (a) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (b) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (d))] times 100.

Summary Statement 2: The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 2: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (d) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (e)) divided by (the total # of preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e))] times 100.

Instructions
Sampling of children for assessment is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

In the measurement include, in the numerator and denominator, only children who received special education and related services for at least six months during the age span of three through five years.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. States will use the progress categories for each of the three Outcomes to calculate and report the two Summary Statements. States have provided targets for the two Summary Statements for the three Outcomes (six numbers for targets for each FFY).

Report progress data and calculate Summary Statements to compare against the six targets. Provide the actual numbers and percentages for the five reporting categories for each of the three outcomes.

In presenting results, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.” If a State is using the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary (COS), then the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” has been defined as a child who has been assigned a score of 6 or 7 on the COS.

In addition, list the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator, including if the State is using the ECO COS.

7 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2010
	Target >=
	75.00%
	76.00%
	76.00%
	77.00%
	78.00%

	A1
	50.00%
	Data
	82.05%
	75.33%
	85.71%
	90.62%
	84.62%

	A2
	2010
	Target >=
	63.00%
	64.00%
	64.00%
	65.00%
	66.00%

	A2
	29.20%
	Data
	69.16%
	65.70%
	73.62%
	73.38%
	65.45%

	B1
	2010
	Target >=
	82.00%
	83.00%
	83.00%
	84.00%
	85.00%

	B1
	78.30%
	Data
	80.12%
	77.57%
	87.42%
	90.38%
	85.56%

	B2
	2010
	Target >=
	63.00%
	64.00%
	64.00%
	65.00%
	66.00%

	B2
	16.70%
	Data
	67.40%
	61.88%
	74.77%
	76.10%
	69.70%

	C1
	2010
	Target >=
	79.00%
	80.00%
	80.00%
	81.00%
	82.00%

	C1
	0.00%
	Data
	79.37%
	77.37%
	86.15%
	90.32%
	92.03%

	C2
	2010
	Target >=
	75.00%
	76.00%
	76.00%
	77.00%
	78.00%

	C2
	62.50%
	Data
	75.33%
	73.99%
	82.11%
	84.70%
	86.26%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	80.00%
	80.00%

	Target A2 >=
	68.00%
	68.00%

	Target B1 >=
	87.00%
	87.00%

	Target B2 >=
	68.00%
	68.00%

	Target C1 >=
	84.00%
	84.00%

	Target C2 >=
	80.00%
	80.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

545
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	14
	2.57%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	38
	6.97%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	117
	21.47%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	247
	45.32%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	129
	23.67%


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

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	364
	416
	84.62%
	80.00%
	87.50%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	376
	545
	65.45%
	68.00%
	68.99%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	14
	2.57%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	34
	6.24%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	122
	22.39%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	242
	44.40%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	133
	24.40%


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

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	364
	412
	85.56%
	87.00%
	88.35%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	375
	545
	69.70%
	68.00%
	68.81%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	68
	12.48%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	30
	5.50%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	61
	11.19%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	140
	25.69%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	246
	45.14%


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

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	201
	299
	92.03%
	84.00%
	67.22%
	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. 
	386
	545
	86.26%
	80.00%
	70.83%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	C1
	The District’s performance on Indicator 7C, progress category “a,” increased from 1.21 percentage in FFY17 to 12.48 percentage in FFY18. OSSE conducted data analysis and hypothesized that an increased number of children, identified as having developmental delays, present with significant social, emotional, and language deficits that adversely impact their ability to access learning. These deficits may impact the children’s ability to use appropriate behavior to meet their needs, as specified in section C of the Child Outcome Summary (COS). 

Additionally, 32 percent of preschool children in all disability categories, began receiving special education services in PreK-4, which resulted in a much shorter window of time for children to receive direct services and improve these outcomes. We hope to see increased improvement over time for these children.

OSSE will continue to analyze data quality and engage in conversations around additional data points that will help us better understand the challenge of progress. OSSE will also provide professional development and technical support to local LEAs to improve the outcomes of children experiencing significant social, emotional, and language delays.

	C2
	The District’s performance on Indicator 7C, progress category “a,” increased from 1.21 percentage in FFY17 to 12.48 percentage in FFY18. OSSE conducted data analysis and hypothesized that an increased number of children, identified as having developmental delays, present with significant social, emotional, and language deficits that adversely impact their ability to access learning. These deficits may impact the children’s ability to use appropriate behavior to meet their needs, as specified in section C of the Child Outcome Summary (COS). 

Additionally, 32 percent of preschool children in all disability categories, began receiving special education services in PreK-4, which resulted in a much shorter window of time for children to receive direct services and improve these outcomes. We hope to see increased improvement over time for these children.

OSSE will continue to analyze data quality and engage in conversations around additional data points that will help us better understand the challenge of progress. OSSE will also provide professional development and technical support to local LEAs to improve the outcomes of children experiencing significant social, emotional, and language delays.


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

YES
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no)

YES

List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.

Beginning in 2009, all LEA preschool programs providing services under IDEA, Part B were required to use the Child Outcomes Summary Process (COS) to measure the required outcomes outlined above. Programs are required to collect and report performance data within 90 days of a child's entry into a preschool program, and within 60 days prior to a child's exit. Entry and exit data must be reported to OSSE on a rolling basis in the DC-CATS system.

As data is entered on a rolling basis, OSSE conducts bi-annual data verification checks to ensure that all preschool students who receive special education services ages 3-5 have COS scores entered into the system. Upon verification of COS data entry, the DC-CATS system generates a report. This report is used for reporting on APR indicator 7. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
7 - Required Actions
Indicator 8: Parent involvement

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling of parents from whom response is requested is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

If the State is using a separate data collection methodology for preschool children, the State must provide separate baseline data, targets, and actual target data or discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool data collection methodologies in a manner that is valid and reliable.

While a survey is not required for this indicator, a State using a survey must submit a copy of any new or revised survey with its SPP/APR.

Report the number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.

Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, age of the student, disability category, and geographic location in the State.

If the analysis shows that the demographics of the parents responding are not representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services in the State, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State distributed the survey to parents (e.g., by mail, by e-mail, on-line, by telephone, in-person through school personnel), and how responses were collected.

States are encouraged to work in collaboration with their OSEP-funded parent centers in collecting data.
8 - Indicator Data

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


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	68.20%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	80.00%
	80.00%
	80.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%

	Data
	81.76%
	84.47%
	83.60%
	86.44%
	88.87%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	85.00%
	85.00%


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

	496
	573
	88.87%
	85.00%
	86.56%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
13,369

Percentage of respondent parents

4.29%

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.

In the District of Columbia, a single survey is mailed to parents of both preschool and school-aged students with IEPs. All questions apply to both parents of preschool and school-aged children. OSSE also mailed surveys in Spanish (see attachment) as an effort to increase the number of Latino respondents. The mailing included self-addressed business reply envelopes along with instructions regarding the option to complete the survey online.

Also, distribution occurred at family-focused events throughout various wards within the District of Columbia. During these events, parents were also provided the opportunity to fill out a hard copy of the survey or provide verbal responses collected by an OSSE staff member. 

OSSE staff members also distributed surveys at the following events: Annual Parent Summit, Secondary Transition Community of Practice Annual Retreat, EdFest DC, State Advisory Panel on Special Education monthly meetings, and quarterly DC Supporting Families Community of Practice meetings. 

To arrive at the percent of parents who report that the school facilitated their involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities, a “percent of maximum” scoring procedure was used. Each survey respondent received a percent of maximum score based on their responses to 8 of the items. Respondents who rated their experiences with the school a “1” (Very Strongly Agree) on each of the eight (8) items received a 100% score; respondents who rated their experiences with the school a “6” (Very Strongly Disagree) on each of the eight items received a 0% score. Respondents who rated their experiences with the school a “3” (Agree) on each of the eight (8) items received a 60% score. (Note: a respondent who on average rated their experiences a “3” (e.g., a respondent who rated two (2) items a “3,” 3 items a “2” and three (3) items a “4,”) would also receive a percentage of a maximum score of 60%). A parent who has a percent of a maximum score of 60% or above was identified as one who reported that the school facilitated his/her involvement. A 60% cut-score is representative of a parent who, on average, agrees with each item; as such, the family member agrees that the school facilitated his/her involvement.

	Was sampling used? 
	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.
The District recognizes this is an area for improvement. OSSE is exploring strategies to increase the response rate for the parent's survey, including partnering with LEAs to assist with the distribution and collection of the survey to parents. Also, OSSE is exploring different modalities to provide access to the parent survey, including easier access for electronic submissions.
Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.

The demographic data of the parents responding are not representative of the demographics of children receiving special education. The data breakdown shows that parents of white or Asian or Pacific Islander students were more than twice as likely to respond to the parent survey compared to parents of African American, Hispanic, and Native American students.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.  
8 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2019 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.  
Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality
Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))

Data Source
State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator).

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2018, describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification as required by 34 CFR §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum n and/or cell size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2018 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2019).
Instructions
Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories.

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

If the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n and/or cell size. If the State used a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size for any racial/ethnic group.

Consider using multiple methods in calculating disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups to reduce the risk of overlooking potential problems. Describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation.

Provide the number of districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services and the number of those districts identified with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.

Targets must be 0%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken. If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
9 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	3.23%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.

31

	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	11
	0
	34
	3.23%
	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). 
OSSE used its SY 2018-2019 Enrollment Audit and Child Count data for the calculation to determine disproportionate representation. All LEAs included in the denominator met the "n" size described below:

Definition of "Disproportionate Representation" and Methodology:
OSSE has adopted a weighted risk ratio threshold of 2.5 for determining if LEAs have disproportionate representation for Indicator 9. The weighted risk ratio compares the chance, or risk, of children of a particular racial/ethnic group being identified for special education with the chance, or risk of children of all other racial/ethnic groups being identified for special education, taking into account the racial/ethnic composition of the student population in the District of Columbia. The weighted risk ratio negates any effect on risk caused by a large or small percentage of students being of a particular racial/ethnic group.

The District of Columbia's weighted risk ratio threshold of 2.5 means that the OSSE will investigate cases in which a particular racial/ethnic group is more than two and one-half times as likely as all other racial/ethnic groups to be identified for special education, based on each racial/ethnic group's proportion of all students in the District of Columbia. 

As required by OSEP, OSSE reviewed data related to the following required racial/ethnic groups:
American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic/Latino, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, White, or two or more races.

Minimum Group Size for Inclusion:
An LEA must meet the minimum "n" size of at least 40 students with IEPs to be included in this indicator. In addition, within LEAs of 40 or more students with IEPs, the LEA must also meet the cell size of at least five (5) students with disabilities of a single race/ethnicity category.

In FFY 2018, 31 LEAs were excluded from the calculation because they did not meet the minimum "n" size and/or cell size
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.

Step One: Identifying the Number of Districts Identified with Disproportionate Representation
Using the criteria established in the section above, OSSE determined that 11of 34 LEAs that met the "n" size and cell size were identified as meeting the data threshold for disproportionate representation.

Step Two: Determining if Disproportionate Representation is a Result of Inappropriate Identification
For each of the 11 LEAs that the State identified as having disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education or related services, OSSE required completion of a self-study to determine if the disproportionate representation was a result of inappropriate identification.

As part of this self-study, LEAs were required to review a number of student records (depending on the overall number of students with IEPs at the LEA); and provide existing policies, procedures, and practices documentation to OSSE for comparison with child find, evaluation and eligibility requirements.

All 11 LEAs submitted their completed self- studies. OSSE reviewed the results of the self-studies, including reviewing each LEA's child find, evaluation, and eligibility policies and practices and found that none of the LEAs had disproportionate representation as a result of policies, procedures, and practices that did not comply with IDEA requirements.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In the FFY 2017 APR, DC reported that one (1) LEA had disproportionate representation as a result of policies, procedures, and practice that did not comply with IDEA requirements. Upon further review, there were zero (0) LEAs found to have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education, but the LEA was found to have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories (indicator 10). This information is reflected in DC's FFY 2017 report to the public.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to include in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator demonstrating in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, that the one district identified in FFY 2017 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that was the result of inappropriate identification is in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that the district with noncompliance: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. Additionally, the State was required to describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. The State explained that, in the FFY 2017 APR, that one (1) LEA had disproportionate representation as a result of policies, procedures, and practice that did not comply with IDEA requirements. Upon further review, there were zero (0) LEAs found to have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education, but the LEA was found to have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories (indicator 10).  Therefore, no further action is required. 
9 - Required Actions
Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories 

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality
Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))

Data Source
State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.

Include State’s definition of “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator).

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2018, describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification as required by 34 CFR §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum n and/or cell size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2018 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2019).
Instructions
Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories.

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

If the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n and/or cell size. If the State used a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size for any racial/ethnic group.

Consider using multiple methods in calculating disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups to reduce the risk of overlooking potential problems. Describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation.

Provide the number of districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services and the number of those districts identified with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.

Targets must be 0%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
10 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	5.88%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	3.85%
	0.00%
	3.33%
	5.88%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Has the state established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement.

25

	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	19
	0
	40
	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). 
OSSE used its SY 2018-19 Enrollment Audit and Child Count data for the calculation to determine disproportionate
representation. All LEAs included in the denominator met the “n” size described below:

Definition of Disproportionate Representation” and Methodology:
OSSE has adopted a weighted risk ratio threshold of 2.5 for determining if LEAs have disproportionate representation for Indicator 10. The weighted risk ratio compares the chance, or risk, of children of a particular racial/ethnic group being identified with a specific disability with the chance of children of all other racial/ethnic groups being identified with that same specific disability, taking into account the racial/ethnic composition of the student population in the District of Columbia. The weighted risk ratio negates any effect on risk caused by a large or small percentage of students being of a particular racial/ethnic group.

As required by OSEP, OSSE reviewed data related to the following required racial/ethnic groups: American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic /Latino, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, White, or two or more races, and the following disabilities categories: Autism, Emotional Disturbance, Specific Learning Disability, Other Health Impaired, Intellectual Disability, and Speech or Language Impaired.

Minimum group size for inclusion: 
An LEA must meet the minimum “n” size of at least 40 students with IEPs to be included in this indicator. In addition, within LEAs of 40 or more students with IEPs, the LEA must also meet the cell size of at least five (5) students with disabilities of a single race/ethnicity category.

In FFY 2018, 25 LEAs were excluded from the calculation because they did not meet the minimum “n” size and/or cell size
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.

Step One: Identifying the Number of Districts Identified with Disproportionate Representation
Using the criteria established in the section above, OSSE determined that 19 of the 40 LEAs that met the minimum
"n" size and cell size were identified as meeting the data threshold for disproportionate representation.

Step Two: Determining if Disproportionate Representation is Result of Inappropriate Identification
For each of the 19 LEAs identified as having disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories, OSSE required completion of a self-study to determine if the disproportionate representation was a result of inappropriate identification. As part of this self-study, LEAs were required to review a number of student records (depending on the overall number of students with IEPs at the LEA); and provide existing policies, procedures, and practice documentation to OSSE for comparison with child find, evaluation and eligibility requirements.

All 19 LEAs submitted their completed self-studies. OSSE reviewed the results of the self-studies, including reviewing each LEA's child find, evaluation, and eligibility policies and practices and determined that zero (0) LEAs had disproportionate representation as a result of inappropriate identification.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In the FFY 2017 APR, DC reported that zero (0) LEA's had disproportionate representation as a result of policies, procedures, and practice that did not comply with IDEA requirements. Upon further review, there was 1 (one) LEA found to have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education. This information is reflected in DC's FFY 2017 report to the public.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	1
	1
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
As a result of the noncompliance identified in FFY 2017, OSSE's IDEA Monitoring team required the LEA to submit a Continuous Improvement Plan (CIP) that aligned with the required revisions related to their Disproportionate Representation finding. The CIP was approved by OSSE and closely monitored throughout the school year. In addition to the CIP, the LEA was required to quarterly report to their assigned OSSE IDEA monitor on the progress of the CIP's action items.

The LEA had one year to complete each action item in the CIP which, included but were not limited to revising the specific language and IDEA references in their policies, provide training to staff members on the updated policies, and post updated policies to the LEA's website. OSSE verified these required actions by reviewing revised policies and LEA websites. Upon completion of the CIP and through subsequent review of data, OSSE found that the LEA now has written policies and procedures that are compliant with the regulatory requirements.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The LEA identified in FFY 2017 was required to revise and/or develop written policies and procedures related to the initial evaluation process, and measures for determining eligibility and related services, and correct any student-level noncompliance that the LEA identified while completing its self-study.

In addition, OSSE issued student-level findings of noncompliance as a result of the self-study completed by the LEA. OSSE verified that each student-level finding was corrected by confirming evidence of correction in the DCCATS system and the Special Education Data System (SEDS). A subsequent review of data was conducted to ensure the LEA complies with requirements related to the initial areas of noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
OSEP notes the State reported FFY 2017 APR, that zero (0) LEAs had disproportionate representation as a result of policies, procedures, and practice that did not comply with IDEA requirements. Upon further review, there was one LEA found to have disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education.  The State reported on the correction of the FFY 2017 noncompliance, therefore, no further action is required.
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11: Child Find

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find

Compliance indicator: Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system and must be based on actual, not an average, number of days. Indicate if the State has established a timeline and, if so, what is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations.
Measurement
a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.

b. # of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline).

Account for children included in (a), but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.

Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100.

Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Note that under 34 CFR §300.301(d), the timeframe set for initial evaluation does not apply to a public agency if: (1) the parent of a child repeatedly fails or refuses to produce the child for the evaluation; or (2) a child enrolls in a school of another public agency after the timeframe for initial evaluations has begun, and prior to a determination by the child’s previous public agency as to whether the child is a child with a disability. States should not report these exceptions in either the numerator (b) or denominator (a). If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in b.

Targets must be 100%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
11 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	22.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	89.42%
	90.72%
	92.51%
	91.07%
	92.37%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


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

	4,038
	3,474
	92.37%
	100%
	86.03%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage
Beginning SY 2018-19, per DC's Enhanced Special Education Services Act of 2014, the timeline for completing an eligibility determination changed from 120 days to 60 days. As a result of the timeline change, there was slippage for this indicator. OSSE continues to conduct regular monitoring and provides ongoing training and technical assistance to LEAs to support improvements in timely evaluations. 
Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)

564

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.
The days beyond the 60- day timeline from evaluation ranged from one (1) day to 88 days.

Twenty (20) cases were due to parental delay, 22 cases were due to children who withdrew from school and reentered during the 60-day timeline, and 62 cases were due to transfer events. Four-hundred and sixty (460) cases were due to other LEA delays, including delayed action taken related to initial referral and delays in scheduling meetings.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

The State used the 60 day timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

OSSE uses its statewide Special Education Data Systems (SEDS) to collect data for this indicator. Data is collected for the entire reporting year (July 1, 2017 - June 30, 2018) on all children referred for initial evaluation. OSSE reviews data from all LEAs. Following the review of data, OSSE issues findings of noncompliance to each LEA that did not achieve 100% compliance for evaluation timelines.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	19
	19
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
OSSE has verified that each LEA with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through 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.

Below are the steps OSSE used to verify correction of noncompliance related to untimely initial evaluations:
1) Each LEA provided evidence of correction of each finding of student-level noncompliance unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. The student-level correctionS were demonstrated when OSSE verified that the student had received the evaluation, although late.
2) In order to ensure that the LEA demonstrated the compliant implementation of the regulatory requirement to conduct initial evaluations in a timely manner, OSSE conducted a subsequent review of the timeliness of initial evaluations for each LEA.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

OSSE verified that each LEA corrected each individual case of noncompliance by verifying the documentation provided by the LEA that an evaluation had been provided for each student unless the student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.

After the state verified that every individual instance of noncompliance was corrected, the state pulled subsequent data to determine whether the LEA was correctly implementing the regulatory requirement to provide a timely evaluation. After correcting each instance of student-level noncompliance, if the LEA demonstrated 100% compliance on the subsequent data pull, the state closed the findings of noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
11 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
11 - Required Actions
Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system.
Measurement

a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination.


b. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to their third birthdays.


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


d. # of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR 
§300.301(d) applied.


e. # of children determined to be eligible for early intervention services under Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.


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

Account for children included in (a), but not included in b, c, d, e, or f. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed, and the reasons for the delays.

Percent = [(c) divided by (a - b - d - e - f)] times 100.

Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Category f is to be used only by States that have an approved policy for providing parents the option of continuing early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.
Targets must be 100%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
12 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	37.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.71%
	96.77%
	98.44%
	94.00%
	95.33%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 
	529

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	75

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	137

	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. 
	38

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	55

	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.
	222


	
	Numerator

(c)
	Denominator

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

	Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	 137
	139
	95.33%
	100%
	98.56%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of children who served in part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination that are not included in b, c, d, e,or f

2

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.
Two (2) children who were served in Part C and referred in Part B for a Part B eligibility determination did not have an IEP developed and implemented by the child's third birthday. This is an improvement from FFY 2017 when five (5) children did not have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

The number of days beyond the child's third birthday was 14 to 122 days, and reasons for delay included delayed action taken related to initial referral and delay in scheduling meetings.
Attach PDF table (optional)
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

The State implemented a two-phase plan to collect and report data for this indicator. The first phase included collecting data from Part C data systems and completing a direct pull from Part B data systems. 

The second phase included a record review for each of the students who did not have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays, to determine the reason for the delay(s).
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	2
	2
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
In all instances in which OSSE identifies noncompliance, OSSE verifies that the LEA:
1) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with the Department of Education's Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008; and
2) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through the data system or an additional review of student files.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

In FFY 2017, OSSE verified two (2) instances of noncompliance for this indicator. OSSE verified in the Special Education Data System (SEDS) that the LEA had developed and implemented IEPs for each student. Each student-level finding was corrected, and OSSE confirmed that 100% compliance was achieved on a subsequent review of data.
Upon correcting the initial noncompliance, OSSE reviewed subsequent data to ensure the LEA was correctly implementing the IDEA requirement.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
12 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
12 - Required Actions
Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: Secondary transition: Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.

If a State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16, the State may, but is not required to, choose to include youth beginning at that younger age in its data for this indicator. If a State chooses to do this, it must state this clearly in its SPP/APR and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age.

Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Targets must be 100%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
13 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	3.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	50.00%
	69.67%
	63.00%
	71.00%
	76.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


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

	228
	300
	76.00%
	100%
	76.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

The U. S. Department of Education imposed specific conditions on the District-based in part on the District’s noncompliance in the area of secondary transition. As a result, OSSE was required to complete a random sampling of at least 100 IEPs from all LEAs of youth aged 16 and above to be reviewed for secondary transition content.

In FFY 2017, OSSE was approved to apply a new methodology in which secondary transition files from LEAs were reviewed in cohorts. OSSE reviewed 100 IEPs from 4-5 different LEAs each reporting period as part of its specific conditions report submissions. The schedule and pre-selected cohorts are attached.

OSSE monitored the FFY 2018 secondary transition data, in accordance with the procedure outlined above, three times and reported in the FFY 2017 specific conditions reports due to OSEP. Below are the results:

FFY 2018 Review Period Overall Percent Compliant
July 1, 2018, to September 30, 2018, 93%
October 1, 2018, to March 31, 2019, 62%
April 1, 2019, to June 30, 2019, 73%
FFY 2018 Compliance Rate: 76%
	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
Currently, the District is under specific conditions for secondary transition and reviews LEAs in cohorts on a 3-year cycle, as approved by the U.S. Department of Education. These cohorts were determined before the change in the age requirement for the secondary transition. To maintain consistent monitoring practices across cohorts, OSSE will continue to monitor for age 16 and up until the 3-year cycle ends.

Additionally, OSSE provides ongoing trainings and technical assistance for middle school staff on the secondary transition requirements to prepare LEAs for the changes in OSSE's monitoring of secondary transition to include 14-year-olds.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) confirmed that states should report the initial compliance rate for all compliance indicators. OSSE confirms that initial compliance rates are reported for all compliance indicators as the data are collected from the statewide special education system (SEDS) and do not require file reviews to determine compliance. However, since secondary transition plans are manually reviewed by IDEA monitors, LEAs are provided the opportunity to clarify instances of noncompliance, if necessary.

Upon receiving clarification from OSEP, OSSE revised it's monitoring practices to better align with requirements to determine compliance related to secondary transition. OSSE continues to implement the revised monitoring practices and reports the initial compliance rate for secondary transition in its specific conditions reports and APR.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	210
	210
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
There are no (0) FFY 2017 findings of noncompliance remaining open.

The State has verified that each LEA with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017:
(1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through 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.
OSSE requires submission of documentation showing the correction of noncompliance as soon as possible and in no case longer than one year from the notification. 

OSSE issues findings of noncompliance using the District of Columbia Corrective Action Tracking System (DC CATS). DC CATS allows SEA and LEA staff members to view findings issued, as well as deadlines for correction. LEA staff submit evidence of correction of noncompliance to the DC CATS system. If the LEA’s first submission does not correct noncompliance, OSSE compliance monitors follow-up with the LEA to provide additional technical assistance on the requirements for correction.

After OSSE verifies that the LEA has properly corrected every instance of noncompliance associated with a specific regulatory requirement, OSSE reviews subsequent data from the LEA. OSSE closes the finding(s) of noncompliance when each instance of noncompliance has been corrected, and the LEA is 100% compliant in a subsequent data review.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For correction of individual student-level noncompliance, OSSE ensured that the LEA corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, by ensuring each LEA had completed the required action (e.g., develop an appropriate measurable post-secondary goal that addresses education or training).

After OSSE verified the correction of individual student-level findings of noncompliance for a specific regulatory requirement, OSSE reviewed subsequent LEA data.  Specifically, OSSE verified the correction of the findings of noncompliance when the LEA demonstrated, in a subsequent record sample, that it had achieved 100% compliance for the regulatory requirement.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
13 - OSEP Response
In its December 1, 2019 Specific Conditions progress report, the State reported compliance data for two reporting periods. For the April 1, 2019 through June 30, 2019 reporting period, the State reported that 73% of youth aged 16 and above had IEPs that included the required secondary transition content. Three of four LEAs monitored during this review period demonstrated 100% compliance with the secondary transition requirements. The State further reported that, for the July 1, 2019 through September 30, 2019 review period, 64% of youth aged 16 and above had IEPs that included the required secondary transition content. Neither of the two LEAs monitored during this review period demonstrated 100% compliance with the secondary transition requirements. In its May 1, 2020 Specific Conditions progress report, the State reported data for the period October 1, 2019 through March 31, 2020, that reflect 74% of youth aged 16 and above had IEPs that included the required secondary transition content. None of the three LEAs monitored during this review period demonstrated 100% compliance with the secondary transition requirements. OSEP notes that for the period April 1, 2019 through March 31, 2020, 70% of youth aged 16 and above had IEPs that included the required secondary transition content. 

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
13 - Required Actions
Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Results indicator: Post-school outcomes: Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:

Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.

Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
A. Percent enrolled in higher education = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

B. Percent enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

C. Percent enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

Instructions
Sampling of youth who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates of the target population. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

Collect data by September 2019 on students who left school during 2017-2018, timing the data collection so that at least one year has passed since the students left school. Include students who dropped out during 2017-2018 or who were expected to return but did not return for the current school year. This includes all youth who had an IEP in effect at the time they left school, including those who graduated with a regular diploma or some other credential, dropped out, or aged out.
I. Definitions
Enrolled in higher education as used in measures A, B, and C means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community college (two-year program) or college/university (four or more year program) for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school.

Competitive employment as used in measures B and C: States have two options to report data under “competitive employment” in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, due February 2020:
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.

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

Enrolled in other postsecondary education or training as used in measure C, means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis for at least 1 complete term at any time in the year since leaving high school in an education or training program (e.g., Job Corps, adult education, workforce development program, vocational technical school which is less than a two-year program).

Some other employment as used in measure C means youth have worked for pay or been self-employed for a period of at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes working in a family business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering services, etc.).

II. Data Reporting
Provide the actual numbers for each of the following mutually exclusive categories. The actual number of “leavers” who are:


1. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school;


2. Competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education);


3. Enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in 


higher education or competitively employed);


4. In some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary 
education or training program, or competitively employed).

“Leavers” should only be counted in one of the above categories, and the categories are organized hierarchically. So, for example, “leavers” who are enrolled in full- or part-time higher education within one year of leaving high school should only be reported in category 1, even if they also happen to be employed. Likewise, “leavers” who are not enrolled in either part- or full-time higher education, but who are competitively employed, should only be reported under category 2, even if they happen to be enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program.

III. Reporting on the Measures/Indicators
Targets must be established for measures A, B, and C.

Measure A: For purposes of reporting on the measures/indicators, please note that any youth enrolled in an institution of higher education (that meets any definition of this term in the Higher Education Act (HEA)) within one year of leaving high school must be reported under measure A. This could include youth who also happen to be competitively employed, or in some other training program; however, the key outcome we are interested in here is enrollment in higher education.

Measure B: All youth reported under measure A should also be reported under measure B, in addition to all youth that obtain competitive employment within one year of leaving high school.

Measure C: All youth reported under measures A and B should also be reported under measure C, in addition to youth that are enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program, or in some other employment.

Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, disability category, and geographic location in the State.

If the analysis shows that the response data are not representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State collected the data.

14 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2012
	Target >=
	27.00%
	28.00%
	29.00%
	30.00%
	31.00%

	A
	23.00%
	Data
	17.20%
	17.29%
	12.13%
	20.59%
	24.37%

	B
	2012
	Target >=
	34.00%
	39.00%
	44.00%
	49.00%
	54.00%

	B
	25.62%
	Data
	24.10%
	25.94%
	18.62%
	29.99%
	34.22%

	C
	2012
	Target >=
	40.00%
	45.00%
	50.00%
	56.00%
	63.00%

	C
	30.81%
	Data
	31.60%
	36.93%
	32.96%
	36.11%
	54.86%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	32.00%
	32.00%

	Target B >=
	59.00%
	59.00%

	Target C >=
	74.00%
	74.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school
	736

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	175

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	39

	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)
	15

	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).
	96


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

	A. Enrolled in higher education (1)
	175
	736
	24.37%
	32.00%
	23.78%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	214
	736
	34.22%
	59.00%
	29.08%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment (1+2+3+4)
	325
	736
	54.86%
	74.00%
	44.16%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	OSSE attributes slippage for this indicator to limitations in available data sources. Due to our proximity to surrounding states, MD and VA, it is very common for youths to live in DC but work in MD or VA. Currently, OSSE does not have access to employment data from these surrounding states, and as a result, OSSE cannot account for students working in those states.

	C
	OSSE attributes slippage for this indicator to limitations in data sources. OSSE utilizes data from the National Clearing House to account for some students enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program, however, at this time OSSE does not have access to data for all students enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training programs.


Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
Option 2: Report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment.
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	NO


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
The 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. The District recognizes that several students are unaccounted for in this data. OSSE does not use surveys or sampling for this indicator and therefore strives to account for all students in the cohort. Due to the limitations in data sources, OSSE is unable to account for all students.
	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.
OSSE recognizes the complexity of obtaining employment data from its neighboring states and continues to explore options in reporting on this indicator. OSSE is actively working with partner agencies to develop data-sharing agreements that may support data collection for indicator 14. Also, OSSE is working to resume data collection from the University of the District of Columbia (UDC). 

In addition, OSSE is exploring other reporting options for this indicator, including sampling and surveys.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2018 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 2017 SPP/APR

14 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.   
14 - 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. 
Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision

Results Indicator: Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).

Measurement
Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and report on them in the corresponding SPP/APR.

States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data under IDEA section 618, explain.

States are not required to report data at the LEA level.

15 - Indicator Data

Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range is used
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	238

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	42


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

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	3.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	20.00% - 35.00%
	22.00% - 37.00%
	25.00% - 40.00%
	27.00% - 42.00%
	29.00% - 44.00%

	Data
	2.74%
	14.32%
	13.90%
	17.57%
	14.29%


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

	Target
	31.00%
	46.00%
	31.00%
	46.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

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

	42
	238
	14.29%
	31.00%
	46.00%
	17.65%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
15 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.   
15 - Required Actions
Indicator 16: Mediation

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision

Results indicator: Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3(B))

Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).

Measurement
Percent = (2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by 2.1) times 100.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and report on them in the corresponding SPP/APR.

States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data under IDEA section 618, explain.

States are not required to report data at the LEA level.

16 - Indicator Data
Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range is used
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	18

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints
	2

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

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 targets were set in DC's 2013 SPP and have not changed.

Overall, during the development of the FFY 2013 SPP, the State solicited broad stakeholder input for setting and revising SPP targets using the following process:

1.OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator. A survey was created in both paper and web-format to capture stakeholder feedback.
4. OSSE advertised the SPP target setting process and desire for community feedback to various stakeholder groups, including parents, LEA personnel, and other local agencies.
5. OSSE held multiple live and web-based presentations, and invited audience members to provide feedback on the proposed targets.
6. The presentation and survey were sent to additional parent stakeholder groups, and feedback was invited.
7. All participants were offered the opportunity to have a private phone or in-person consultations with OSSE staff if they wished to clarify information on the target- setting process before submitting feedback.
8. OSSE collected feedback by collecting surveys at the end of each in-person presentation and through the online survey process. OSSE also collected all questions and comments posted during web-based or in-person presentations.
9. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.

The FFY 2019 targets were set using the following process:
1. OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for each indicator, reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly developed and ongoing initiatives in each area.
2. Subject matter experts then proposed targets for each indicator and a rationale for the proposed targets.
3. OSSE created a presentation including information about the SPP/APR process, the meaning of each indicator, and the proposed targets for each indicator to present to D.C.'s State Advisory Panel on Special Education.
4. OSSE publicly posted the presentation on its website for public feedback.
5. Subject matter experts reviewed all stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise targets as appropriate.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	23.10%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	60.00% - 75.00%
	62.00% - 77.00%
	64.00% - 79.00%
	66.00% - 81.00%
	68.00% - 83.00%

	Data
	66.67%
	64.71%
	66.67%
	68.42%
	75.00%


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

	Target
	70.00%
	85.00%
	70.00%
	85.00%


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

	2
	10
	23
	75.00%
	70.00%
	85.00%
	52.17%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
OSSE attributes slippage for this indicator to the disputes’ increasing complexities. Each case is unique, and the complexities are increasing, which has resulted in a decrease in the number of mediation agreements. Mediations are confidential. Mediators are only required to share outcomes for cases that resulted in an agreement. Reasons for non-agreements remain confidential and are not accessible to OSSE.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

OSSE's data for indicator 16 required resubmission, and therefore, the prepopulated data for this indicator does not accurately reflect mediation outcomes. The overwrite data accurately represents the District's outcomes for mediation. OSSE will resubmit it's EdFacts data during the Dispute Resolution reopening period in May.
16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.   
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
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A. SUMMARY OF PHASE [lI: FFY 2018

Through its State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) the District of Columbia sought to increase the rate
of graduation with a regular diploma for students with disabilities by focusing efforts on identified key
areas for change and by leveraging existing successful state-level initiatives and activities. This
submission details the District of Columbia’s work between March 2019 and February 2020, with the
exception of describing some universal strategies in terms of school year for consistency with local
reporting.

For FFY 2018, the District planned to continue activities consistent with those implemented in prior
years, with an eye towards rooting future plans in an agency-wide strategic focus on special education.
The District continued progress on providing trainings and professional development opportunities as
part of universal improvement strategies, and leveraged data systems and internal resources to provide
early and actionable data to further our efforts to empower schools to build capacity to serve and
graduate students with disabilities, consistent with the District’s SSIP theory of action. However, deep,
intentional data analysis and stakeholder engagement undertaken as part of the District’s emphasis on
special education identified key gaps and opportunities for improving student outcomes. As part of this
work, the District has already taken action to revisit the SSIP plan as a whole in FFY2019, including
selecting a new SIMR, designing an effective theory of action for it, identifying key levers and
improvement strategies, defining strategic engagement of stakeholders, and developing a critical
evaluation plan to ensure the effectiveness of a new SSIP plan.

Theory of Action

The District’s theory of action supports improvements in the SIMR by focusing improvements at three
different levels: student-level, school-level, and state-level. Operating under the theory that better
preparation will lead to better performance, the District designed improvement strategies to better
prepare students for school and better prepare schools for students through the early provision and
effective use of data. The District’s theory of action is included as Appendix A.

State-ldentified Measurable Result (SIMR)
In previous SSIP submissions, the District of Columbia established the following state-identified

measurable result (SIMR):

The District of Columbia will increase the rate of graduation with a regular diploma for
all students with disabilities with a focus on students who attend high schools that
require state intervention through the accountability system established in the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Waiver or subsequently
created under the ESEA as reauthorized by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).

For the current reporting year (federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018; school year 2017-18), the District’s SSIP
graduation target was 60.00 percent for students with disabilities; the District’s ESSA state plan target is
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48.8 percent. The District fell short of the SSIP goal with an actual four-year graduation rate of 48.8
percent. OSSE believes the decline in the statewide graduation rate was due to revisions in graduation
policy and practice at one large LEA in the 2018-2019 school year. The District has elected to
acknowledge and report on both the originally designed SSIP metric and the ESSA goal, to provide a
more complete picture of the various improvement efforts underway in the District. Based on significant
stakeholder feedback, the District of Columbia committed in its SSIP Phase | submission to include five-
and six-year graduation rates for students with disabilities in subsequent SSIP submissions. OSSE publicly
reports five-year graduation rates for all high school students, and extended six-year graduation rates
are reported in this submission as well as considered in the state’s Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) accountability framework. Continuing to report on five- and six-year graduation rates furthers
the District of Columbia’s alighment of efforts, communications, and assessments of success for
students with disabilities. Extended graduation rates are especially relevant in assessing student
achievement given that students with disabilities are eligible for special education and related services
through the end of the semester in which the student turns age 22. For FFY 2017 (school year 2016-17),
the District achieved a five-year graduation rate of 55.5 percent and for FFY 2016 (school year 2015-16),
a six-year graduation rate of 60.5 percent.

Progress and Modifications

Since developing SSIP, there have been significant changes made at the federal, state, and LEA levels
leading to a renewed focus on OSSE’s universal strategies to provide comprehensive and high quality
training and professional development opportunities, and improve state-level frameworks to best
support all LEAs in making progress on key activities to drive improvements for students with
disabilities. In FFY 2018, OSSE continued to concentrate on providing high quality, differentiated
professional development opportunities to all District educators aimed at supporting the use of a variety
of evidence-based school-wide support models, developing leadership skills, and improving school
climate and culture. As part of an agency-wide focus on increasing schoolwide accountability for special
education, OSSE’s Division of Teaching and Learning began efforts to include in all general education
trainings instruction on adapting or differentiating theories and skills for students with disabilities.
Additionally, professional development opportunities that emphasized improvements in the design and
quality of individualized education programs (IEPs) were significantly expanded in both content and
participation.

OSSE continued its strategic focus on the development and provision of high quality data systems to
support LEAs in accessing and using critical data to serve students with disabilities, including both the
Bridge to High School and Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data applications. These efforts align
with the SSIP theory of action related to the critical importance of ensuring that schools are ready to
support incoming students with disabilities through leveraging city-wide data systems to timely provide
state-level student data. This is also supported through training and resources to assist LEAs in the
effective use of such data. OSSE continues to provide training and technical assistance to LEA leaders
around the District to ensure that this data is used meaningfully to best serve students with
disabilities—especially those who may be experiencing critical school transitions.
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Implementation Changes and Future Plans

OSSE has undergone an extensive strategic planning process that resulted in an explicit and shared
responsibility for special education and improving outcomes for students with disabilities across every
division of the agency. A cross-divisional working group embarked on a deep dive of data related to
students with disabilities to identify key levers and make recommendations for strategies to effectuate
change across the District of Columbia (hereafter, “the District” or DC) to improve outcomes for
students with disabilities. Through analysis of student performance data, it became clear that the
District must intervene earlier in the educational process. Although ninth grade promotion is a key
indicator in graduation success, effectuating large-scale, substantial change requires a focus on
establishing strong learning foundations early in the educational process. Earlier intervention to address
proficiency gaps in third or eighth grades would support improved graduation rates and student
outcomes, and also ensure students are equipped with the skills necessary to succeed before and
beyond high school. As such, and consistent with OSSE’s strategic commitment to reducing achievement
gaps, the District intends to revisit and design the SSIP, including identifying a new state-identified
measurable result (SIMR), to focus on earlier indicators of student success.
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B. PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING THE SSIP

Implementation Progress: Universal Strategies
The following section provides an update on the universal strategies outlined in Phase |, refined in Phase
I, and reported on subsequent Phase Il submissions for FFY 2015, FFY 2016, and FFY 2017.

Professional Development in Evidence-Based School-wide Support Models
In FFY2018, OSSE continued to provide high quality and differentiated trainings and educator

professional development opportunities. This includes professional development in school-wide
evidence-based practices that the District continues to highlight: positive behavioral interventions and
supports, response to intervention, student support teams, restorative justice, and high leverage
practices to improve |IEP quality. These professional development offerings focus on driving
improvements in school levers that support graduation: improving school climate, reducing exclusionary
discipline practices, improving educator interventions and instruction, identifying and supporting
struggling learners, and building capacity to effectively use data during IEP development. OSSE’s Division
of Teaching and Learning (TAL) is primarily responsible for providing a broad menu of training, technical
assistance, and educator supports, including the training opportunities described herein. Descriptions of
the professional development offerings are provided in Appendix C, and FFY 2018 activities specific to
these trainings are detailed below.

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports

Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) allow schools to take a proactive approach to
support student behavior development and regulation. Schools with strong PBIS systems provide
universal supports for all students, resulting in a stronger school culture and climate. Between April
2019 and February 2020, OSSE offered 19 PBIS trainings with 486 District educators in attendance.
Trainings included: Power of the Matrix; Feedback and Acknowledgment; Creating a Culture of Wellness
Using Tools You Already Have; Using Function-Based Thinking for Effective Responses to Problem
Behaviors; The Science of Behavior; Functional Behavior Assessments (FBAs) and Writing Function-based
Positive Behavior Support Plans; Supporting Schools with Positive Behavioral Interventions and
Supports.

Student Support Team Trainings

Student Support Teams (SST) are school-based, collaborative problem-solving teams focused on
identifying and implementing interventions to meet the needs of individual students. SST teams are
organized to address academic, medical, behavioral/emotional, and/or other problems that may
interfere with a student’s ability to obtain an appropriate education. Effective intervention teams lead
to better school climate and collaborative culture, improvement in the social competency of students,
improvements in staff use of appropriate behavioral consequences, and increased student engagement
and academic achievement. SST training is provided as one component of OSSE’s larger Multi-Tiered
Systems of Supports (MTSS) professional development series, which has significantly expanded since the
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initial design of the District’s SSIP and currently consists of six professional development offerings.
Between March 2019 and February 2020, four SST trainings were held with 42 educators in attendance.

Response to Intervention

Response to Intervention (Rtl) is a multi-tiered approach to the early identification and support of
students with learning and behavior needs. The Rtl process begins with high-quality instruction and
universal screening of all children in the general education classroom. Struggling learners are provided
with interventions at increasing levels of intensity to accelerate their rate of learning. These services
may be provided by a variety of personnel, including general education teachers, special educators, and
specialists. Progress is closely monitored to assess both the learning rate and level of performance of
individual students. Educational decisions about the intensity and duration of interventions are based on
individual student response to instruction. Rtl is designed for use when making decisions in both general
education and special education, creating a well-integrated system of instruction, and intervention
guided by child outcome data. OSSE’s Rtl trainings have continued to focus on different age populations,
system building and data informed decision making. Between March 2019 and February 2020, 15
various Rtl trainings were held with 164 educators attending. The Rtl trainings offered included Rtl
Foundations, Rtl Next Steps, Rtl for General Education Teachers, and Rtl for Middle and High Schools.
Descriptions of these trainings can be found in Appendix C.

Professional Development Related to IEP Quality

Beginning in SY 2018-19 and continuing in SY 2019-20, OSSE’s Division of Teaching and Learning offers
trainings focused on the effective use of data in developing IEP goals, which support the District’s theory
of action by aiming to drive improvements in schools’ use of student-level data to better design
individualized services, and in students’ readiness for high school through effective transition planning.
These trainings connect the District’s school-level and state-level activities related to the SSIP theory of
action by supporting school staffs to effectively use student-level data available through state-level
databases. Such databases were developed as part of improvements made in the state infrastructure
related to the provision of high quality and actionable data.

IEP Quality Training Series

The objective of the series is to provide professional development and technical assistance to assist
school administrators and special education leaders in ensuring that all IEPs that originate in their LEAs
are consistent with the Endrew F. Supreme Court decision. The training assists special education staffs in
developing IEPs that are reasonably calculated to enable the child to make progress that is appropriate
in light of his or her circumstances (i.e., are based on data that will ensure they are both individualized
and impactful), are drafted in compliance with a detailed set of procedures that emphasize collaboration
among parents and educators, and are guided by internal protocols that ensure both quality and
compliance.

The IEP Quality Training Series expanded not only in scope, but in reach. OSSE staff worked cross-
collaboratively to revise the materials for the sessions to include more up-to-date state assessment
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guidance, as well as to incorporate specific, practical "how-to" supports to support implementing the
content learned in the series when using the statewide mandatory Special Education Data System
(SEDS). In addition, OSSE staff worked with LEA stakeholders to create an early childhood-specific
version of the series, and a version targeted at building the capacity of general educators and other
student support personnel as participants in IEP teams meetings. Between March 2019 and January
2020, the IEP Quality series was delivered to a total of 347 participants from 46 LEAs.

Using High-leverage Practices to Improve Outcomes for Students with Disabilities

During the 2019-2020 school year, TAL staff partnered with the Council for Exceptional Children and the
District of Columbia Public Charter School Board (the District’s charter authorizer) to develop a four-part
training series that provides LEAs with support to develop capacity among all educators serving students
with disabilities to implement evidence-based, high-leverage practices that correlate with improved
academic and social-emotional outcomes for all learners, regardless of disability status. The high-
leverage practices series consisted of four modules: collaboration, assessment, social-emotional
learning, and instruction. Between March 2019 and February 2020, five trainings were held with 260
educators representing 13 LEAs.

In this series, participants were provided with professional development and guided opportunities
intended to do the following:

e Identify the key skills and structures that support efficient, effective collaboration between
general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and support staff;

e Discuss evidence-based principles for fostering positive relationships between educators and
families;

e Identify formal and informal assessment tools and strategies used to collect information on
student's present levels of academic and functional performance and identify their strengths
and needs for support;

e Identify routines and procedures that support the development of a respectful, consistent,
positive classroom environment that empowers students to take ownership of their learning;

e Identify the key elements of specially-designed instruction, including instructional strategies that
support metacognition; and

e  Work collaboratively to develop a shared library of resources that support implementation of
high-leverage practices.

Developing High-Quality Transition Plans for Middle School Learners with Disabilities

As the District’s SSIP has focused on 8"-to-9™ grade transition as a key touchpoint for high school
graduation, these trainings emphasize that effective secondary transition planning for middle school
students does not just focus on postsecondary education or work, but rather includes consideration of
supports and goals related to the transition to high school. Between March 2019 and February 2020,
eight trainings were held with 44 attendees.
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Middle School Literacy Community of Practice

OSSE’s approach to middle school literacy shifted and expanded with the hiring of an English Language
Arts (ELA) training specialist. Although the Middle School Literacy Community of Practice has been
suspended, the “Meeting You in the Middle: New Teacher Community of Practice” is planned, with a

target audience of middle school general and special educators who are new to teaching, new to the
District, or new to Common Core State Standards. OSSE has also provided robust and differentiated
trainings intended to support improvements in ELA instruction across all grade bands, with specific
professional development offerings for middle school educators including a Middle School ELA
Standards Bootcamp. Between March 2019 and February 2020, OSSE held five training sessions,
including the Secondary Standards Bootcamp (two offerings), Leverage Summative Assessments,
Reading Comprehension through STEM, and Technology to Support Writing.

Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education (LISSE)
Formerly “Master Teacher Cadre for Secondary Educators of Students with Disabilities”

The Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education (LISSE) initially built on prior iterations of the
Master Teacher Cadre for Secondary Educators of Special Populations (students with disabilities and
English Learners), an initiative that OSSE and American University developed to support teacher leaders
in the District of Columbia public and public charter schools. The LISSE program provides a cohort of DC
teachers with the resources and supports to develop leadership skills through participation in an
intensive professional development program aimed at supporting the use of evidence-based practices to
integrate the College and Career Ready, Common Core State Standards, and Individualized Education
Program goals within the curriculum for secondary students with disabilities. The LISSE is an annual
program currently engaged in a fifth cohort serving 36 District special education teachers. The program
culminates in the American University Institute, an opportunity for participants to showcase their
evidence-based professional development plans for a variety of District education stakeholders. From
January through May 2020, LISSE participants engage in a professional development series including
(descriptions of sessions can be found in Appendix C):
e Conducting an analysis of student data to determine the areas of greatest need among students
with disabilities in his/her school;
e Developing a plan (including instructional strategies, assessments, and an evaluation) to instruct
colleagues regarding the implementation of the chosen evidence-based practice;
e Presenting the plan for professional development at an American University-sponsored
institute; and
e Evaluating the quality of the content of the professional development plan, prepare to
implement it in the fall of 2020, and gain the skills to evaluate its intended outcomes.

Restorative Practices

OSSE, in conjunction with the Restorative DC project, has continued to expand the use of restorative
justice philosophies and practices throughout the District. This project seeks to promote a problem
solving model for resolving conflict where individuals who cause harm are provided the opportunity to
repair that harm through empathy and collaboration, ultimately leading to improvements in school
climate and a reduction in exclusionary discipline practices. Positive school climate and fewer exclusions
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from instruction have been shown as supportive indicators of high school graduation. Restorative
Practices activities are best described in terms of school year (rather than months), as the project is
organized in accordance with school calendars. The objectives of the Restorative DC project include:
e Building awareness of, and expertise in, the power of restorative practices across the education
sector, including OSSE, LEAs, and community organizations;
e Promoting a shift from exclusionary discipline practices to a restorative approach in District of
Columbia public and public charter schools;
e Identifying model schools and practices for replication throughout the District; and
e Strengthening the ability of students to positively contribute to a positive school culture.

OSSE funds four types of restorative justice opportunities for District of Columbia public and public
charter schools through the Restorative DC project:
e RestorativeDC — Whole School Program;
e Restorative Justice Supplemental Technical Assistance (TA);
e Restorative Justice general professional development sessions open to all District of Columbia
educators; and
e Restorative Justice Community of Practice open to all District of Columbia educators.

RestorativeDC- Whole School Program

The most intensive programming is the RestorativeDC whole school program. This program
contemplates a whole-school change that occurs in phases over 3 to 5 years. The experience begins
with a school’s own exploration and application process and consultation with RestorativeDC and
receive initial technical assistance. Schools then move into a planning and preparation phase where
future efforts and technical assistance are strategically mapped one year at a time in an implementation
plan. Schools then proceed to implementation of the plan and maintenance of the whole school change.
In the 2018-2019 school year, RestorativeDC provided Whole School Technical Assistance to 16 schools
in 8 LEAs with a total of 3,054 intensive TA hours.

Restorative Justice Supplemental Technical Assistance (TA)

OSSE provided additional funding for a select number of supplemental TA packages to prepare schools
for future whole school efforts. In SY18-19, schools selected from a menu of five options to address
their specific needs: (a) exploration and planning; (b) strengthening school community-proactive
processes; (c) restorative discipline; (d) sustainability and maintenance; or (e) build your own. In the
2018-2019 school year, RestorativeDC provided Supplemental Technical Assistance to 23 schools in 10
LEAs.

Restorative Justice General Professional Development

Restorative DC provides capacity-building opportunities open to all schools, agencies, and organizations
that work with District students with priority given to District LEAs. Trainings focus on a general
overview of restorative practices, with deeper drive sessions into specific topics, including but not
limited to: Restorative Communication, Restorative Practices for Young Learners, Restorative Practices
and Special Education, Restorative Discipline, Trauma Awareness and Resilience, and Restorative Justice
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and In-School Suspension. Descriptions of these trainings can be found in Appendix C. Spanning two
school years, between March 2019 and February 2020, 17 trainings were held with 372 participants in
attendance. Three training sessions focused on restorative justice and students with disabilities were
held with 65 attendees.

Restorative Justice Community of Practice

The Community of Practice (CoP) is an experiential and peer-sharing space centered on restorative
practices. CoP participants discuss the implementation of Restorative Justice practices in District of
Columbia schools, focusing on a particular topic each month. These practices center on building a safe
and effective learning environment through positive relationships, connection, and accountability.
Participants will have opportunities to engage with other educators for peer support and professional
development, while experiencing how circles can be used to build community and resolve issues
collectively. The CoP is held on the second Tuesday of each month, rotating locations to a different
school campus or library, and is open to LEAs that are currently implementing Restorative Justice
practices or are interested in learning more about it. Regular attendance by at least one representative
from each LEA is encouraged. Between March 2019 and February 2020, seven CoP meetings were held
with a total of 91 participants.

Restorative Justice Capacity Building in SY 2019-20
To increase the reach and impact of restorative practices in District schools in the 2019-2020 school
year, OSSE created a framework for whole school implementation and supplemental technical
assistance in restorative justice that focuses on planning and capacity-building. Through intensive
training and collaborating with schools to set restorative justice goals, OSSE is able to tailor technical
assistance to the specific needs of individual schools.

e Summer Intensive Program: All schools receiving whole school and supplemental technical

assistance were eligible to have a team participate in the 4-day Summer Intensive Program.
Teams were introduced to restorative theory and practice and were provided time for
developing implementation plans.

e  Walk-throughs: All schools receiving whole school and supplemental technical assistance were
required to do a walk-through with a Restorative Justice technical assistance lead during Fall
2019 to observe areas of need, target Restorative Justice implementation to areas of need,
identify potential challenges, and inform goal setting and planning.

e Technical Assistance: DC schools were given two options for receiving technical assistance for
SY19-20:

o Whole school implementation. Schools participating in this program have committed to
a multi-year time-line working on seven major focus areas: Leadership, Staff
Engagement, Positive School Culture and Climate, Restorative Discipline Policies &
Practices, Youth Engagement, Community Engagement, and Assessment. A whole-
school restorative model touches all members of the school community and their
relationships with each other. Schools participating in the whole school implementation
program receive approximately 100-150 hours of technical assistance each year.
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o Supplemental technical assistance. Schools are eligible for up to 50 hours of on-site
technical assistance from Restorative DC to reach the goals they have set, including staff
training and coaching. Over the course of the 2019-2020 school year, Restorative DC will
also provide supplemental technical assistance to additional schools identified by OSSE,
as the need arises.

e City-wide Restorative Justice Professional Development Series. A range of restorative justice

professional development sessions ranging from 7 — 15 hours are offered during the summer
and school year. All individuals who work with District schools are eligible to participate. Based
on participant feedback, we have expanded the offerings in the summer and during breaks.

e Restorative Video Series. OSSE and its partners created three educational videos to be utilized as

part of the restorative justice professional development resources available for District schools.
Additional videos will be added in subsequent years.

o Creating a Restorative School: Charles Hart Middle School — This module provides an
overview of what it takes to create a restorative school through focusing on the
experiences at Charles Hart Middle school.

o Circles — This module provides an introduction to circle processes including when and
how circles can be used in schools; and reviewing the key elements of a restorative
circle process.

o Introduction to Restorative Discipline — This module describes the range of restorative
practices that can be utilized to address behavior and resolve conflict, as well
highlighting District school personnel discussing the challenges of addressing bias and
moving away from exclusionary discipline policies and practices.

e Youth Engagement and Leadership. A restorative justice youth leadership retreat was held in

August 2019. Students attending schools receiving technical assistance were eligible to attend.
Implementation Progress: Targeted Strategies

8™-to-9™ Grade Transition
Through data analysis and review of relevant research conducted by educational stakeholders, the

District identified the transition from 8™ to 9" grade as a key touchpoint in a student’s education and 9%
grade promotion as a critical indicator of high school graduation. To effectively drive improvements at
pivotal points, the District targeted SSIP efforts at 8t to 9" grade transition activities, including
leveraging data systems to support LEAs in preparing to serve incoming 9™ grade students with
disabilities.

Bridge to High School Data Exchange

As described in prior submissions, the Bridge to High School Data Exchange is a standardized data
transfer process, including both the exchange of data electronically and through in-person “Kid Talks,”
for ensuring that essential student information is transmitted quickly, automatically, and consistently as
students move from middle to high school. Initiated in 2016, the Bridge to High School Data Exchange
(originally titled the Student Information Exchange), serves to facilitate the sharing of student
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information not captured by existing statewide data systems between middle and high schools to
effectuate a smooth transition for rising 9" graders.

Since its inception in 2016, statewide participation by LEAs with middle and high schools has increased
from 11 LEAs enrolling nearly 2,000 first-time 9™ graders to 95% of eligible campuses enrolling 5,280
first-time 9™ graders for the 2018-19 school year, including 1,051 students with disabilities. For the start
of the 2019-2020 school year, the exchange included a total of 4,142 students from 95% of eligible
campuses.

The Data Exchange has served as a launch pad for participating LEAs to scale effective practices, develop
middle-to-high school partnerships, and strengthen student transitions from middle to high school.
Students and families within the District have numerous high school options, however, this robust
landscape of choice presents logistical challenges for high schools as they may enroll students from
dozens of different middle schools and may not have access to meaningful qualitative and quantitative
information about their incoming students. The key student level data transmitted during the Data
Exchange empowers teachers and staff to overcome these infrastructure barriers and better meet the
needs of incoming ninth graders.

In 2019, Raise DC and OSSE completed the transition of internal project management of the Bridge to
High School Data Exchange from the 9'" Grade Counts Network to OSSE, including the implementation of
an internal project plan aimed at ensuring the sustainability of the program and data systems. Raise DC
and the 9*" Grade Counts Network continue to play a key role as a convener, leveraging existing
community relationships to solidify LEA support and participation. The 9" Grade Counts Network has
maintained its role as a key stakeholder in providing input to help shape improvements and adjustments
to the Bridge to High School Data Exchange, including facilitating monthly Network meetings and
conducting extensive direct outreach to schools.

Coordinated Case Review (Kid Talk)

Initially contemplated in the District’s SSIP Phase | and Phase Il plans, coordinated case review was an
improvement strategy that sought to facilitate meaningful and robust discussions between LEAs
regarding the 8th to 9th grade transition of students with disabilities. This work connects to the District’s
theory of action by supporting students in making the transition from middle to high school, and
supporting high schools in preparing to serve incoming students. Stakeholders consistently emphasized
the role of qualitative and anecdotal data in helping to school to understand the needs and
circumstances of incoming students, and ease the transition for those students. The initial plans for
“coordinated case review” were superseded by Raise DC and the Ninth Grade Counts Network’s efforts
to build off of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange with a series of “Kid Talks”, a supplemental
activity that provides time and space for middle and high school staffs to meet in-person to discuss
student case files.
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In response to LEA feedback on previous Bridge to High School Data Exchange efforts, Raise DC launched
Kid Talk in August 2017. The Bridge to High School Kid Talk offers middle schools and high schools an
opportunity to connect in person to:
e Review 8th grade data and offer insights to guide student-specific planning for rising 9th
graders; and
e lLaunch ongoing working relationships between middle and high schools to continue to support
shared students throughout their freshman year.

Kid Talks follow a highly structured exchange that incorporates both quantitative and qualitative data.
Prior to the event, OSSE provides participating LEAs with a spreadsheet of students to be discussed.
Participants are expected to review student-level data and come equipped with relevant information to
share across school staffs. During the Kid Talk event, participants are provided a detailed schedule with
time blocks that correlate to the volume of students enrolling from a specific middle school to a specific
high school. The standard Kid Talk notes template and agreed-upon protocols help structure
conversations so they are insightful and solutions-oriented. While advanced preparation and adherence
to the Kid Talk schedule and protocols enables school representatives to maximize their time at the
event, organizers recognize the need for and encourage follow-up conversations with colleagues from
different schools. Participants are provided the opportunity to exchange contact information to
continue their communications beyond the event. These efforts are critical to ensure “loopback” data is
provided to participating middle schools. The 2019 Kid Talk event brought together 21 school
participants from across 25 school campuses, including 13 middle schools and 12 high schools.

Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application
In 2016, OSSE developed the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data application to provide LEAs
access to special education data for pre-enrolled students with disabilities after the end of the current

school year and prior to the beginning of the next school year (when state-level databases begin to
provide this information automatically). Based on stakeholder feedback, the application is now available
year-round to assist LEAs in monitoring enrollments and preparing to meet the needs and services of
mid-year transfer students prior to receiving access to students’ special education records.

The application provides LEAs with the following student-level data related to special education:

e Primary disability; e Dedicated aide needs and hours;
e Most recent eligibility start and end dates; e Special education transportation (eligibility,
e |EP start and end dates; mode, and specific access needs);
e Special education funding level; e Eligibility for ESY and ESY-related
e Total service hours per week; IEP services transportation;
(related services, specialized education); e Supplemental aides; and
e Setting, time, and frequency of IEP services; e Assistive technology needs

e Federal educational environment category;

For the 2019-20 school year, OSSE added a “yes/ no” indication to highlight students entering an LEA that had
previously received IDEA Part C services to assist LEAs in preparing to serve such students on the first day of
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school. Although this may not immediately drive improvements in graduation rates, it will lend itself toward
ensuring smoother and more effective transitions to better prepare schools to provide integral early
educational services to younger children with disabilities. OSSE also focused efforts on assisting LEAs in more
effective use of the data provided in the application, both through new and updated resources, and through
in-person and webinar trainings.

Usage data from April through August 2019 shows that users from 94% of LEAs accessed the system. Further
analysis shows that three of the four LEAs that did not access the system were adult-serving LEAs that did not
have student-level data available (because OSSE did not have enrollment data for the LEA) or useful for their
purposes (because the LEA does not accept IDEA funds and therefore does not provide special education or
related services). The District is conducting targeted and coordinated outreach to the fourth LEA to better
understand the LEA’s needs and encourage use of the system in preparing for the upcoming 2020-21 school
year.

Stakeholder Engagement

Stakeholder engagement regarding implementation of improvement strategies occurs specific to each activity,
as opposed to within the context of the SSIP as a whole. Stakeholders participating in professional
development opportunities provided as part of universal SSIP strategies are asked to complete post-training
surveys to provide feedback on their experiences and suggestions for future trainings. OSSE uses this feedback
to inform its planning and development of future trainings and technical assistance initiatives.

Key external stakeholders for each activity include:
Restorative Programs
e SchoolTalk, Inc.: a District of Columbia-based nonprofit that supports the District education
community in collaboratively addressing complex challenges and creating practical solutions for
assisting youth of all abilities achieve success. SchoolTalk’s programs actively work to improve
postsecondary outcomes for youth through both proactive initiatives such as youth leadership and
mentoring, skill-building, and workforce development; and direct intervention to resolve issues in
productive ways, such as mediation and restorative justice. SchoolTalk is the primary manager of the
Restorative DC project.
e Restorative DC project: supports DCPS and public charter schools in whole-school implementation of

restorative justice practices and culture change. It does so through intensive, trauma-informed,

collaborative, customized, onsite, and locally-based technical support in order to lower incidents of

conflict and harm, reduce the use of suspensions and expulsions, increase school performance, and

center the school community on relationships, inclusivity, and accountability.

e In addition, feedback is incorporated into the design and modifications of the program through the

following activities:

o Post-training evaluations: OSSE administered post-workshop online evaluation surveys to training
participants as a condition of receiving professional learning units (PLUs).

o Reviewing Climate Survey and Data Interpretation: This helps target Restorative Justice
interventions and informs action planning.

DC IDEA PART B SSIP FFY 2018





o Walk-Through Assessment: RestorativeDC visits schools to conduct a walk-through to better
understand the needs and school community. This engagement includes a meeting with the
Restorative Justice implementation team to discuss details for on-site support the school may
need.

Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education

American University (AU) Institute for Innovation in Education (IIE): The Institute for Innovation in

Education is an interdisciplinary organization committed to conducting, administering, and
disseminating educational research and research-informed professional development initiatives

Bridge to High School Data Exchange and Kid Talks

Raise DC: A multi-sector partnership of local stakeholders formed to promote a culture shift from
competition over District resources to collaboration, in providing every child and youth with
opportunities to succeed, from cradle to career. Raise DC convenes the 9th Grade Counts Network and
was the original manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange.

9th Grade Counts Network: Comprised of school-based partners, community-based organizations, and

government agencies, 9GCN empowers schools with the right information to better meet the needs of
incoming ninth graders and equips students with the academic and non-academic skills they need to
succeed in ninth grade.

Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application

LEA Special Education Points of Contact: OSSE conducts regular engagement and surveys to solicit

feedback on special education data systems, including the Early Access to Students with Disabilities
Data Application and the mandatory statewide Special Education Data System (SEDS). As part of this
outreach, special education points of contact at District LEAs provide feedback on application
functionality, usage, training, and resources.
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C. DATA ON IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES

Monitoring and Measuring Outputs to Assess the Effectiveness of Implementation
As in prior implementation years, the District monitored progress toward achieving intended outputs and
outcomes by tracking state-level efforts and analyzing data related to students with disabilities in a variety of
activities. The District’s evaluation measures as originally designed supported the SSIP theory of action by
assessing impacts of targeted improvement strategies at the student, school, and state levels to monitor
progress on:
e Whether activities are better preparing students for high school (through student surveys);
e  Whether schools are receiving and utilizing student-level data to better support students during the
transition to and through ninth grade (through school and LEA surveys); and
e Whether state efforts to improve access to and transfer of data is meeting the needs of schools and
students (through survey data, tracking of project progress, and analysis of student achievement
data).

The District continued to rely on existing data structures to source the data needed to assess progress and
fidelity of implementation of targeted improvement strategies. Universal strategies and professional
development efforts were evaluated using existing evaluation and data collection processes, with a primary
reliance on post-activity participant surveys. Due to shifts in initially planned SSIP activities as previously
reported, the District has not implemented or evaluated activities directly at the student-level. However,
activities such as the Kid Talks continue to support the student experience.

Universal Strategies
Professional Development
Participants are asked to complete an electronic evaluation survey following each training. The responses

below represent data gathered about initial participant satisfaction, relevance to participant work, and growth
in skills or knowledge. This data has been used to improve program design and delivery, including creating
new training series that shift the focus from compliance to quality.

Training Series Number of | Numberof = % of participants agreed or strongly
sessions participants = agreed that the training taught new

knowledge and skills that will
benefit them in their work

Positive Behavioral Interventions | 19* 431* 92%*

and Supports (PBIS)

Student Support Teams (SST) 4 32 100%

Response to Intervention (Rtl) 15 145 96%

IEP Quality Series 15 403 [evaluated individually, see below]
High Leverage Practices Series 6 82 91%

High Quality Transition Plans for | 8 44 92.5%

Middle School Students

Restorative Justice 17* 372* 95%*
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IEP Quality Training Series
The IEP Quality Training Series is an especially innovative and specialized training targeted at ensuring District

IEP teams are designing IEPs and services consistent with the expectations set forth by the Supreme Court in
the Endrew F. case, and is a key lever to drive improvements in service design across the District. The training
series is adaptable to the needs of LEAs and educators as evidenced by the development of specially designed
trainings for early childhood educators and general educators. Through its strategic planning work, OSSE has
highlighted increasing general educator buy-in and a shared sense of responsibility as a necessary and critical
shift in the educational landscape. An indicator of the importance of this training series lies in the high ratings
it receives in post-training surveys:
e Using Data to Describe Students’ Present Level of Performance: of 87 respondents attending 3
trainings, 96.3% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills.
e Using Data to Draft Appropriately Ambitious IEP Goals: of 97 respondents attending 3 trainings, 93.7%
agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills.
e Using Data to Design Appropriate Accommodations and Supports: of 68 respondents attending two
trainings, 92% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills.
e Using Data to Propose Appropriate Service Hours and Setting: of 59 respondents attending two
trainings, 94.5% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills.
e |EP Quality Early Childhood Intensives: of 62 respondents attending 4 trainings, 90% agreed or strongly
agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills.
e |EP Quality General Educator Intensive: of 30 respondents, 93% agreed or strongly agreed that they
learned new knowledge or skills.

Additionally, this training series has been a catalyst for increasing LEA capacity and encouraging LEAs to
develop and share key resources. IEP Quality Series participants report internal creation and dissemination of
LEA-specific versions of protocols shared in prior sessions, as well as collaborating with other participating
LEAs to troubleshoot issues of implementation of new protocols or procedures. Examples of resources and/or
protocols participants report implementing at the LEA or school level include:

e |EP evaluation rubric e Progress Monitoring Tracker
e Teacher Input Form e Co-Planning Lesson Template
e Parent Input Form e Co-Planning Checklist

e Progress Monitoring FAQ document
e Inclusive Practices Self-Assessment and Action Planning Tool

Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education (LISSE)

Data was collected through a participant pre- and post-survey, from attendees of participant presentations,
and through a broader program evaluation. Participant surveys indicated positive changes in all evaluated
areas. The greatest self-evaluation improvement points are in the areas of understanding of evidence-based
practice (+1.1 average change on a 5-point scale) and capacity to monitor the progress of students with
identified and non-identified disabilities related to the Common Core State Standards (+1 average change).
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Restorative Justice

Disciplinary data is a straightforward, yet unreliable metric for evaluating the impact of restorative justice
programming. Reducing suspensions does not necessarily mean that non-punitive alternatives are being used
or that positive school culture is being built. Additionally, the Student Fair Access to School Amendment Act of
2018 limits out-of-school suspension of students in kindergarten through eighth grade to serious safety
incidents and bans its utilization in high school for minor offenses. Prohibitions on the use of exclusionary
discipline are being phased in starting with the 2018-19 school year, and rates of suspension and expulsion
across the District have changed accordingly. OSSE and Restorative DC continue to explore ways to evaluate
the effectiveness of restorative justice implementation across the District. As part of the technical assistance
offered to schools, members of the Restorative DC team conduct walk-throughs to better understand the
needs of the school. Implementation data is collected via a score card which is then used to inform targeted
technical assistance and for strategic planning with the implementation team.

Through the capacity building measures described in Section B, the District increased infrastructure capacity to
provide technical support for LEA implementation of restorative justice practices, including:
e Whole school: increased support capacity from 16 LEAs to 17 LEAs, with plans to increase to 20 LEAs
for the 2020-2021 school year.
e Supplemental technical assistance: increased support capacity from 20-30 schools in 2018-2019 to 40
schools in 2019-2020.

Bridge to High School Data Exchange
OSSE, in conjunction with Raise DC, gathered feedback on the Bridge to High School Data Exchange through

participant surveys. Participants provided feedback on preparation, organization, applicability of the initiative
to their work, interest in future participation, and whether they would recommend the initiative to others.
The 9% Grade Counts Network acts as a key stakeholder in discussing feedback and making recommendations
for improvements, primarily focused on additional data points to be provided in future year data exchanges.
Survey feedback from Bridge to High School Data Exchange participants highlighted the need for additional
data, expanded school participation, improved application functionality, and more training on how to use the
application and the data therein. For the 2020 data exchange, OSSE is focusing on expanding school
participation by conducting directed outreach and engagement with the District’s largest LEA to secure
attendance by staffs from middle and high schools that experience the highest rates of student mobility.
Additionally, OSSE is providing training to use web-based systems and is hosting an in-person collaborative
convening to encourage cross-functional use of data available in the Bridge to High School Data Exchange and
the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application.

Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data

The Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data application is evaluated in the context of its involvement in
OSSE’s larger Start of School initiative. The Start of School Satisfaction Survey was administered to LEA points
of contact throughout the District. Overall, LEA awareness and usage of the application increased — 94% of
LEAs logged in to the application, and 10 LEAs logged in more than 100 times. 55% of respondents to the Start
of School Satisfaction Survey strongly agreed or agreed that the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data
application provided timely and appropriate data, as compared to 36% in 2018-19. 42% of respondents
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strongly agreed or agreed that they were able to more effectively plan for incoming students with disabilities,
an increase of 6% from 2018-19. Of the many ways in which LEAs can leverage the application, more than half
of respondents use it to identify the total number of students with disabilities per grade (52%), and nearly half
use it to identify transfer students with disabilities (48%). In 2018-2019, stakeholders emphasized that earlier
direct access to student records was vital to preparing for and serving students. To that end, for the start of
the 2019-2020 school year, LEAs increasingly reported using the application to facilitate student
transportation requests and identify students with an in-process initial evaluation, which are two key areas
requiring quick LEA action and coordination once the LEA has direct access to such records.

SSIP Progress and Modifications

During FFY2018, SSIP activities and improvement strategies continued as planned, while OSSE undertook
substantial efforts to analyze the current landscape of special education in the District and design a citywide
agenda aimed at effectuating dramatic change for students with disabilities. As a result of these efforts, and to
ensure appropriate alignment with strategic initiatives, the District has initiated a redesign of its SSIP for
FFY2019, including identifying a new SIMR.

Special Education Working Group

In spring 2019, OSSE launched an internal working group comprised of staff from each division that embarked
on a deep dive of data related to students with disabilities to identify key levers and make recommendations
for strategies to effectuate District-wide change aimed at improving performance and outcomes for students
with disabilities. OSSE’s Division of Data, Analysis, and Research completed four rounds of data analysis across
the multiple special education data sets collected by OSSE, looking back as far as two decades. The working
group conducted in-depth data analysis of a wide variety of topics and indicators, including performance on
statewide assessments (PARCC), graduation outcomes, student mobility, placement and least restrictive
environment data, IEP service proscription and delivery, and teacher and staff data. In reviewing and
discussing the analysis, the working group also considered root causes of disparities and identified key
authorities and programs within OSSE that could be leveraged to drive improvements across the various
indicators.

In October 2019, OSSE released the Students with Disabilities in the District of Columbia Landscape Analysis.
This analysis drew from the following: in-depth analysis of OSSE data sources; focus groups and interviews;

online and best practices research; and an examination of our current population, including where they live
and attend school, current outcomes, rates of identification and exit, and key barriers hindering their progress.
The analysis also included lessons learned from other states, national benchmarks and comparisons to other
states and urban districts. As a result, initial recommendations for what we as the state education agency can
do to address any barriers our students with disabilities encounter. The landscape analysis highlighted that the
District’s education landscape creates unique challenges and opportunities for serving students with
disabilities. For example, the District is comprised of 68 LEAs, including many single-campus public charter
school LEAs, and 42 (62%) enrolled fewer than 100 students with disabilities in the 2018-19 school year.
Meanwhile, 13 of 68 District LEAs have student populations comprised of greater than 25% students with
disabilities. The data highlights the wide variation in LEA capacity to serve students with disabilities alongside
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the responsibility to fully implement IDEA and provide a full continuum of alternative placements and
supports, as required by any LEA accepting IDEA funding.

Consistent with OSSE’s strategic plan goals, the working group also focused analysis on student performance
on statewide assessments in an effort to more specifically identify and better understand gaps in
achievement. In 2019, students without disabilities in the District achieved median PARCC growth above the
median growth of all students across PARCC states, demonstrating the strides our learners are making.
However, students with disabilities demonstrated growth well below the median PARCC growth, highlighting
the need to accelerate progress for our students with disabilities. From 2016 to 2019, the percentage of
students with disabilities who demonstrated proficiency on the English language arts (ELA) statewide
assessment increased only three points, while the percentage of students without disabilities increased by 14
points.

As a result of this work and stakeholder engagement efforts, OSSE developed draft recommendations for what
actions can be taken in the short- and long-term to improve outcomes for students with disabilities. The SSIP
was identified as a potential key lever for effectuating change, with OSSE’s divisions and working group
recommending that SSIP be redesigned to focus on APR indicators of student achievement consistent with
OSSE’s strategic plan framework. Given the District’s focus on closing the achievement gap, and relative to
other identified key levers, the SSIP provides an opportunity to capitalize on ongoing improvement work while
catalyzing change for students with disabilities.

Through analysis of student performance data, it became clear that the District must intervene earlier in the
educational process. Gaps in achievement persist and widen in later grades, and waiting until high school to
provide intensive supports has shown to be minimally effective in improving student outcomes. Although
ninth grade promotion is a key indicator in graduation success, effectuating large-scale, substantial change
requires a focus on establishing strong learning foundations early in the educational process. Earlier
intervention to address proficiency gaps in third or eighth grades would support improved graduation rates
and student outcomes, and also ensure students are equipped with the skills necessary to succeed before and
beyond high school. As such, and consistent with OSSE’s strategic commitment to reducing achievement gaps,
the District intends to shift SSIP activities and the state-identified measurable result (SIMR) to focus on earlier
indicators of student success.

Stakeholder Engagement
As part of the agency-wide work focused on students with disabilities and the development and
publication of the landscape analysis, OSSE conducted extensive stakeholder engagement around the
current status of special education in the District. OSSE further took the findings from the landscape
analysis to a broad set of stakeholders to gather feedback and inform recommendations for OSSE, and
ultimately develop a citywide agenda for the systemic changes needed to improve outcomes for
students with disabilities. Focus groups and interviews with special education staff and leaders
highlighted eight core barriers to overcome:

e Leadership across the system e General educator commitment and training
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e Special education staff capacity e Trauma and mental health needs
e Access to instructional resources e Parent engagement and supports
e Inadequate identification practices e Unsupported transitions

Through this engagement with stakeholders, OSSE determined that student proficiency on statewide
assessments would serve as a reliable indicator of system-level improvements in the education of
students with disabilities in the District of Columbia. In alignment with national research, the District’s
stakeholders agreed that students with disabilities can learn and achieve at the highest levels with the
right supports. OSSE intends to shift its SIMR to align with APR indicator 3, using proficiency and growth
on statewide assessments to the effectiveness of our systematic improvement efforts.
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D. PLANS FOR IMPROVING DATA QUALITY

The District has experienced substantial challenges in obtaining fidelity data to demonstrate
implementation of improvement strategies at the LEA- or school-level. In its FFY 2015 submission, the
District committed to evaluating targeted improvement strategies, but found that data related to
universal improvement strategies was more readily available and reliable. The District recognized both
the excellent work being done through the universal improvement strategies and the valuable feedback
gathered through those efforts that can be leveraged to inform the fidelity and direction of SSIP
activities. Over time, OSSE has attempted a variety of means for gathering feedback and implementation
data from stakeholders, primarily through internet-based surveys. However, despite multiple efforts to
increase response rates, OSSE still experiences low response rates for many post-training surveys. One
such strategy is to require survey submission prior to the granting of professional learning units (PLUs)
necessary for continued licensure. However, under District law, charter LEAs establish teacher
requirements often separate from state licensure. Further, OSSE has found that participants not needing
PLUs for re-licensure in the current year tend to not respond to surveys.

A significant limitation to evaluation data gathered through these activities is that it does not reach into
school or educator practice — that is, the District does not currently have a way of measuring
implementation of theories or skills learned through professional development opportunities. The
Division of Teaching and Learning continues to explore ways of gathering implementation and fidelity
data, with a focus on how to best support LEAs, schools, and training participants in implementation at
the school-level. TAL has increased its provision of technical assistance available upon request,
especially in the areas of IEP quality and restorative justice practices (as detailed in Section B).

As part of the effort to revisit the District’s SIMR, OSSE is mindful of the previously identified data quality
limitations and is actively planning to mitigate these issues moving forward. The revised SSIP will include
a robust evaluation plan that is closely tied to existing data analysis efforts to ensure alignment with
OSSE and District priorities. Additionally, OSSE is in the process of procuring and developing a
replacement of its statewide special education data system that is intended to provide more flexible and
highly customizable data analysis at both the state and LEA level. The new data system will also facilitate
improved collection of data to support LEA implementation and ongoing critical analysis of interventions
and strategies, as well as SSIP initiatives and evaluation activities. Stakeholder engagement is a key
element of both OSSE strategic priorities and the new system development process, which will be
leveraged to inform upcoming evaluation activities related to SSIP.
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E. PROGRESS TOWARD ACHIEVING INTENDED IMPROVEMENTS

Assessment of Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements
As noted previously, based upon most recent federal reporting, the District exceeded its established SIMR target for this reporting period. The

table below provides an overview of SSIP improvement strategies (inputs), activities and outputs, short- and long-term objectives (outcomes),

data collection methods and sources, and a description of progress supported by data and evaluation measures detailed in Part C.

ACTIVITIES

Positive Behavior
Interventions and
Supports trainings

Universal Strategy:

Professional Development in School-wide Evidence Based Practices

OUTPUTS

19 PBIS trainings with 431
District educators in
attendance.

Student Support
Team trainings

Four SST trainings were
held with 32 educators in
attendance.

Response to
Intervention
trainings

15 Rtl trainings were held
with 145 educators
attending

SHORT-TERM
OUTCOMES
(Objectives)

Increase educator
knowledge of
school-wide
evidence based
practices

LONG-TERM

OUTCOMES

(Objectives)
Implementation
with fidelity of
school-wide
evidence based
practices

DATA
COLLECTION
(Measures)

Measure:
participants
reporting
increased
knowledge

Source: post-
training
participant

surveys

PROGRESS*

Substantially increased PBIS offerings:
increased trainings from 5 to 19;
increased attendees from 73 to 431.
Participant survey metrics increased
from 68% (2018-19) to 93% (2019-20)

Participant survey metrics increased
from 91% (2018-19) to 100% (2019-
2020).

Increased number of trainings from six
in 2018-2019 to 15 in 2019-2020.
Increased attendance from 26 to 145
participants.

1n school year 2018-2019, the increase in participant knowledge was measured through responses to the survey metric of “agreed or strongly agreed that the
training was extremely or very useful to their professional practice”. After redesigning some aspects of pre- and post-training surveys, the metric used for
2019-2020 is “agreed or strongly agreed that the training taught new knowledge and skills that will benefit them in their work”.
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Restorative
Practices

17 trainings attended by
372 participants

85% of respondents reported the
training was relevant to their
professional practice

Increased the number of trainings from
four (2018-2019) to 17 (2019-2020).
Increased the number of participants
from 116 (2018-2019) to 372 (2019-
2020).

Participant survey metrics increased
from 80% (2018-2019) to 95% (2019-
2020).

Topic-specific
professional

development
opportunities

Professional communities:
Middle School Literacy
Community of Practice and
Leadership Institute in
Secondary Special
Education

High quality IEP
development trainings
(IEPs, high leverage
practices, and secondary
transition plans)

Increase educator
knowledge of
targeted topics

Increase LEA
capacity to serve
incoming students

Improvement in
fidelity of IEP goal
development and
delivery of
specialized
instruction

Measure:
participants
reporting
increased
knowledge

Source: post-
training
participant
surveys

Middle School Literacy programmatic
work was redesigned and expanded to
support a wider range of content and
schools.

LISSE participants reported increased
knowledge of evidence-based practices

High quality IEP trainings were
substantially expanded, both in scope
and participation.

Added High Leverage Practices training
series.

An average of 93% of participants
across these trainings reported an
increase in knowledge.
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INPUTS/
ACTIVITIES

State-level: Early
Access to Students
with Disabilities
Data Application

OUTPUTS

Provision of special
education data for
incoming transfer
students through the
Early Access to
Students with
Disabilities Data
Application

SHORT-TERM
OUTCOMES
(Objectives)

Develop database to

facilitate provision of
early and actionable

student data

Targeted Strategy:
8t-to0-9t" Grade Transition

LONG-TERM

OUTCOMES

(Objectives)
Increase effective use of
data by LEAs

DATA
COLLECTION
(Measures)
Measure: LEAs are
better prepared to
service incoming
students

Source: Start of
School participant
surveys

PROGRESS

Increased from 36% (2018-2019) to 42%

(2019-2020) the number of respondents
agreeing that “because of the Early Access
to Students with Disabilities Data
Application, I/ my team was able to plan
more effectively to serve students with
disabilities than | was able to last year”

School-level:
Bridge to High
School Data
Exchange

Transfer of student-
level data for students
transitioning from 8th
to 9th grade

Coordinate transfer
of transcript data
held at the LEA-level
through data sharing
agreements or
automatic transfer

Increase the number of
students participating in
8™ to 9t grade
transition activities

Increase provision of
appropriate transition
supports and services to
students with
disabilities to ensure
smooth transitions from
middle to high school

Measure: number
of students
captured in 8"-to-
9t grade
transition
activities

Source: Raise DC
Bridge to High
School Data
Exchange

Bridge to High School Data Exchange
capacity increased from approximately
2000 students in SY 2016-2017, to
approximately 4000 students in SY 2017-
2018, and further to 5,280 first-time 9"
graders in SY 2018-2019. Capacity
remained stable for the 2019-2020 school
year, with 95% of eligible middle and high
schools participating.

The percentage of participating students
with disabilities increased from 16% to
20%.
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Student-level: Kid
Talk

Facilitate Kid Talks -
coordinated case
reviews between
middle and high school
staffs

Convene face-to-face
meetings of
participating school
staffs

Improve quality of
transition programming
over time by identifying
programs or program
components associated
with desired student
outcomes in 9" grade
year

Measure: Schools
participating in
Kid Talks; schools
report feeling
prepared to serve
incoming students

Source: surveys of
schools
participating in
the Bridge to High
School Data
Exchange

Increased participation in Kid Talks from 13
schools to 26 school campuses (17 LEAs) in
2018-19, and 25 DCPS and Charter school
campuses (13 middle, 12 high school) in
2019-20.
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Infrastructure Support of SSIP Initiatives

Since the inception of the District’s SSIP plan, OSSE has completed multiple structural shifts to increase
coordination and improve resource mapping; provide and promote the effective use of data to help
LEAs identify and address challenges; expand and streamline effective delivery of professional
development and technical assistance to LEAs; reduce LEA burden; and increase the identification and
dissemination of best practices. The most significant changes that resulted from realignment efforts
were:

e The creation of the Division of Data, Assessment, and Research (DAR) to centralize the
development and implementation of state-level data systems to support state functions and
LEAs; increase the District’s capacity to performs high-quality analysis and research to inform
and provide actionable input and reports; and lead OSSE’s accountability and annual statewide
assessment test administration. DAR is primarily responsible for the provision of high quality
and actionable data to LEAs, including the technical development and ongoing implementation
of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange (with programmatic support from OSSE’s Division of
Postsecondary and Career Education) and Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data
Application (with programmatic support from the Division of Systems and Supports, K-12, and
the Division of Teaching and Learning).

e The 2015 merger of the Division of Elementary and Secondary Education and the Division of
Specialized Education into what is now known as the Division of Systems and Supports, K-12,
which resulted in the blending of all general and special education state-level functions with a
focus on implementation and servicing of federal grants.

e The subsequent 2017 creation of the Division of Teaching and Learning was an effort to
centralize and emphasize OSSE’s provision of high quality and differentiated professional
development, including educator development, licensure, and supports. The Division of
Teaching and Learning builds the capacity of educators, from pre-service to in-service, through
targeted, and sustained, high-quality supports so educators can be effective in empowering
each District learner to succeed in school and life. Initially a small team that focused on special
education compliance and implementation, TAL has substantially increased both staff and
capacity to provide professional development offerings across English Language Arts, STEM
(science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) integration, math and science standards
and instruction, behavior management, and multilingual education.

Innovations in Training and Professional Development

As part OSSE’s strategic planning process described below, TAL conducted a gap analysis to ensure
alignment with areas of critical need by reviewing past and current professional developments, tools,
and resources. This included analyzing existing data (formal and anecdotal) to determine needs for
professional development and prioritize trainings. Based on those findings, TAL identified gaps and
designed corrective actions to shape the division’s professional development strategic plan. A key
element of this plan is infusing special education-specific information and techniques in all relevant
general education-related professional development offerings to support a shared sense of
responsibility and applicability across general education and special education staffs.
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Providing High Quality, Actionable Data

The Bridge to High School Data Exchange was initially conceived by Raise DC’s 9" Grade Counts
Network, which included OSSE as a participating member. OSSE provided the data framework and
systems development to support the creation of the data exchange, in consideration of its significant
capacity for database development and data management, and role as the owner of substantial
authoritative student data. Raise DC has focused on scaling up the initiative, including expanding the
number of participating schools and establishing sustainability plans. To best ensure long-term
sustainability, management of the initiative has transitioned in-house at OSSE, including creating a
dedicated position within OSSE’s Division of Postsecondary and Career Education to manage the work
year-round. This is a substantial change in the District infrastructure both in the theory and process of
sharing this vital data across LEAs, and in creating capacity at the state-level to support and expand the
work to additional LEAs and to encompass a broader universe of students beyond 9*" graders.

Through extensive stakeholder engagement, it became clear that a major barrier in schools’ abilities to
serve students with disabilities was simply not having access to student special education records in
advance of the school year. Due to limitations across LEA student information systems and student
privacy implications, LEAs and schools were unable to share or release student records. Based on
feedback emphasizing the need for earlier access to student-level special education data to better
prepare for the upcoming school year, OSSE developed the Early Access to Students with Disabilities
Data application. This Qlik data visualization application provides timely and appropriate special
education data to help LEAs plan and prepare to meet the needs of incoming students with disabilities
by reimaging student-level data housed in the statewide Special Education Data System in a dynamic
and malleable environment. This aligns with the SSIP theory of action related to the critical importance
of ensuring that schools are ready to support incoming students with disabilities through leveraging city-
wide data systems to timely provide state-level student data—also supported through training and
resources to assist LEAs in the effective use of such data.

OSSE Strategic Plan 2019-2023

In 2018, OSSE engaged internal and external stakeholders from across District education sectors
including government agencies, LEA staff, and community-based organization stakeholders to develop a
new strategic plan to guide OSSE’s work through 2023. A central goal of the 2019-2023 strategic plan is
for 6,700 more students to meet or exceed expectations on statewide assessments while closing
achievement gaps. The strategic plan contemplates special education as a key area of emphasis, and an
especially valuable change lever to make accelerated progress in closing that achievement gap.
Highlighting special education as a pillar of OSSE’s strategic plan builds on OSSE’s prior strategic efforts
to integrate special education work throughout each division. This commitment created an explicit and
shared responsibility across every OSSE division and will both capitalize on the cross-divisional work
already in progress and catalyze further OSSE and District-wide infrastructure alignments. As part of the
working group efforts described in Section C, OSSE divisions and the working group recommended
redesigning the SSIP to focus on identified indicators of student achievement consistent with OSSE’s
strategic plan framework. As such, the District has undertaken work to identify a new SIMR, including
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initial stakeholder engagement around District and OSSE levers and efforts to improve student
performance on statewide assessments. As part of the redesign of the SSIP, OSSE is convening an
internal SSIP working group to determine the course and focus of this work over the next year.

Measurable Improvements in the SIMR

The District’s SIMR is focused on improving the four-year rate of graduation with a regular diploma for
students with disabilities across the District. Based on significant stakeholder feedback and as
established in the District’s SSIP Phase | submission, OSSE includes four-, five-, and six-year graduation
rates. OSSE publicly reports five-year graduation rates for all high school students, while extended six-
year graduation rates are reported here for informational purposes only. Additionally, the District’s
approved ESSA state plan includes extended graduation rates as an integral part of its accountability
framework. Continuing to report on five- and six-year graduation rates is responsive to stakeholder
input and furthers the District’s alignment of efforts, communications, and assessments of success for
students with disabilities who, in the District, are eligible for services through the semester in which they
turn age 22. Stakeholders have emphasized the importance of developing reporting and accountability
structures that are responsive to this extended eligibility for services.

SIMR targets and data are based on statewide graduation rates and the theory that targeted strategies
will improve graduation rates at SIMR schools, thereby driving improvements in the overall graduation
rate for the District. SIMR targets were established through significant stakeholder engagement that
encouraged ambitious and compounded increases over the life of SSIP. To ensure consistency with the
District’s ESSA state plan, which contemplates improvements in student outcomes over a twenty year
span, the District will report on both SSIP targets and ESSA state plan goals.

For the current reporting year (FFY2018; school year 2017-2018; first time ninth grade year 2014-2015),
the District established a graduation target of 60.00 percent for students with disabilities. The District
fell short of this goal, with an actual four year graduation rate of 48.8 percent. OSSE attributes slippage
in graduation rates to a revision in one LEA's graduation policy and practices in SY 2018-19. OSSE worked
with the LEA to ensure that it is meeting the state's regulatory requirements for graduation.

The FFY 2019 SSIP graduation target of 52.7% is consistent with both the FFY 2019 ESSA State Plan and
APR targets. OSSE established a four-year graduation target for FFY 2019 using the following process:
1) OSSE subject matter experts reviewed local and national data from prior years for graduation rates,
reviewed related research and practice documents, and considered the potential impact of newly
developed and ongoing initiatives; 2) Subject matter experts then proposed the graduation target and
rationale for the proposed target; 3) OSSE presented the proposed graduation target to D.C.'s State
Advisory Panel on Special Education; 4) OSSE publicly posted a presentation that included the proposed
graduation target on its website for public feedback; and 5) Subject matter experts reviewed all
stakeholder questions and comments and consulted with State leadership to revise the graduation
target as appropriate.
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Although provided for informational purposes only, it is important to highlight that the District
continues to demonstrate improvements in graduation rates between the fourth and fifth years, and
fifth and sixth years. Students with disabilities in the District of Columbia are entitled to a free
appropriate public education through the semester in which the student turns 22 years of age. As
such, extended rates of graduation are imperative in assessing the successes of our students and
improvements in the state education system. It is therefore notable that the six-year graduation rate
for students with a first ninth grade year of 2013-2014 is 60.5 percent, which demonstrates that

significant strides are being made to ensure the continued success of students with disabilities who
remain eligible for special education services.

FFY 2014

FFY 2015

e o0 FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2018 FFY 2019
Tain (SY 2013 14) (SY 2014 15) (SY 2015 16) (SY 2016 17) (SY 2017 18) (SY 2018 19)
(FNGY1011) (FNGY1112) (FNGY1213) (FNGY1314) (FNGY1415)
SSIp ESSA | SSIP ESSA | SSIP | ESSA | SSIP ESSA | SSIP ESSA
BASELINEA | SSIP target
target | plan | target | plan | target | plan | target | plan target | plan
Four-Year . .
Target 2 BT 36.00% | 35.00% | 42.9% | 43.00% | 44.9% | 49-0°% |46.8%| 60.00% | 48.8% | 52.7% | 52.7%
Four-Year
Akt 34.00% 38.6% 42.9% 49.5% 53.7% 48.8%
Five-Year
Actual -- 47.9% 50.6% 58.1% 59.2% 55.5%
Six-Year
Actual -- 51.6% 53.7% 59.6% 60.5%

A As described in Phase |, the FFY13 baseline is based on a three-year combined cohort data analysis.

The graduation rate data included in the above table follows the traditional federal fiscal year (FFY)
reporting convention for graduation data, meaning that FFY 2017 four-year graduation data is from
school year 2016-17 and represents the four-year graduation rate for students who were first-time

ninth graders in in school year 2013-14. This means that the reported graduation rate lags a year behind
available data.
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F. PLANS FOR NEXT YEAR

Overview of SSIP Activities for SY 2020-2021

The District intends to completely reimagine the SSIP to focus efforts on improving student performance
consistent with APR Indicator 3, consistent with data analysis and stakeholder engagement completed
and described in Section C. OSSE will further reengage stakeholders to consider this revised SIMR,
develop a new theory of action, provide feedback on proposed improvement strategies, and design
reasonable and achievable annual targets. Some of this work is already underway, and OSSE anticipates
being well positioned to report on design and initial implementation of improvement strategies,
especially those aimed at infrastructure improvements, in the forthcoming FY2019 SSIP report.

As part of this reconsideration and redesign, OSSE will also develop an appropriate evaluation plan to
measure implementation with fidelity and impacts of planned improvement strategies. OSSE’s capacity
for data analysis has substantially increased with the inception of dedicated Data Analysis and Research
teams within OSSE’s Division of Data, Analysis, and Research that are charged with conducting the kind
of high quality, deep data analysis contemplated by the intent and requirements of Indicator 17.

The activities described herein will continue, as the provision of high quality and differentiated trainings,
educator professional development opportunities, and access to high quality and actionable data are
key functions of OSSE within the context of the District’s unique educational landscape. Indeed, since
the inception of SSIP in 2015, OSSE has revolutionized its approach to training and technical assistance,
shifting from a compliance-focused integrated support team to a standalone division focused on robust
professional development that substantially expanding trainings to reach deeply into classroom
instruction.

Additional Supports and Technical Assistance

The District continues to access and utilize resources available through the IDEA Data Center and
WestEd’s National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI). OSSE’s contacts at each of these technical
assistance centers have provided invaluable thought partnership and guidance, especially as OSSE has
considered redesigning the SSIP. This is a highly opportune time for the District to shift its SSIP focus and
SIMR, especially considering the shifts in supports provided by NCSI. The District also appreciates the
ongoing engagement and support provided by our OSEP state leads, and will continue to foster those
relationships and seek guidance as needs arise.
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APPENDIX A: KEY TERMS/ GLOSSARY

9th Grade Counts Network — cross-sector working group convened by Raise DC that supports 8"-to-9t"
grade transition and created the Bridge to High School Data Exchange

Bridge to High School Data Exchange - a standardized process that transmits individual-level data
quickly, automatically, and consistently for students as they move from middle to high school

CoP — Community of Practice

DAR — OSSE’s Division of Data, Assessment, and Research

ELA - English language arts

ESEA/ESSA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act/ Every Students Succeeds Act

Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application - a data visualization application that
provides timely and appropriate data to help LEAs plan and prepare to meet the needs of incoming
transfer students with disabilities

FAPE — free appropriate public education

FFY — federal fiscal year; for example, FFY 2015 corresponds to the 2014-15 school year

IDEA - Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

Kid Talks — a supplemental activity to the Bridge to High School Data Exchange that provides time and
space for middle and high school staffs to meet in-person to discuss student case files

LEA — local education agency

LISSE — Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education; see p. 9 for description

OSSE - Office of the State Superintendent of Education, the state education agency for the District of
Columbia

PBIS — positive behavioral interventions and supports

PLU — professional learning unit (credit)

Qlik — an application provided by OSSE which allows LEAs to easily create personalized reports and
dynamic dashboards, explore vast amounts of data and find meaningful insights to make informed
business decisions

Raise DC — a multi-sector partnership of local District stakeholders that focuses on improving children’s’
opportunities to succeed from cradle to career

Restorative DC — a SchoolTalk project that supports DCPS and public charter schools in whole-school
implementation of restorative justice practices and culture change

Rtl — Response to Intervention

SchoolTalk — a District of Columbia-based nonprofit that supports the education sector

SIMR - State-Identified Measurable Result

SLED - Statewide Longitudinal Education Data system

SSIP — State Systemic Improvement Plan

SST — Student Support Team

TAL — OSSE’s Division of Teaching and Learning
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APPENDIX B: THEORY OF ACTION

* K K

OSSE

District of Columbia Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan

(SSIP) Theory of Action

State-ldentified Measurable Result (SIMR)

The District of Columbia will increqse the rate of graduation with g requiar diploma for qlf students with disabilities
with q focus on students who gitend high schools that require state intervention through the qoeountability system
established in the ESEA Flexibility Waiver ar subsequent!y created under E554,

If we improve students’ readiness for high
school...

1. If students are prepared for high school
processes and expect ations...

2.If students are supported through regular
adult monitoring...

If we im prove high schools’ readiness for
incoming ninth grade students...

1. If middle and high school staffs coordinate
to share infarmation...

2. If we provide comprehensve professional
developrment for secondary special

educators...

1. If crossagency communication isimproved
to support a highly mohile student body...
2. If state-level student data is made available

timely and accurately...

STUDENTS

SCHOOLS

STATE

Then students will gain the skills
necessary to thrive and succeed in high

school.

1. Then sudents will better understand how
to succeed.

2. Then fudentswill remain engagedin
school.

Then schools will be better equipped to serve
‘the needs of ninth graders.

1. Then saff can better support a smooth
entry into high schoal.

2. Then = aff will be hetter equipped to serve
diverse learners.

1. Then mobile students will be better
supported during transitionsto stay on

track for graduation.
2. Then =chools can better prepare for

incoming students.
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APPENDIX C: TRAINING DESCRIPTIONS

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS)

Power of the Matrix provides schools with school-wide and classroom behavior matrices that can serve
as tools for helping schools to maintain an efficient, effective, and equitable learning environment.
This full-day training supports school teams in reviewing their current matrices to ensure they
incorporate the key features of a well-designed matrix and explore additional ways to use the matrix
in aligning a school’s multiple initiatives and support systems. Audience: Pre-K through grade 12
teams of educators and administrators.

Feedback and Acknowledgment is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators and administrators. This
training provides opportunities to practice effective delivery of behavior specific acknowledgement
and error correction are strategies that teachers and staff can master and are essential for defusing
problematic behavior. Given the critical importance of positive and instructional interactions
between adults and students, these strategies are often considered to be ‘prerequisites’ for
effectively implementing advanced tiers of behavior support.

Creating a Culture of Wellness Using the Tools You Already Have is open to Pre-K through grade 12
educators and administrators. This training helps schools’ personnel to learn more about the
negative impact trauma can have on student learning, mental wellness and behavior, and the
necessity for schools to serve as protective factors. In schools where PBIS is implemented with
fidelity, the learning environment is safer, more positive, and provides consistent messaging
resulting in a more predictable experience for students and adults. This full-day training highlights
Tier 1 structures and supports in schools that contribute to a culture of wellness, including self-care
for the adults as well.

Using Function-Based Thinking for Effective Responses to Problem Behaviors is open to Pre-K through
grade 12 educators and administrators. This training provides participants with information about
the fundamental components of function-based thinking and understand how adult responses to
problematic behavior can either defuse or escalate situations. Training all staff creates a common
language and skill set across administrators, teachers and staff for supporting students with
challenging behavior. During this one-day training, we will explore the basics of understanding
challenging behaviors and provide resources and professional learning strategies to take back to
your schools to build the knowledge and skills of your entire staff.

The Science of Behavior is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators and administrators. This training
offers instructions about how behavior is not only about students exhibiting challenges; it involves
everyone in the school environment. There is a science that examines the relationship between
individuals’ behavior and the elements of the environment. Once understood and put into practice,
solutions are greater than problems and learning takes precedence over behavior. Invest in
proactive supports at the beginning of the school year and reduce additional challenges and costs
later. This training equips school staff with the tools for understanding behavior before they become
overwhelmed by it, and set your students and staff up for success.
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Conducting Functional Behavior Assessments (FBAs) and Writing Function-based Positive Behavior
Support Plans is open to staff members who are responsible for conducting FBAs and writing
behavior support plans. This training helps participants to understand the science of behavior, and
implement the proactive strategies, educators are faced with students who require more
intervention. This two-day Advanced Behavior Analysis PD will look at the science of behavior more
in depth. Participants will examine and put into practice the steps for determining the function of
behavior; documenting the process; and writing and implementing effective behavior intervention
plans.

Supporting Schools with Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports is open to school leaders,
administrators, instructional staff, educators, support staff. This training instruction on initial
installation of a Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS) through Positive Behavioral Interventions
and Supports (PBIS). Participants explore a way of work using a three-tiered data-informed decision
making framework that ensures sustainability both at the LEA and school level. The training includes
an introduction to implementation science as we consider ways to organize resources and plan for a
way of work to support systemic change and sustainable implementation.

Student Support Teams (SST)

Student Support Teams is open to all public or public charter school staff members in the District who
are interested in learning more about the SST process, or who are part of their school’s current SST
process, are invited to participate. It is a collaborative, school-based, problem solving team that is
organized to address academic, medical, behavioral/emotional, and/or other problems that may
interfere with a student’s ability to obtain an appropriate education. OSSE's Division of Teaching and
Learning provides an introduction and deep dive into the SST process with a two-part training to
empower school teams to build and improve their SST teams and processes. The SST Foundations
training is part one of this series, and includes:

e Anoverview of the SST process and Response to Intervention (Rtl)
e Best practices for the SST process

e Selecting appropriate interventions

e Curriculum-based monitoring

Response to Intervention (Rtl)

Developing an Effective Response to Intervention System is open to school-based leaders and educators
serving students in public schools and public charter schools in the District of Columbia. This training
focuses on:

e Response to Intervention key concepts;
e Planning professional development;
e Screening and progress monitoring; and Interventions.
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Response to Intervention for Middle and High Schools is open to middle and high school educators,
administrators, and support staff who are interested in learning about Rtl for the first time, or who
would like a refresher. The training discusses:

e Academic and behavioral instruction and intervention
e Contextual factors particular to tiered interventions in middle and high school
e Structured problem-solving.

Response to Intervention—Full Day Training is open to LEA educators, administrators, and support staff
who are interested in learning about Rtl for the first time, or who would like a refresher. The training
discusses:

e Rtl tiers;

e Academic and behavioral instruction and intervention;

e Progress monitoring and data analysis;

e Contextual factors for different instructional levels and English Learners
e  Structured problem-solving.

Developing an Effective Response to Intervention System is open to school-based leaders and educators
serving students in public schools and public charter schools in the District of Columbia. This training
focuses on:

e Response to Intervention key concepts;
e Planning professional development;
e Screening and progress monitoring; and Interventions.

Response to Intervention for English Learners is open to teachers. This training focuses on how to
identify and plan instruction for culturally and linguistically diverse learners who need additional
support in the classroom to be academically successful. Response to Intervention (Rtl) can be
designed to incorporate cultural relevance, student background knowledge, and learning styles to
make instruction more relevant and effective for ELs. This training focuses on Rtl Tier 1 as a tool for
meeting ELs where they are culturally and linguistically so they can demonstrate academic
achievement. Participants will understand:

e How to define Rtl

e Characteristics of the different tiers of Rtl

e Considerations for designing and implementing Rtl Tier 1 for ELs
e |nstructional practices to support the Rtl Tier 1 in the classroom.

Professional Development Related to |EP Quality

IEP Quality Training Series: On March 22, 2017 the U.S. Supreme Court issued a unanimous opinion in
Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District. In that case, the Court redefined the free appropriate
public education (FAPE) requirements in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). This
training series will provide an overview of the decision and provide LEAs with support to develop
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capacity among their special education staff to meet the more rigorous standard for IEP quality set
forth by Endrew F.
Part 1: Using Data to Describe Students’ Present Level of Performance

Identify legal requirements related to IEP development

Identify and apply key concepts of IEP development, focusing on student assessment, as well as
analysis, interpretation, and reporting of student assessment results

Practice using data to draft individualized PLAAFP statements that comply with legal
requirements

Create internal protocols that support effective student assessment and IEP development
practices

Part 2: Using Data to Draft Appropriately Ambitious IEP Goals

Identify legal requirements related to IEP goal development

Identify and apply key concepts of IEP goal development

Practice using data to draft IEP goals that are appropriately ambitious

Create internal protocols that support effective progress monitoring practices

Part 3: Using Data to Design Individualized Accommodations and Supports

Identify legal requirements related to the accommodations decision-making process
Practice using data to design individualized, impactful instructional accommodations,
modifications, supports

Practice using data to select appropriate, individualized assessment accommodations
Create internal protocols that support sound decisionmaking and continuous monitoring
processes regarding students’ specialized supports

Part 4: Using Data to Propose Appropriate Service Hours and Setting

Identify legal requirements pertaining to special education service hours and settings
Differentiate between effective and ineffective practices of inclusion of students with disabilities
Discuss ways to foster effective practices of inclusion at the building and classroom level

Identify and plan to address external barriers to student success in the least restrictive
environment

Using High-leverage Practices to Improve Outcomes for Students with Disabilities: Most students

receiving special education services spend the majority of their day in the general education

classroom, but general educators report feeling unprepared to meet the instructional and social-

emotional needs of students with disabilities. This four-part training series will provide LEAs with

support to develop capacity among all educators who serve students with disabilities to implement

evidence-based, high-leverage practices that correlate with improved academic and social-

emotional outcomes for all learners, regardless of disability status. This series was created for

general educators who wish to develop their capacity to effectively teach students with disabilities

and for general education and special education co-teaching pairs who wish to deepen their

instructional practice together.

Part 1: Collaboration

Identify the key skills and structures that support efficient, effective collaboration between
general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and support staff.
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o Apply knowledge of these skills and structures to use a sample shared problem-solving protocol
to address common instructional issues.
e Discuss evidence-based principles for fostering positive relationships between educators and
families.
e Work collaboratively to develop a shared resource library of effective practices for putting these
principles into action through interactions with families of SWDs.
Part 2: Assessment
e Identify formal and informal assessment tools and strategies used to collect information on
student's present levels of academic and functional performance and identify their strengths
and needs for support.
o Apply knowledge of these tools and strategies to integrate assessment data to create a
comprehensive learner profile.
e Identify the key elements of data-based instructional strategies
e Work collaboratively to develop a shared set of sample data-based instructional plans to
address students' academic and behavioral needs.
Part 3: Using High-leverage Practices to Establish Learning Environments that Promote Success for ALL
Students
e |dentify routines and procedures that support the development of a respectful, consistent,
positive classroom environment that empowers students to take ownership of their learning;
o Identify key elements of effective social skills instruction that can be integrated into classroom
routines, procedures, and delivery of content; and
o Apply knowledge of these routines, procedures, and approaches to social skills instruction to
develop a shared library of positive, prosocial classroom systems.
Part 4: Implementing High —leverage Instructional Practices to Improve Outcomes for ALL Students
e Practice using data to identify appropriate learning goals
e Identify key elements of specially-designed instruction
o |dentify the key elements of instructional strategies that support metacognition
e  Work collaboratively to develop a shared library of approaches to providing instructional
scaffolds that develop students' self-efficacy and independent over time
o Work collaboratively to develop a shared library of resources that support effective use of
flexible grouping strategies

Developing High-Quality Transition Plans for Middle School Students with Disabilities: Middle school
educators, administrators, and related service providers play an important role in preparing
students with disabilities to gain the skills they will need to succeed in high school and in life. The
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requires IEP teams to develop a transition plan that
contains postsecondary goals in the areas of education, employment, and independent living (when
appropriate) for all students with disabilities ages sixteen and older. The Enhanced Special Education
Services Amendment Act of 2014 passed by DC Council requires IEP teams to develop transition
plans for students aged 14 and older. This training session will introduce practitioners to the IDEA’s
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secondary transition planning requirements and share ways in which middle schools can prepare

students to actively engage in the transition planning process, including participation in:

e Career awareness and exploration activities

e Self-determination skill development activities

e Age-appropriate transition assessments that will guide IEP teams in selecting transition goals,
services, and activities

Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education (LISSE)
Evidence-Based Practices in Content Areas: The first intensive session provides an overview of evidence-

based practices in all four of these content areas: reading, writing, mathematics, and behavior.
Participants gain knowledge regarding evidence-based practices across these content areas to be
better equipped to both evaluate existing interventions at their schools and to determine the area
in which their leadership can have the greatest impact.

Implementation Science and Interpreting Data: With the identified student need and evidence-based
practice in mind, participants will learn the basics of implementation fidelity so they can plan their
professional development session most effectively. Participants begin planning their professional
development session in collaboration with school- and content-area colleagues.

Leadership & Collaboration: This session includes strategies and examples of professional collaboration,
in addition to adult learning theory, in order to prepare participants to facilitate professional
development with colleagues most effectively. Participants learn concrete strategies and gain
confidence to deal with difficult colleagues. Additionally, they continue to plan their session with
fellow participants by anticipating challenges in the delivery and implementation phases.

Practice & Evaluation: During this final intensive session, participants revise their professional
development plan during practice sessions with fellow participants and design evaluation materials
for their professional development session. Finally, participants reflect on their growth over the
program and anticipate how they might foster similar growth in their school-based colleagues.

Restorative Practices

Restorative Justice in the Everyday Classroom |s open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators,
administrators and support staff. This workshop is designed to explore ways that Restorative Justice
practices can be used in the classroom. Teachers and school staff will gain skills and tools to
incorporate Restorative Justice practices that will increase student engagement in academic
content, promote consistent student attendance, and develop proactive systems to respond to
student behavior. Participants have the opportunity to practice energizers for classroom transition,
Socratic seminars for civil discourse, and literacy circles for reading comprehension. Participants
identify best practices for designing student recognition and celebration events, sustainable daily
routines and procedures, and clear expectations for the classroom community.
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Restorative Schools Overview Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support
staff. This one-day experiential workshop introduces teachers, administrators, school staff, students
and all those who support them to restorative concepts and practices. Participants explore the
continuum of restorative practices, experiencing pro-active circles for strengthening relationships
and social-emotional skills. More fundamentally, participants come to see restorative approaches as
a means of shifting school culture and climate, as well as addressing systems of power and
oppression. After a day of learning about school-based restorative practices, this overview
concludes with a planning session and information on how to receive additional support. Absent
additional training, this workshop alone is not intended to equip participants to facilitate any
particular restorative process.

Restorative Justice and Young Learners |s open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and
support staff. In order for Restorative Justice practices to be effective for young learners,
restorative practitioners must consider the developmental range of children in grades K-8, and must
accommodate a young learner's attention span, energy level, learning style, and expressive and
receptive language capacity. This experiential workshop for teachers, administrators, school staff,
and early education workers translates restorative practices to the primary school classroom by
adapting proactive and responsive approaches to the developmental stages of K-8 students.

Restorative Justice and Special Education |s open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators
and support staff. Restorative Justice is a philosophy and approach to building community and
responding to harm with roots in indigenous traditions. It is increasingly applied in schools all
around the country to manage classrooms and create inclusive, socially connected, and supportive
learning environments. This one-day experiential workshop helps teachers, administrators, and
special education staff identify and accommodate special needs as an essential part of preparing for,
keeping, and following up on responsive interventions such as responsive circles.

Restorative Responses to Behavior |s open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and
support staff. This workshop is designed to build capacity of school leaders, teachers, and support
staff in their approach to behaviors in school. Through the restorative lens, participants explore
various techniques and strategies to effectively communicate with students when they disrupt
community norms or expectations. Participants gain skills and tools to de-escalate students in
heightened situations by using Restorative Communication (Affective Statements/ Restorative
Questions). Throughout the workshop, facilitators demonstrate the concepts of Fair Process, an
inclusionary practice that al-lows for staff and students to be actively involved when there has been
harm to the community, and participants consider their biases in their response to student behavior
and recognize how it impacts consistent outcomes

Restorative Justice at the Next Level Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and
support staff. In the two-day advanced Restorative Justice Master Class, participants review
Restorative Justice philosophy, history, theory and practice as it applies to schools, communities,
and personal life transformation. The Advanced RJ workshop offers an intimate opportunity for
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participants to discuss, various issues that educators, administrators and circle keeper practitioners
face when working in schools. The class reviews case studies and engage in restorative solution
group discussions. Each day, is immersed in improvisational circle practice learning activities
designed to deepen your understanding of the restorative processes used to respond to harmin a
school context, improve relationships and inspiring restorative thinking, learning and behaving. The
principles and practices will be demonstrated by exploring Restorative Awareness, Community
Building Circles, Healing Circles, Celebration Circles, Harm Circles, Re-Entry Circles, and Restorative
Group Conferencing.

Responsive Circle Implementation |s open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and
support staff. This practice-based workshop is for school staff who aim to incorporate responsive
peacemaking circles into their classrooms and community. The training focuses on responsive circles
and the structured intervention for serious and complex incidents of harm. Participants utilize mock
disciplinary scenarios to practice a responsive circle, conduct preparatory meetings, facilitate mock
circles, create written agreements and review re-entry processes. Throughout the workshop,
participants receive feedback on their skills from workshop facilitators and colleagues. Additionally,
the intersection between responsive circles and the 2018 DC Student Fair Access to School
Amendment will be explored throughout each component of the workshop.

Trauma Awareness and Resilience |s open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and
support staff. This training experience explores best practices to trauma-informed, resilience-
oriented, and Restorative Justice-focused practices that promotes healing and provides a path
toward hope, and reconciliation. The class explores the brain’s stress-response system and how it
impacts behavior and learning for students and educators. Participants deepen their knowledge
about trauma, resilience and post-traumatic growth. The workshop demonstrates an innovative
brain-wave entrainment integrated health practice and participants will experience this in a series of
mindfulness activities that can be used in the school and classroom. We dive deeper into the science
behind how the brain and body respond to trauma, including the Sound Vibrionic theory and recent
discoveries about how to harness brain waves and eye movements to heal trauma. Participants
receive a general overview of trauma and how to become trauma-informed, including skill-building
around how to provide healing within relationships. The second part of the Trauma & Resilience
training provides a more in-depth look at the cutting-edge science surrounding childhood trauma,
plus offers additional skills to help professionals develop a trauma-informed practice.

Restorative Justice Communication and Conflict Resolution |s open to teachers, school staff, and
education professionals who want to address the challenges of conflict with students, colleagues,
and parents. Participants have an opportunity to assess their own style of engaging with (or
avoiding) conflict, apply strategies to reframe difficult conversations, under-stand how needs and
identity contribute to a restorative culture, and practice communicating from values/interests
instead of positions to promote engagement with Restorative Justice in school communities.
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Support Circle Keeping is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff.
Support circles are a structured process for engaging students who are struggling, have complex
needs, or are returning to the school community after long absence. Support circles bring together
the student, family members, relevant school staff, social service providers, and others to provide a
web of support to build relationships, identify needs, map resources, make a plan, check in with
each other, share accountability, and celebrate successes in their transition to stability. This one-day
workshop is designed for intermediate or advanced Restorative Justice practitioners who have an
understanding of Restorative Justice philosophy and experience as a circle keeper. Participants learn
how to prepare and provide follow-up, as well, as understand the structure and skills need to
implement an effective Support Circle.
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UNIVERSAL STRATEGY: Professional Development in

Evidence-Based School-wide Support Models

OSSE provides high quality and differentiated trainings and educator professional development opportunities

with a focus on driving improvements in school levers that support graduation: improving school climate,
reducing exclusionary discipline practices, and improving instruction.
Connection to SIMR:
e If we provide comprehensive professional development for secondary special educators, then schools
will be better equipped to serve diverse learners.
Intended Outcomes:
e Increase educator knowledge of school-wide evidence based practices
e Implementation with fidelity of a variety of evidence based practices aimed at improving outcomes for
students with disabilities in all District of Columbia schools

STAKEHOLDERS

Internal Stakeholders
e (OSSE’s Division of Teaching and Learning (TAL): The Division of Teaching and Learning builds the capacity of

educators, from pre-service to in-service, through targeted, and sustained, high-quality supports so
educators can be effective in empowering each and every PK-12 District learner to succeed in school and
life.

External Partners
e American University (AU) Institute for Innovation in Education (lIE): The Institute for Innovation in Education

is an interdisciplinary organization committed to conducting, administering, and disseminating educational
research and research-informed professional development initiatives. Key partner in the Leadership
Institute in Secondary Special Education.

e SchoolTalk: SchoolTalk, Inc. is a District of Columbia-based nonprofit that supports the DC education
community in collaboratively addressing complex challenges and creating practical solutions for assisting
youth of all abilities achieve success. SchoolTalk’s programs actively work to improve postsecondary
outcomes for youth through both proactive initiatives such as youth leadership and mentoring, skill-
building, and workforce development; and direct intervention to resolve issues in productive ways, such as
mediation and restorative justice. SchoolTalk is the primary manager of the Restorative DC project.

e Restorative DC project: supports DCPS and public charter schools in whole-school implementation of

restorative justice practices and culture change. It does so through intensive, trauma-informed,
collaborative, customized, onsite, and locally-based technical support in order to lower incidents of conflict
and harm, reduce the use of suspensions and expulsions, increase school performance, and center the
school community on relationships, inclusivity, and accountability.

KEY ACTIVITIES

Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Training: training that allows schools to take a proactive

approach to support student behavior development and regulation.
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Student Support Team Trainings: training for school-based, collaborative problem-solving teams focused on

identifying and implementing interventions to meet the needs of individual students.

Response to Intervention Training: training to develop and implement multi-tiered approach to the early

identification and support of students with learning and behavior needs.

Responding to the Endrew F. Decision: Building Capacity to Develop High-Quality IEPs Training: four-part series

which provided LEA special education staff with an overview of the decision and its impact on the free
appropriate public education (FAPE) requirements in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.

Developing High-Quality Transition Plans for Middle School Learners with Disabilities Training: a professional

development opportunity developed to support implementation of 2016 District regulations requiring that the
first IEP in effect after a child with a disability reaches 14 years of age includes transition assessments and
services.

Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education: Collaborative initiative with American University that

provides innovative, highly effective teacher leaders in District of Columbia public and public charter schools
who work with secondary special education students with the resources and supports to develop leadership
skills through participation in intensive professional development aimed at supporting teachers’ use of
evidence-based practices in integrating the Common Core State Standards and IEP goals within curricula for
secondary students with disabilities.

Restorative Practices: A series of multimodal supports and programming to build awareness of, and expertise in,

the power of restorative practices across the District of Columbia education sector, including OSSE, LEAs, and
community organizations. The Restorative DC program promotes a shift from exclusionary discipline practices to
a restorative approach to strengthen positive school cultures. Restorative practices includes general training
and professional development opportunities, a community of practice, and school-specific onsite technical
assistance and whole school implementation.

KEY ACCOMPLISHMENTS

e Since the 2015-2016 school year, provided over 100 trainings and professional development
opportunities to over 200 educators representing over 60 LEAs on school-wide evidence based
practices, including Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), Response to Intervention
(Rtl), Restorative Practices, topic-specific trainings, and various communities of practice.

o Inthe 2018-2019 school year, designed and provided two training series that shift the focus of IEP
development from compliance to quality. Expanded and differentiated IEP quality training to meet
specific LEA and stakeholder needs.

e Expanded restorative justice practices and supports from five schools in the 2015-16 school year to 16
schools in the 2018-19 school year implementing a whole school plan with 23 additional schools
receiving technical assistance, and still more participating in a community of practice and a plethora of
training opportunities.
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TARGETED STRATEGY: 8" to 9t" Grade Transition Activities

Through data analysis and review of relevant research conducted by educational stakeholders, the District
identified the transition from 8" to 9*" grade as a key touchpoint in a student’s education. To effectively drive
improvements at pivotal points, the District targeted SSIP efforts at 8" to 9"grade transition activities, including
leveraging data systems to support LEAs in preparing to serve incoming 9" grade students with disabilities.

Connection to SIMR:
e If we improve high schools’ readiness for incoming ninth grade students, then schools will be better
equipped to serve the needs of ninth graders.
e |[f state-level student data is made available timely and accurately, then schools can better prepare for
incoming students.

Intended Outcomes:
e Increase the number of students participating in 8™ to 9" grade transition activities
e Ensure that students are receiving appropriate transition services
e (Create data sharing agreements and data systems that allow for automated transfer of assessment
history, attendance, and discipline data for students
e Coordinate transfer of transcript data between LEAs through data sharing agreements or facilitating
data system

STAKEHOLDERS

Internal Stakeholders

e  (OSSE Division of Data, Assessment & Research (DAR) Manages data received by OSSE to ensure that all data
assets are high-quality, properly documented, and easily discoverable; and develops applications and
visualizations to support data validation, analysis, reporting, and data access

e  (OSSE Division of Systems and Supports, K-12: Project owner of the Early Access to Students with Disabilities
Data Exchange

e OSSE Division of Postsecondary and Career Education: Owner and manager of the Bridge to High School
Data Exchange and Kid Talks; primary liaison between OSSE and Raise DC

External Partners

e Raise DC*: a multi-sector partnership of local stakeholders formed to promote a culture shift from
competition over District resources to collaboration, in providing every child and youth with opportunities
to succeed, from cradle to career. Raise DC convenes the Ninth Grade Counts Network and was the original
manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange.

e Ninth Grade Counts Network*: Comprised of school-based partners, community-based organizations, and
government agencies, 9GCN empowers schools with the right information to better meet the needs of
incoming 9th graders and equips students with the academic and non-academic skills they need to succeed

in 9th grade.
KEY ACTIVITIES KEY ACCOMPLISHMENTS
Bridge to High School Data Exchange: a e Data sharing agreements developed and implemented
standardized data transfer process, including both for all LEAs participating in the data exchange.
the exchange of data electronically and through in- | e Developed, piloted, and expanded data application that
person “kid talks,” for ensuring that essential provides for the automated transfer of state-held
student information is transmitted quickly,
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automatically, and consistently as students move
from middle to high school.

Facilitated Case Coordination Meetings (Kid Talks):

Kid Talks follow a highly structured exchange that
incorporates both quantitative and qualitative data
to review 8™ grade data and offer insights to guide
student-specific planning for rising 9" graders; and
launch ongoing working relationships between
middle and high schools to continue to support
shared students throughout their freshman year.

student data as well as LEA-provided attendance and
course data.

e Number of students captured in the data exchange:

o FFY2015: approx. 2000 students
o FFY2016: approx. 4000 students
o FFY2017: 5,280 first time 9" graders
o FFY2018: 4,142 first time 9% graders

e The percentage of participating students with
disabilities increased from 16% to 20%.

o Kid Talks: Increased participation from 13 schools to 26
school campuses (17 LEAs) in 2018-19, and 25
campuses (13 middle schools, 12 high schools) in 2019-
20. More than 200 students were discussed, over 30%
of which were students with disabilities.

Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data:
OSSE developed the Early Access to Students with
Disabilities Data application: a Qlik application that

provides LEAs access to special education data for
pre-enrolled students with disabilities between the
end of the current school year and the beginning of
the next school year, when the databases begin to
provide this information automatically.

e Developed and launched data visualization application
in 2016-17 school year.

e Facilitated transfer of special education information for
all District students for upcoming school years.

e Expanded data fields to include early childhood and
English learner information.

e Provided training and resources to assist LEAs in
effectively using the special education data provided.

* Over the course of the 2018-2019 school year, Raise DC and OSSE have worked to transition internal project management of core Bridge to High School
Data Exchange responsibilities from the 9th Grade Counts Network to OSSE. Raise DC and the 9th Grade Counts Network have transitioned into a
supporting role, especially as it relates to leveraging existing community relationships to solidify LEA support and participation. The 9th Grade Counts
Network will maintain its role as a key stakeholder in providing input to help shape improvements and adjustments to the Bridge to High School Data

Exchange.
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		A. SUMMARY OF PHASE III: FFY 2018 

		 

		Through its State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) the District of Columbia sought to increase the rate of graduation with a regular diploma for students with disabilities by focusing efforts on identified key areas for change and by leveraging existing successful state-level initiatives and activities. This submission details the District of Columbia’s work between March 2019 and February 2020, with the exception of describing some universal strategies in terms of school year for consistency with local rep

		 

		For FFY 2018, the District planned to continue activities consistent with those implemented in prior years, with an eye towards rooting future plans in an agency-wide strategic focus on special education. The District continued progress on providing trainings and professional development opportunities as part of universal improvement strategies, and leveraged data systems and internal resources to provide early and actionable data to further our efforts to empower schools to build capacity to serve and grad

		 

		Theory of Action 

		The District’s theory of action supports improvements in the SIMR by focusing improvements at three different levels: student-level, school-level, and state-level. Operating under the theory that better preparation will lead to better performance, the District designed improvement strategies to better prepare students for school and better prepare schools for students through the early provision and effective use of data. The District’s theory of action is included as Appendix A. 

		 

		State-Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) 

		In previous SSIP submissions, the District of Columbia established the following state-identified measurable result (SIMR): 

		 

		The District of Columbia will increase the rate of graduation with a regular diploma for all students with disabilities with a focus on students who attend high schools that require state intervention through the accountability system established in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Waiver or subsequently created under the ESEA as reauthorized by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). 

		 

		For the current reporting year (federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018; school year 2017-18), the District’s SSIP graduation target was 60.00 percent for students with disabilities; the District’s ESSA state plan target is 

		48.8 percent.  The District fell short of the SSIP goal with an actual four-year graduation rate of 48.8 percent. OSSE believes the decline in the statewide graduation rate was due to revisions in graduation policy and practice at one large LEA in the 2018-2019 school year. The District has elected to acknowledge and report on both the originally designed SSIP metric and the ESSA goal, to provide a more complete picture of the various improvement efforts underway in the District. Based on significant stakeh

		 

		Progress and Modifications 

		Since developing SSIP, there have been significant changes made at the federal, state, and LEA levels leading to a renewed focus on OSSE’s universal strategies to provide comprehensive and high quality training and professional development opportunities, and improve state-level frameworks to best support all LEAs in making progress on key activities to drive improvements for students with disabilities. In FFY 2018, OSSE continued to concentrate on providing high quality, differentiated professional developm

		 

		OSSE continued its strategic focus on the development and provision of high quality data systems to support LEAs in accessing and using critical data to serve students with disabilities, including both the Bridge to High School and Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data applications. These efforts align with the SSIP theory of action related to the critical importance of ensuring that schools are ready to support incoming students with disabilities through leveraging city-wide data systems to timel

		 

		 

		 

		Implementation Changes and Future Plans 

		OSSE has undergone an extensive strategic planning process that resulted in an explicit and shared responsibility for special education and improving outcomes for students with disabilities across every division of the agency. A cross-divisional working group embarked on a deep dive of data related to students with disabilities to identify key levers and make recommendations for strategies to effectuate change across the District of Columbia (hereafter, “the District” or DC)  to improve outcomes for student

		 

		 

		B. PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING THE SSIP 

		 

		Implementation Progress: Universal Strategies 

		The following section provides an update on the universal strategies outlined in Phase I, refined in Phase II, and reported on subsequent Phase III submissions for FFY 2015, FFY 2016, and FFY 2017.  

		 

		Professional Development in Evidence-Based School-wide Support Models 

		In FFY2018, OSSE continued to provide high quality and differentiated trainings and educator professional development opportunities. This includes professional development in school-wide evidence-based practices that the District continues to highlight: positive behavioral interventions and supports, response to intervention, student support teams, restorative justice, and high leverage practices to improve IEP quality. These professional development offerings focus on driving improvements in school levers 

		 

		Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports 

		Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) allow schools to take a proactive approach to support student behavior development and regulation. Schools with strong PBIS systems provide universal supports for all students, resulting in a stronger school culture and climate. Between April 2019 and February 2020, OSSE offered 19 PBIS trainings with 486 District educators in attendance. Trainings included: Power of the Matrix; Feedback and Acknowledgment; Creating a Culture of Wellness Using Tools You Al

		Student Support Team Trainings 

		Student Support Teams (SST) are school-based, collaborative problem-solving teams focused on identifying and implementing interventions to meet the needs of individual students. SST teams are organized to address academic, medical, behavioral/emotional, and/or other problems that may interfere with a student’s ability to obtain an appropriate education. Effective intervention teams lead to better school climate and collaborative culture, improvement in the social competency of students, improvements in staf

		initial design of the District’s SSIP and currently consists of six professional development offerings. Between March 2019 and February 2020, four SST trainings were held with 42 educators in attendance. 

		 

		Response to Intervention 

		Response to Intervention (RtI) is a multi-tiered approach to the early identification and support of students with learning and behavior needs. The RtI process begins with high-quality instruction and universal screening of all children in the general education classroom. Struggling learners are provided with interventions at increasing levels of intensity to accelerate their rate of learning. These services may be provided by a variety of personnel, including general education teachers, special educators, 

		 

		Professional Development Related to IEP Quality 

		Beginning in SY 2018-19 and continuing in SY 2019-20, OSSE’s Division of Teaching and Learning offers trainings focused on the effective use of data in developing IEP goals, which support the District’s theory of action by aiming to drive improvements in schools’ use of student-level data to better design individualized services, and in students’ readiness for high school through effective transition planning. These trainings connect the District’s school-level and state-level activities related to the SSIP

		 

		IEP Quality Training Series 

		The objective of the series is to provide professional development and technical assistance to assist school administrators and special education leaders in ensuring that all IEPs that originate in their LEAs are consistent with the Endrew F. Supreme Court decision. The training assists special education staffs in developing IEPs that are reasonably calculated to enable the child to make progress that is appropriate in light of his or her circumstances (i.e., are based on data that will ensure they are both

		 

		The IEP Quality Training Series expanded not only in scope, but in reach. OSSE staff worked cross-collaboratively to revise the materials for the sessions to include more up-to-date state assessment 

		guidance, as well as to incorporate specific, practical "how-to" supports to support implementing the content learned in the series when using the statewide mandatory Special Education Data System (SEDS).  In addition, OSSE staff worked with LEA stakeholders to create an early childhood-specific version of the series, and a version targeted at building the capacity of general educators and other student support personnel as participants in IEP teams meetings. Between March 2019 and January 2020, the IEP Qua

		 

		Using High-leverage Practices to Improve Outcomes for Students with Disabilities  

		During the 2019-2020 school year, TAL staff partnered with the Council for Exceptional Children and the District of Columbia Public Charter School Board (the District’s charter authorizer) to develop a four-part training series that provides LEAs with support to develop capacity among all educators serving students with disabilities to implement evidence-based, high-leverage practices that correlate with improved academic and social-emotional outcomes for all learners, regardless of disability status. The h

		   

		In this series, participants were provided with professional development and guided opportunities intended to do the following: 

		 Identify the key skills and structures that support efficient, effective collaboration between general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and support staff; 

		 Identify the key skills and structures that support efficient, effective collaboration between general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and support staff; 

		 Identify the key skills and structures that support efficient, effective collaboration between general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and support staff; 



		 Discuss evidence-based principles for fostering positive relationships between educators and families; 

		 Discuss evidence-based principles for fostering positive relationships between educators and families; 



		 Identify formal and informal assessment tools and strategies used to collect information on student's present levels of academic and functional performance and identify their strengths and needs for support; 

		 Identify formal and informal assessment tools and strategies used to collect information on student's present levels of academic and functional performance and identify their strengths and needs for support; 



		 Identify routines and procedures that support the development of a respectful, consistent, positive classroom environment that empowers students to take ownership of their learning; 

		 Identify routines and procedures that support the development of a respectful, consistent, positive classroom environment that empowers students to take ownership of their learning; 



		 Identify the key elements of specially-designed instruction, including instructional strategies that support metacognition; and 

		 Identify the key elements of specially-designed instruction, including instructional strategies that support metacognition; and 



		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared library of resources that support implementation of high-leverage practices. 

		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared library of resources that support implementation of high-leverage practices. 





		 

		Developing High-Quality Transition Plans for Middle School Learners with Disabilities 

		As the District’s SSIP has focused on 8th-to-9th grade transition as a key touchpoint for high school graduation, these trainings emphasize that effective secondary transition planning for middle school students does not just focus on postsecondary education or work, but rather includes consideration of supports and goals related to the transition to high school. Between March 2019 and February 2020, eight trainings were held with 44 attendees.  

		 

		Middle School Literacy Community of Practice  

		OSSE’s approach to middle school literacy shifted and expanded with the hiring of an English Language Arts (ELA) training specialist. Although the Middle School Literacy Community of Practice has been suspended, the “Meeting You in the Middle: New Teacher Community of Practice” is planned, with a target audience of middle school general and special educators who are new to teaching, new to the District, or new to Common Core State Standards. OSSE has also provided robust and differentiated trainings intende

		Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education (LISSE) 

		Formerly “Master Teacher Cadre for Secondary Educators of Students with Disabilities” 

		The Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education (LISSE) initially built on prior iterations of the Master Teacher Cadre for Secondary Educators of Special Populations (students with disabilities and English Learners), an initiative that OSSE and American University developed to support teacher leaders in the District of Columbia public and public charter schools. The LISSE program provides a cohort of DC teachers with the resources and supports to develop leadership skills through participation in a

		 Conducting an analysis of student data to determine the areas of greatest need among students with disabilities in his/her school; 

		 Conducting an analysis of student data to determine the areas of greatest need among students with disabilities in his/her school; 

		 Conducting an analysis of student data to determine the areas of greatest need among students with disabilities in his/her school; 



		 Developing a plan (including instructional strategies, assessments, and an evaluation) to instruct colleagues regarding the implementation of the chosen evidence-based practice; 

		 Developing a plan (including instructional strategies, assessments, and an evaluation) to instruct colleagues regarding the implementation of the chosen evidence-based practice; 



		 Presenting the plan for professional development at an American University-sponsored institute; and 

		 Presenting the plan for professional development at an American University-sponsored institute; and 



		 Evaluating the quality of the content of the professional development plan, prepare to implement it in the fall of 2020, and gain the skills to evaluate its intended outcomes. 

		 Evaluating the quality of the content of the professional development plan, prepare to implement it in the fall of 2020, and gain the skills to evaluate its intended outcomes. 





		 

		Restorative Practices 

		OSSE, in conjunction with the Restorative DC project, has continued to expand the use of restorative justice philosophies and practices throughout the District. This project seeks to promote a problem solving model for resolving conflict where individuals who cause harm are provided the opportunity to repair that harm through empathy and collaboration, ultimately leading to improvements in school climate and a reduction in exclusionary discipline practices. Positive school climate and fewer exclusions 

		from instruction have been shown as supportive indicators of high school graduation. Restorative Practices activities are best described in terms of school year (rather than months), as the project is organized in accordance with school calendars. The objectives of the Restorative DC project include: 

		 Building awareness of, and expertise in, the power of restorative practices across the education sector, including OSSE, LEAs, and community organizations; 

		 Building awareness of, and expertise in, the power of restorative practices across the education sector, including OSSE, LEAs, and community organizations; 

		 Building awareness of, and expertise in, the power of restorative practices across the education sector, including OSSE, LEAs, and community organizations; 



		 Promoting a shift from exclusionary discipline practices to a restorative approach in District of Columbia public and public charter schools; 

		 Promoting a shift from exclusionary discipline practices to a restorative approach in District of Columbia public and public charter schools; 



		 Identifying model schools and practices for replication throughout the District; and 

		 Identifying model schools and practices for replication throughout the District; and 



		 Strengthening the ability of students to positively contribute to a positive school culture. 

		 Strengthening the ability of students to positively contribute to a positive school culture. 





		 

		OSSE funds four types of restorative justice opportunities for District of Columbia public and public charter schools through the Restorative DC project: 

		 RestorativeDC – Whole School Program; 

		 RestorativeDC – Whole School Program; 

		 RestorativeDC – Whole School Program; 



		 Restorative Justice Supplemental Technical Assistance (TA); 

		 Restorative Justice Supplemental Technical Assistance (TA); 



		 Restorative Justice general professional development sessions open to all District of Columbia educators; and 

		 Restorative Justice general professional development sessions open to all District of Columbia educators; and 



		 Restorative Justice Community of Practice open to all District of Columbia educators. 

		 Restorative Justice Community of Practice open to all District of Columbia educators. 





		RestorativeDC- Whole School Program 

		The most intensive programming is the RestorativeDC whole school program. This program contemplates a whole-school change that occurs in phases over 3 to 5 years.  The experience begins with a school’s own exploration and application process and consultation with RestorativeDC and receive initial technical assistance.  Schools then move into a planning and preparation phase where future efforts and technical assistance are strategically mapped one year at a time in an implementation plan. Schools then proce

		Restorative Justice Supplemental Technical Assistance (TA) 

		OSSE provided additional funding for a select number of supplemental TA packages to prepare schools for future whole school efforts.  In SY18-19, schools selected from a menu of five options to address their specific needs: (a) exploration and planning; (b) strengthening school community-proactive processes; (c) restorative discipline; (d) sustainability and maintenance; or (e) build your own. In the 2018-2019 school year, RestorativeDC provided Supplemental Technical Assistance to 23 schools in 10 LEAs. 

		Restorative Justice General Professional Development  

		Restorative DC provides capacity-building opportunities open to all schools, agencies, and organizations that work with District students with priority given to District LEAs. Trainings focus on a general overview of restorative practices, with deeper drive sessions into specific topics, including but not limited to: Restorative Communication, Restorative Practices for Young Learners, Restorative Practices and Special Education, Restorative Discipline, Trauma Awareness and Resilience, and Restorative Justic

		and In-School Suspension. Descriptions of these trainings can be found in Appendix C. Spanning two school years, between March 2019 and February 2020, 17 trainings were held with 372 participants in attendance. Three training sessions focused on restorative justice and students with disabilities were held with 65 attendees. 

		 

		Restorative Justice Community of Practice 

		The Community of Practice (CoP) is an experiential and peer-sharing space centered on restorative practices. CoP participants discuss the implementation of Restorative Justice practices in District of Columbia schools, focusing on a particular topic each month. These practices center on building a safe and effective learning environment through positive relationships, connection, and accountability. Participants will have opportunities to engage with other educators for peer support and professional develop

		 

		Restorative Justice Capacity Building in SY 2019-20 

		To increase the reach and impact of restorative practices in District schools in the 2019-2020 school year, OSSE created a framework for whole school implementation and supplemental technical assistance in restorative justice that focuses on planning and capacity-building. Through intensive training and collaborating with schools to set restorative justice goals, OSSE is able to tailor technical assistance to the specific needs of individual schools. 

		 Summer Intensive Program: All schools receiving whole school and supplemental technical assistance were eligible to have a team participate in the 4-day Summer Intensive Program. Teams were introduced to restorative theory and practice and were provided time for developing implementation plans. 

		 Summer Intensive Program: All schools receiving whole school and supplemental technical assistance were eligible to have a team participate in the 4-day Summer Intensive Program. Teams were introduced to restorative theory and practice and were provided time for developing implementation plans. 

		 Summer Intensive Program: All schools receiving whole school and supplemental technical assistance were eligible to have a team participate in the 4-day Summer Intensive Program. Teams were introduced to restorative theory and practice and were provided time for developing implementation plans. 



		 Walk-throughs: All schools receiving whole school and supplemental technical assistance were required to do a walk-through with a Restorative Justice technical assistance lead during Fall 2019 to observe areas of need, target Restorative Justice implementation to areas of need, identify potential challenges, and inform goal setting and planning. 

		 Walk-throughs: All schools receiving whole school and supplemental technical assistance were required to do a walk-through with a Restorative Justice technical assistance lead during Fall 2019 to observe areas of need, target Restorative Justice implementation to areas of need, identify potential challenges, and inform goal setting and planning. 



		 Technical Assistance: DC schools were given two options for receiving technical assistance for SY19-20: 

		 Technical Assistance: DC schools were given two options for receiving technical assistance for SY19-20: 



		o Whole school implementation. Schools participating in this program have committed to a multi-year time-line working on seven major focus areas: Leadership, Staff Engagement, Positive School Culture and Climate, Restorative Discipline Policies & Practices, Youth Engagement, Community Engagement, and Assessment. A whole-school restorative model touches all members of the school community and their relationships with each other. Schools participating in the whole school implementation program receive approxi

		o Whole school implementation. Schools participating in this program have committed to a multi-year time-line working on seven major focus areas: Leadership, Staff Engagement, Positive School Culture and Climate, Restorative Discipline Policies & Practices, Youth Engagement, Community Engagement, and Assessment. A whole-school restorative model touches all members of the school community and their relationships with each other. Schools participating in the whole school implementation program receive approxi

		o Whole school implementation. Schools participating in this program have committed to a multi-year time-line working on seven major focus areas: Leadership, Staff Engagement, Positive School Culture and Climate, Restorative Discipline Policies & Practices, Youth Engagement, Community Engagement, and Assessment. A whole-school restorative model touches all members of the school community and their relationships with each other. Schools participating in the whole school implementation program receive approxi







		o Supplemental technical assistance. Schools are eligible for up to 50 hours of on-site technical assistance from Restorative DC to reach the goals they have set, including staff training and coaching. Over the course of the 2019-2020 school year, Restorative DC will also provide supplemental technical assistance to additional schools identified by OSSE, as the need arises. 

		o Supplemental technical assistance. Schools are eligible for up to 50 hours of on-site technical assistance from Restorative DC to reach the goals they have set, including staff training and coaching. Over the course of the 2019-2020 school year, Restorative DC will also provide supplemental technical assistance to additional schools identified by OSSE, as the need arises. 

		o Supplemental technical assistance. Schools are eligible for up to 50 hours of on-site technical assistance from Restorative DC to reach the goals they have set, including staff training and coaching. Over the course of the 2019-2020 school year, Restorative DC will also provide supplemental technical assistance to additional schools identified by OSSE, as the need arises. 

		o Supplemental technical assistance. Schools are eligible for up to 50 hours of on-site technical assistance from Restorative DC to reach the goals they have set, including staff training and coaching. Over the course of the 2019-2020 school year, Restorative DC will also provide supplemental technical assistance to additional schools identified by OSSE, as the need arises. 





		 City-wide Restorative Justice Professional Development Series. A range of restorative justice professional development sessions ranging from 7 – 15 hours are offered during the summer and school year. All individuals who work with District schools are eligible to participate. Based on participant feedback, we have expanded the offerings in the summer and during breaks. 

		 City-wide Restorative Justice Professional Development Series. A range of restorative justice professional development sessions ranging from 7 – 15 hours are offered during the summer and school year. All individuals who work with District schools are eligible to participate. Based on participant feedback, we have expanded the offerings in the summer and during breaks. 



		 Restorative Video Series. OSSE and its partners created three educational videos to be utilized as part of the restorative justice professional development resources available for District schools. Additional videos will be added in subsequent years. 

		 Restorative Video Series. OSSE and its partners created three educational videos to be utilized as part of the restorative justice professional development resources available for District schools. Additional videos will be added in subsequent years. 



		o Creating a Restorative School: Charles Hart Middle School – This module provides an overview of what it takes to create a restorative school through focusing on the experiences at Charles Hart Middle school. 

		o Creating a Restorative School: Charles Hart Middle School – This module provides an overview of what it takes to create a restorative school through focusing on the experiences at Charles Hart Middle school. 

		o Creating a Restorative School: Charles Hart Middle School – This module provides an overview of what it takes to create a restorative school through focusing on the experiences at Charles Hart Middle school. 



		o Circles – This module provides an introduction to circle processes including when and how circles can be used in schools; and reviewing the key elements of a restorative circle process. 

		o Circles – This module provides an introduction to circle processes including when and how circles can be used in schools; and reviewing the key elements of a restorative circle process. 



		o Introduction to Restorative Discipline – This module describes the range of restorative practices that can be utilized to address behavior and resolve conflict, as well highlighting District school personnel discussing the challenges of addressing bias and moving away from exclusionary discipline policies and practices. 

		o Introduction to Restorative Discipline – This module describes the range of restorative practices that can be utilized to address behavior and resolve conflict, as well highlighting District school personnel discussing the challenges of addressing bias and moving away from exclusionary discipline policies and practices. 





		 Youth Engagement and Leadership. A restorative justice youth leadership retreat was held in August 2019. Students attending schools receiving technical assistance were eligible to attend. 

		 Youth Engagement and Leadership. A restorative justice youth leadership retreat was held in August 2019. Students attending schools receiving technical assistance were eligible to attend. 





		 

		Implementation Progress: Targeted Strategies  

		 

		8th-to-9th Grade Transition 

		Through data analysis and review of relevant research conducted by educational stakeholders, the District identified the transition from 8th to 9th grade as a key touchpoint in a student’s education and 9th grade promotion as a critical indicator of high school graduation. To effectively drive improvements at pivotal points, the District targeted SSIP efforts at 8th to 9th grade transition activities, including leveraging data systems to support LEAs in preparing to serve incoming 9th grade students with di

		 

		Bridge to High School Data Exchange 

		As described in prior submissions, the Bridge to High School Data Exchange is a standardized data transfer process, including both the exchange of data electronically and through in-person “Kid Talks,” for ensuring that essential student information is transmitted quickly, automatically, and consistently as students move from middle to high school. Initiated in 2016, the Bridge to High School Data Exchange (originally titled the Student Information Exchange), serves to facilitate the sharing of student 

		information not captured by existing statewide data systems between middle and high schools to effectuate a smooth transition for rising 9th graders.  

		 

		Since its inception in 2016, statewide participation by LEAs with middle and high schools has increased from 11 LEAs enrolling nearly 2,000 first-time 9th graders to 95% of eligible campuses enrolling 5,280 first-time 9th graders for the 2018-19 school year, including 1,051 students with disabilities. For the start of the 2019-2020 school year, the exchange included a total of 4,142 students from 95% of eligible campuses. 

		 

		The Data Exchange has served as a launch pad for participating LEAs to scale effective practices, develop middle-to-high school partnerships, and strengthen student transitions from middle to high school. Students and families within the District have numerous high school options, however, this robust landscape of choice presents logistical challenges for high schools as they may enroll students from dozens of different middle schools and may not have access to meaningful qualitative and quantitative inform

		 

		In 2019, Raise DC and OSSE completed the transition of internal project management of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange from the 9th Grade Counts Network to OSSE, including the implementation of an internal project plan aimed at ensuring the sustainability of the program and data systems. Raise DC and the 9th Grade Counts Network continue to play a key role as a convener, leveraging existing community relationships to solidify LEA support and participation. The 9th Grade Counts Network has maintained 

		 

		Coordinated Case Review (Kid Talk)  

		Initially contemplated in the District’s SSIP Phase I and Phase II plans, coordinated case review was an improvement strategy that sought to facilitate meaningful and robust discussions between LEAs regarding the 8th to 9th grade transition of students with disabilities. This work connects to the District’s theory of action by supporting students in making the transition from middle to high school, and supporting high schools in preparing to serve incoming students. Stakeholders consistently emphasized the 

		 

		In response to LEA feedback on previous Bridge to High School Data Exchange efforts, Raise DC launched Kid Talk in August 2017. The Bridge to High School Kid Talk offers middle schools and high schools an opportunity to connect in person to: 

		 Review 8th grade data and offer insights to guide student-specific planning for rising 9th graders; and  

		 Review 8th grade data and offer insights to guide student-specific planning for rising 9th graders; and  

		 Review 8th grade data and offer insights to guide student-specific planning for rising 9th graders; and  



		 Launch ongoing working relationships between middle and high schools to continue to support shared students throughout their freshman year. 

		 Launch ongoing working relationships between middle and high schools to continue to support shared students throughout their freshman year. 





		 

		Kid Talks follow a highly structured exchange that incorporates both quantitative and qualitative data. Prior to the event, OSSE provides participating LEAs with a spreadsheet of students to be discussed. Participants are expected to review student-level data and come equipped with relevant information to share across school staffs. During the Kid Talk event, participants are provided a detailed schedule with time blocks that correlate to the volume of students enrolling from a specific middle school to a s

		 

		Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application 

		In 2016, OSSE developed the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data application to provide LEAs access to special education data for pre-enrolled students with disabilities after the end of the current school year and prior to the beginning of the next school year (when state-level databases begin to provide this information automatically). Based on stakeholder feedback, the application is now available year-round to assist LEAs in monitoring enrollments and preparing to meet the needs and services 

		The application provides LEAs with the following student-level data related to special education: 

		 Primary disability;  

		 Primary disability;  

		 Primary disability;  



		 Most recent eligibility start and end dates;  

		 Most recent eligibility start and end dates;  



		 IEP start and end dates;  

		 IEP start and end dates;  



		 Special education funding level;  

		 Special education funding level;  



		 Total service hours per week; IEP services (related services, specialized education);  

		 Total service hours per week; IEP services (related services, specialized education);  



		 Setting, time, and frequency of IEP services; 

		 Setting, time, and frequency of IEP services; 



		 Federal educational environment category;  

		 Federal educational environment category;  



		 Dedicated aide needs and hours;  

		 Dedicated aide needs and hours;  



		 Special education transportation (eligibility, mode, and specific access needs);  

		 Special education transportation (eligibility, mode, and specific access needs);  



		 Eligibility for ESY and ESY-related transportation;  

		 Eligibility for ESY and ESY-related transportation;  



		 Supplemental aides; and  

		 Supplemental aides; and  



		 Assistive technology needs

		 Assistive technology needs





		 

		For the 2019-20 school year, OSSE added a “yes/ no” indication to highlight students entering an LEA that had previously received IDEA Part C services to assist LEAs in preparing to serve such students on the first day of 

		school. Although this may not immediately drive improvements in graduation rates, it will lend itself toward ensuring smoother and more effective transitions to better prepare schools to provide integral early educational services to younger children with disabilities. OSSE also focused efforts on assisting LEAs in more effective use of the data provided in the application, both through new and updated resources, and through in-person and webinar trainings. 

		 

		Usage data from April through August 2019 shows that users from 94% of LEAs accessed the system. Further analysis shows that three of the four LEAs that did not access the system were adult-serving LEAs that did not have student-level data available (because OSSE did not have enrollment data for the LEA) or useful for their purposes (because the LEA does not accept IDEA funds and therefore does not provide special education or related services). The District is conducting targeted and coordinated outreach t

		 

		Stakeholder Engagement 

		Stakeholder engagement regarding implementation of improvement strategies occurs specific to each activity, as opposed to within the context of the SSIP as a whole. Stakeholders participating in professional development opportunities provided as part of universal SSIP strategies are asked to complete post-training surveys to provide feedback on their experiences and suggestions for future trainings. OSSE uses this feedback to inform its planning and development of future trainings and technical assistance i

		 

		Key external stakeholders for each activity include: 

		Restorative Programs 

		 SchoolTalk, Inc.: a District of Columbia-based nonprofit that supports the District education community in collaboratively addressing complex challenges and creating practical solutions for assisting youth of all abilities achieve success. SchoolTalk’s programs actively work to improve postsecondary outcomes for youth through both proactive initiatives such as youth leadership and mentoring, skill-building, and workforce development; and direct intervention to resolve issues in productive ways, such as me

		 SchoolTalk, Inc.: a District of Columbia-based nonprofit that supports the District education community in collaboratively addressing complex challenges and creating practical solutions for assisting youth of all abilities achieve success. SchoolTalk’s programs actively work to improve postsecondary outcomes for youth through both proactive initiatives such as youth leadership and mentoring, skill-building, and workforce development; and direct intervention to resolve issues in productive ways, such as me

		 SchoolTalk, Inc.: a District of Columbia-based nonprofit that supports the District education community in collaboratively addressing complex challenges and creating practical solutions for assisting youth of all abilities achieve success. SchoolTalk’s programs actively work to improve postsecondary outcomes for youth through both proactive initiatives such as youth leadership and mentoring, skill-building, and workforce development; and direct intervention to resolve issues in productive ways, such as me



		 Restorative DC project:  supports DCPS and public charter schools in whole-school implementation of restorative justice practices and culture change. It does so through intensive, trauma-informed, collaborative, customized, onsite, and locally-based technical support in order to lower incidents of conflict and harm, reduce the use of suspensions and expulsions, increase school performance, and center the school community on relationships, inclusivity, and accountability. 

		 Restorative DC project:  supports DCPS and public charter schools in whole-school implementation of restorative justice practices and culture change. It does so through intensive, trauma-informed, collaborative, customized, onsite, and locally-based technical support in order to lower incidents of conflict and harm, reduce the use of suspensions and expulsions, increase school performance, and center the school community on relationships, inclusivity, and accountability. 



		 In addition, feedback is incorporated into the design and modifications of the program through the following activities: 

		 In addition, feedback is incorporated into the design and modifications of the program through the following activities: 



		o Post-training evaluations: OSSE administered post-workshop online evaluation surveys to training participants as a condition of receiving professional learning units (PLUs).  

		o Post-training evaluations: OSSE administered post-workshop online evaluation surveys to training participants as a condition of receiving professional learning units (PLUs).  

		o Post-training evaluations: OSSE administered post-workshop online evaluation surveys to training participants as a condition of receiving professional learning units (PLUs).  



		o Reviewing Climate Survey and Data Interpretation: This helps target Restorative Justice interventions and informs action planning. 

		o Reviewing Climate Survey and Data Interpretation: This helps target Restorative Justice interventions and informs action planning. 







		o Walk-Through Assessment: RestorativeDC visits schools to conduct a walk-through to better understand the needs and school community. This engagement includes a meeting with the Restorative Justice implementation team to discuss details for on-site support the school may need. 

		o Walk-Through Assessment: RestorativeDC visits schools to conduct a walk-through to better understand the needs and school community. This engagement includes a meeting with the Restorative Justice implementation team to discuss details for on-site support the school may need. 

		o Walk-Through Assessment: RestorativeDC visits schools to conduct a walk-through to better understand the needs and school community. This engagement includes a meeting with the Restorative Justice implementation team to discuss details for on-site support the school may need. 

		o Walk-Through Assessment: RestorativeDC visits schools to conduct a walk-through to better understand the needs and school community. This engagement includes a meeting with the Restorative Justice implementation team to discuss details for on-site support the school may need. 







		 

		Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education 

		 American University (AU) Institute for Innovation in Education (IIE): The Institute for Innovation in Education is an interdisciplinary organization committed to conducting, administering, and disseminating educational research and research-informed professional development initiatives 

		 American University (AU) Institute for Innovation in Education (IIE): The Institute for Innovation in Education is an interdisciplinary organization committed to conducting, administering, and disseminating educational research and research-informed professional development initiatives 

		 American University (AU) Institute for Innovation in Education (IIE): The Institute for Innovation in Education is an interdisciplinary organization committed to conducting, administering, and disseminating educational research and research-informed professional development initiatives 





		 

		Bridge to High School Data Exchange and Kid Talks 

		 Raise DC: A multi-sector partnership of local stakeholders formed to promote a culture shift from competition over District resources to collaboration, in providing every child and youth with opportunities to succeed, from cradle to career. Raise DC convenes the 9th Grade Counts Network and was the original manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange. 

		 Raise DC: A multi-sector partnership of local stakeholders formed to promote a culture shift from competition over District resources to collaboration, in providing every child and youth with opportunities to succeed, from cradle to career. Raise DC convenes the 9th Grade Counts Network and was the original manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange. 

		 Raise DC: A multi-sector partnership of local stakeholders formed to promote a culture shift from competition over District resources to collaboration, in providing every child and youth with opportunities to succeed, from cradle to career. Raise DC convenes the 9th Grade Counts Network and was the original manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange. 



		 9th Grade Counts Network: Comprised of school-based partners, community-based organizations, and government agencies, 9GCN empowers schools with the right information to better meet the needs of incoming ninth graders and equips students with the academic and non-academic skills they need to succeed in ninth grade. 

		 9th Grade Counts Network: Comprised of school-based partners, community-based organizations, and government agencies, 9GCN empowers schools with the right information to better meet the needs of incoming ninth graders and equips students with the academic and non-academic skills they need to succeed in ninth grade. 





		 

		Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application 

		 LEA Special Education Points of Contact: OSSE conducts regular engagement and surveys to solicit feedback on special education data systems, including the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application and the mandatory statewide Special Education Data System (SEDS). As part of this outreach, special education points of contact at District LEAs provide feedback on application functionality, usage, training, and resources. 

		 LEA Special Education Points of Contact: OSSE conducts regular engagement and surveys to solicit feedback on special education data systems, including the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application and the mandatory statewide Special Education Data System (SEDS). As part of this outreach, special education points of contact at District LEAs provide feedback on application functionality, usage, training, and resources. 

		 LEA Special Education Points of Contact: OSSE conducts regular engagement and surveys to solicit feedback on special education data systems, including the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application and the mandatory statewide Special Education Data System (SEDS). As part of this outreach, special education points of contact at District LEAs provide feedback on application functionality, usage, training, and resources. 





		  

		C. DATA ON IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES 

		 

		Monitoring and Measuring Outputs to Assess the Effectiveness of Implementation 

		As in prior implementation years, the District monitored progress toward achieving intended outputs and outcomes by tracking state-level efforts and analyzing data related to students with disabilities in a variety of activities. The District’s evaluation measures as originally designed supported the SSIP theory of action by assessing impacts of targeted improvement strategies at the student, school, and state levels to monitor progress on: 

		 Whether activities are better preparing students for high school (through student surveys); 

		 Whether activities are better preparing students for high school (through student surveys); 

		 Whether activities are better preparing students for high school (through student surveys); 



		 Whether schools are receiving and utilizing student-level data to better support students during the transition to and through ninth grade (through school and LEA surveys); and 

		 Whether schools are receiving and utilizing student-level data to better support students during the transition to and through ninth grade (through school and LEA surveys); and 



		 Whether state efforts to improve access to and transfer of data is meeting the needs of schools and students (through survey data, tracking of project progress, and analysis of student achievement data). 

		 Whether state efforts to improve access to and transfer of data is meeting the needs of schools and students (through survey data, tracking of project progress, and analysis of student achievement data). 





		 

		The District continued to rely on existing data structures to source the data needed to assess progress and fidelity of implementation of targeted improvement strategies. Universal strategies and professional development efforts were evaluated using existing evaluation and data collection processes, with a primary reliance on post-activity participant surveys. Due to shifts in initially planned SSIP activities as previously reported, the District has not implemented or evaluated activities directly at the s

		 

		Universal Strategies 

		Professional Development 

		Participants are asked to complete an electronic evaluation survey following each training. The responses below represent data gathered about initial participant satisfaction, relevance to participant work, and growth in skills or knowledge.  This data has been used to improve program design and delivery, including creating new training series that shift the focus from compliance to quality.   
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		Training Series 



		TD

		Span

		Number of sessions 



		TD

		Span

		Number of participants 



		TD

		Span

		% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that the training taught new knowledge and skills that will benefit them in their work 
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		Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) 

		Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) 



		19* 

		19* 



		431* 

		431* 



		92%* 

		92%* 
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		Span

		Student Support Teams (SST) 

		Student Support Teams (SST) 



		4 

		4 



		32 

		32 



		100% 

		100% 
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		Response to Intervention (RtI) 

		Response to Intervention (RtI) 



		15 

		15 



		145 

		145 



		96% 

		96% 
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		IEP Quality Series 

		IEP Quality Series 



		15 

		15 



		403 

		403 



		[evaluated individually, see below] 

		[evaluated individually, see below] 
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		High Leverage Practices Series 

		High Leverage Practices Series 



		6 

		6 



		82 

		82 



		91% 

		91% 
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		High Quality Transition Plans for Middle School Students 

		High Quality Transition Plans for Middle School Students 



		8 

		8 



		44 

		44 



		92.5% 

		92.5% 





		TR

		Span

		Restorative Justice 

		Restorative Justice 



		17* 

		17* 



		372* 

		372* 



		95%* 

		95%* 









		 

		IEP Quality Training Series 

		The IEP Quality Training Series is an especially innovative and specialized training targeted at ensuring District IEP teams are designing IEPs and services consistent with the expectations set forth by the Supreme Court in the Endrew F. case, and is a key lever to drive improvements in service design across the District. The training series is adaptable to the needs of LEAs and educators as evidenced by the development of specially designed trainings for early childhood educators and general educators. Thr

		 Using Data to Describe Students’ Present Level of Performance: of 87 respondents attending 3 trainings, 96.3% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 

		 Using Data to Describe Students’ Present Level of Performance: of 87 respondents attending 3 trainings, 96.3% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 

		 Using Data to Describe Students’ Present Level of Performance: of 87 respondents attending 3 trainings, 96.3% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 



		 Using Data to Draft Appropriately Ambitious IEP Goals: of 97 respondents attending 3 trainings, 93.7% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 

		 Using Data to Draft Appropriately Ambitious IEP Goals: of 97 respondents attending 3 trainings, 93.7% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 



		 Using Data to Design Appropriate Accommodations and Supports: of 68 respondents attending two trainings, 92% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 

		 Using Data to Design Appropriate Accommodations and Supports: of 68 respondents attending two trainings, 92% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 



		 Using Data to Propose Appropriate Service Hours and Setting: of 59 respondents attending two trainings, 94.5% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 

		 Using Data to Propose Appropriate Service Hours and Setting: of 59 respondents attending two trainings, 94.5% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 



		 IEP Quality Early Childhood Intensives: of 62 respondents attending 4 trainings, 90% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 

		 IEP Quality Early Childhood Intensives: of 62 respondents attending 4 trainings, 90% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 



		 IEP Quality General Educator Intensive: of 30 respondents, 93% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 

		 IEP Quality General Educator Intensive: of 30 respondents, 93% agreed or strongly agreed that they learned new knowledge or skills. 





		 

		Additionally, this training series has been a catalyst for increasing LEA capacity and encouraging LEAs to develop and share key resources. IEP Quality Series participants report internal creation and dissemination of LEA-specific versions of protocols shared in prior sessions, as well as collaborating with other participating LEAs to troubleshoot issues of implementation of new protocols or procedures. Examples of resources and/or protocols participants report implementing at the LEA or school level includ

		 IEP evaluation rubric 

		 IEP evaluation rubric 

		 IEP evaluation rubric 

		 IEP evaluation rubric 



		 Teacher Input Form 

		 Teacher Input Form 



		 Parent Input Form 

		 Parent Input Form 



		 Progress Monitoring FAQ document 

		 Progress Monitoring FAQ document 



		 Progress Monitoring Tracker 

		 Progress Monitoring Tracker 



		 Co-Planning Lesson Template 

		 Co-Planning Lesson Template 



		 Co-Planning Checklist   

		 Co-Planning Checklist   



		 Inclusive Practices Self-Assessment and Action Planning Tool 

		 Inclusive Practices Self-Assessment and Action Planning Tool 







		Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education (LISSE) 

		Data was collected through a participant pre- and post-survey, from attendees of participant presentations, and through a broader program evaluation. Participant surveys indicated positive changes in all evaluated areas. The greatest self-evaluation improvement points are in the areas of understanding of evidence-based practice (+1.1 average change on a 5-point scale) and capacity to monitor the progress of students with identified and non-identified disabilities related to the Common Core State Standards (

		 

		Restorative Justice 

		Disciplinary data is a straightforward, yet unreliable metric for evaluating the impact of restorative justice programming. Reducing suspensions does not necessarily mean that non-punitive alternatives are being used or that positive school culture is being built. Additionally, the Student Fair Access to School Amendment Act of 2018 limits out-of-school suspension of students in kindergarten through eighth grade to serious safety incidents and bans its utilization in high school for minor offenses. Prohibit

		 

		Through the capacity building measures described in Section B, the District increased infrastructure capacity to provide technical support for LEA implementation of restorative justice practices, including: 

		 Whole school: increased support capacity from 16 LEAs to 17 LEAs, with plans to increase to 20 LEAs for the 2020-2021 school year. 

		 Whole school: increased support capacity from 16 LEAs to 17 LEAs, with plans to increase to 20 LEAs for the 2020-2021 school year. 

		 Whole school: increased support capacity from 16 LEAs to 17 LEAs, with plans to increase to 20 LEAs for the 2020-2021 school year. 



		 Supplemental technical assistance: increased support capacity from 20-30 schools in 2018-2019 to 40 schools in 2019-2020. 

		 Supplemental technical assistance: increased support capacity from 20-30 schools in 2018-2019 to 40 schools in 2019-2020. 





		 

		Bridge to High School Data Exchange 

		OSSE, in conjunction with Raise DC, gathered feedback on the Bridge to High School Data Exchange through participant surveys. Participants provided feedback on preparation, organization, applicability of the initiative to their work, interest in future participation, and whether they would recommend the initiative to others. The 9th Grade Counts Network acts as a key stakeholder in discussing feedback and making recommendations for improvements, primarily focused on additional data points to be provided in 

		 

		Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data 

		The Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data application is evaluated in the context of its involvement in OSSE’s larger Start of School initiative. The Start of School Satisfaction Survey was administered to LEA points of contact throughout the District. Overall, LEA awareness and usage of the application increased – 94% of LEAs logged in to the application, and 10 LEAs logged in more than 100 times. 55% of respondents to the Start of School Satisfaction Survey strongly agreed or agreed that the Ear

		strongly agreed or agreed that they were able to more effectively plan for incoming students with disabilities, an increase of 6% from 2018-19. Of the many ways in which LEAs can leverage the application, more than half of respondents use it to identify the total number of students with disabilities per grade (52%), and nearly half use it to identify transfer students with disabilities (48%). In 2018-2019, stakeholders emphasized that earlier direct access to student records was vital to preparing for and s

		 

		SSIP Progress and Modifications 

		During FFY2018, SSIP activities and improvement strategies continued as planned, while OSSE undertook substantial efforts to analyze the current landscape of special education in the District and design a citywide agenda aimed at effectuating dramatic change for students with disabilities. As a result of these efforts, and to ensure appropriate alignment with strategic initiatives, the District has initiated a redesign of its SSIP for FFY2019, including identifying a new SIMR. 

		Special Education Working Group 

		In spring 2019, OSSE launched an internal working group comprised of staff from each division that embarked on a deep dive of data related to students with disabilities to identify key levers and make recommendations for strategies to effectuate District-wide change aimed at improving performance and outcomes for students with disabilities. OSSE’s Division of Data, Analysis, and Research completed four rounds of data analysis across the multiple special education data sets collected by OSSE, looking back as

		 

		In October 2019, OSSE released the 

		In October 2019, OSSE released the 

		Students with Disabilities in the District of Columbia Landscape Analysis

		Students with Disabilities in the District of Columbia Landscape Analysis



		. This analysis drew from the following: in-depth analysis of OSSE data sources; focus groups and interviews; online and best practices research; and an examination of our current population, including where they live and attend school, current outcomes, rates of identification and exit, and key barriers hindering their progress. The analysis also included lessons learned from other states, national benchmarks and comparisons to other states and urban districts. As a result, initial recommendations for what



		the responsibility to fully implement IDEA and provide a full continuum of alternative placements and supports, as required by any LEA accepting IDEA funding. 

		 

		Consistent with OSSE’s strategic plan goals, the working group also focused analysis on student performance on statewide assessments in an effort to more specifically identify and better understand gaps in achievement. In 2019, students without disabilities in the District achieved median PARCC growth above the median growth of all students across PARCC states, demonstrating the strides our learners are making. However, students with disabilities demonstrated growth well below the median PARCC growth, highl

		 

		As a result of this work and stakeholder engagement efforts, OSSE developed draft recommendations for what actions can be taken in the short- and long-term to improve outcomes for students with disabilities. The SSIP was identified as a potential key lever for effectuating change, with OSSE’s divisions and working group recommending that SSIP be redesigned to focus on APR indicators of student achievement consistent with OSSE’s strategic plan framework. Given the District’s focus on closing the achievement 

		 

		Through analysis of student performance data, it became clear that the District must intervene earlier in the educational process. Gaps in achievement persist and widen in later grades, and waiting until high school to provide intensive supports has shown to be minimally effective in improving student outcomes. Although ninth grade promotion is a key indicator in graduation success, effectuating large-scale, substantial change requires a focus on establishing strong learning foundations early in the educati

		Stakeholder Engagement 

		As part of the agency-wide work focused on students with disabilities and the development and publication of the landscape analysis, OSSE conducted extensive stakeholder engagement around the current status of special education in the District. OSSE further took the findings from the landscape analysis to a broad set of stakeholders to gather feedback and inform recommendations for OSSE, and ultimately develop a citywide agenda for the systemic changes needed to improve outcomes for students with disabiliti

		 Leadership across the system 

		 Leadership across the system 

		 Leadership across the system 



		 General educator commitment and training 

		 General educator commitment and training 





		 Special education staff capacity 

		 Special education staff capacity 

		 Special education staff capacity 



		 Access to instructional resources 

		 Access to instructional resources 



		 Inadequate identification practices 

		 Inadequate identification practices 



		 Trauma and mental health needs 

		 Trauma and mental health needs 



		 Parent engagement and supports 

		 Parent engagement and supports 



		 Unsupported transitions 

		 Unsupported transitions 





		 

		Through this engagement with stakeholders, OSSE determined that student proficiency on statewide assessments would serve as a reliable indicator of system-level improvements in the education of students with disabilities in the District of Columbia. In alignment with national research, the District’s stakeholders agreed that students with disabilities can learn and achieve at the highest levels with the right supports. OSSE intends to shift its SIMR to align with APR indicator 3, using proficiency and growt

		D. PLANS FOR IMPROVING DATA QUALITY 

		 

		The District has experienced substantial challenges in obtaining fidelity data to demonstrate implementation of improvement strategies at the LEA- or school-level. In its FFY 2015 submission, the District committed to evaluating targeted improvement strategies, but found that data related to universal improvement strategies was more readily available and reliable.  The District recognized both the excellent work being done through the universal improvement strategies and the valuable feedback gathered throu

		 

		A significant limitation to evaluation data gathered through these activities is that it does not reach into school or educator practice – that is, the District does not currently have a way of measuring implementation of theories or skills learned through professional development opportunities. The Division of Teaching and Learning continues to explore ways of gathering implementation and fidelity data, with a focus on how to best support LEAs, schools, and training participants in implementation at the sc

		 

		As part of the effort to revisit the District’s SIMR, OSSE is mindful of the previously identified data quality limitations and is actively planning to mitigate these issues moving forward. The revised SSIP will include a robust evaluation plan that is closely tied to existing data analysis efforts to ensure alignment with OSSE and District priorities. Additionally, OSSE is in the process of procuring and developing a replacement of its statewide special education data system that is intended to provide mor

		E. PROGRESS TOWARD ACHIEVING INTENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

		 

		Assessment of Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements 

		As noted previously, based upon most recent federal reporting, the District exceeded its established SIMR target for this reporting period. The table below provides an overview of SSIP improvement strategies (inputs), activities and outputs, short- and long-term objectives (outcomes), data collection methods and sources, and a description of progress supported by data and evaluation measures detailed in Part C. 
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		Universal Strategy: 

		Professional Development in School-wide Evidence Based Practices 
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		SHORT-TERM OUTCOMES 
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		PROGRESS1 
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		Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports trainings  
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		19 PBIS trainings with 431 District educators in attendance. 
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		Increase educator knowledge of school-wide evidence based practices 
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		Implementation with fidelity of school-wide evidence based practices 



		TD

		Span

		Measure: participants reporting increased knowledge 

		  

		 

		Source:   post-training participant surveys 
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		Substantially increased PBIS offerings: increased trainings from 5 to 19; increased attendees from 73 to 431. 

		Participant survey metrics increased from 68% (2018-19) to 93% (2019-20) 
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		Student Support Team trainings  
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		Four SST trainings were held with 32 educators in attendance.  
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		Participant survey metrics increased from 91% (2018-19) to 100% (2019-2020).  
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		Response to Intervention trainings  
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		15 RtI trainings were held with 145 educators attending 



		TD

		Span

		Increased number of trainings from six in 2018-2019 to 15 in 2019-2020. Increased attendance from 26 to 145 participants.  









		1 In school year 2018-2019, the increase in participant knowledge was measured through responses to the survey metric of “agreed or strongly agreed that the training was extremely or very useful to their professional practice”. After redesigning some aspects of pre- and post-training surveys, the metric used for 2019-2020 is “agreed or strongly agreed that the training taught new knowledge and skills that will benefit them in their work”. 

		1 In school year 2018-2019, the increase in participant knowledge was measured through responses to the survey metric of “agreed or strongly agreed that the training was extremely or very useful to their professional practice”. After redesigning some aspects of pre- and post-training surveys, the metric used for 2019-2020 is “agreed or strongly agreed that the training taught new knowledge and skills that will benefit them in their work”. 
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		85% of respondents reported the training was relevant to their professional practice 
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		Restorative Practices 
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		17 trainings attended by 372 participants 
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		Increased the number of trainings from four (2018-2019) to 17 (2019-2020). 

		Increased the number of participants from 116 (2018-2019) to 372 (2019-2020). 

		Participant survey metrics increased from 80% (2018-2019) to 95% (2019-2020). 
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		Topic-specific professional development opportunities 
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		Professional communities: Middle School Literacy Community of Practice and Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education  
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		Increase educator knowledge of targeted topics 
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		Increase LEA capacity to serve incoming students 



		TD

		Span

		Measure: participants reporting increased knowledge 

		 

		Source: post-training participant surveys 
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		Middle School Literacy programmatic work was redesigned and expanded to support a wider range of content and schools. 

		LISSE participants reported increased knowledge of evidence-based practices 
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		High quality IEP development trainings (IEPs, high leverage practices, and secondary transition plans) 
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		Improvement in fidelity of IEP goal development and delivery of specialized instruction 
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		High quality IEP trainings were substantially expanded, both in scope and participation.  

		Added High Leverage Practices training series. 

		An average of 93% of participants across these trainings reported an increase in knowledge. 
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		State-level: Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application 

		State-level: Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application 

		 

		 

		 



		Provision of special education data for incoming transfer students through the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application 

		Provision of special education data for incoming transfer students through the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application 

		 



		Develop database to facilitate provision of early and actionable student data 

		Develop database to facilitate provision of early and actionable student data 



		Increase effective use of data by LEAs 

		Increase effective use of data by LEAs 



		Measure: LEAs are better prepared to service incoming students 

		Measure: LEAs are better prepared to service incoming students 

		 

		Source: Start of School participant surveys 



		Increased from 36% (2018-2019) to 42% (2019-2020) the number of respondents agreeing that “because of the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application, I/ my team was able to plan more effectively to serve students with disabilities than I was able to last year” 

		Increased from 36% (2018-2019) to 42% (2019-2020) the number of respondents agreeing that “because of the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application, I/ my team was able to plan more effectively to serve students with disabilities than I was able to last year” 
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		School-level: Bridge to High School Data Exchange 

		School-level: Bridge to High School Data Exchange 



		Transfer of student-level data for students transitioning from 8th to 9th grade 

		Transfer of student-level data for students transitioning from 8th to 9th grade 

		 



		Coordinate transfer of transcript data held at the LEA-level through data sharing agreements or automatic transfer 

		Coordinate transfer of transcript data held at the LEA-level through data sharing agreements or automatic transfer 



		Increase the number of students participating in 8th to 9th grade transition activities 

		Increase the number of students participating in 8th to 9th grade transition activities 



		Measure: number of students captured in 8th-to-9th grade transition activities 

		Measure: number of students captured in 8th-to-9th grade transition activities 

		 

		Source: Raise DC Bridge to High School Data Exchange 



		Bridge to High School Data Exchange capacity increased from approximately 2000 students in SY 2016-2017, to approximately 4000 students in SY 2017-2018, and further to 5,280 first-time 9th graders in SY 2018-2019. Capacity remained stable for the 2019-2020 school year, with 95% of eligible middle and high schools participating. 

		Bridge to High School Data Exchange capacity increased from approximately 2000 students in SY 2016-2017, to approximately 4000 students in SY 2017-2018, and further to 5,280 first-time 9th graders in SY 2018-2019. Capacity remained stable for the 2019-2020 school year, with 95% of eligible middle and high schools participating. 

		The percentage of participating students with disabilities increased from 16% to 20%.  
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		Increase provision of appropriate transition supports and services to students with disabilities to ensure smooth transitions from middle to high school 

		Increase provision of appropriate transition supports and services to students with disabilities to ensure smooth transitions from middle to high school 
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		Student-level: Kid Talk 

		Student-level: Kid Talk 



		Facilitate Kid Talks - coordinated case reviews between middle and high school staffs 

		Facilitate Kid Talks - coordinated case reviews between middle and high school staffs 



		Convene face-to-face meetings of participating school staffs 

		Convene face-to-face meetings of participating school staffs 



		Improve quality of transition programming over time by identifying programs or program components associated with desired student outcomes in 9th grade year 

		Improve quality of transition programming over time by identifying programs or program components associated with desired student outcomes in 9th grade year 



		Measure: Schools participating in Kid Talks; schools report feeling prepared to serve incoming students 

		Measure: Schools participating in Kid Talks; schools report feeling prepared to serve incoming students 

		 

		Source: surveys of schools participating in the Bridge to High School Data Exchange 



		Increased participation in Kid Talks from 13 schools to 26 school campuses (17 LEAs) in 2018-19, and 25 DCPS and Charter school campuses (13 middle, 12 high school) in 2019-20. 

		Increased participation in Kid Talks from 13 schools to 26 school campuses (17 LEAs) in 2018-19, and 25 DCPS and Charter school campuses (13 middle, 12 high school) in 2019-20. 









		 

		Infrastructure Support of SSIP Initiatives 

		 

		Since the inception of the District’s SSIP plan, OSSE has completed multiple structural shifts to increase coordination and improve resource mapping; provide and promote the effective use of data to help LEAs identify and address challenges; expand and streamline effective delivery of professional development and technical assistance to LEAs; reduce LEA burden; and increase the identification and dissemination of best practices. The most significant changes that resulted from realignment efforts were: 

		 The creation of the Division of Data, Assessment, and Research (DAR) to centralize the development and implementation of state-level data systems to support state functions and LEAs; increase the District’s capacity to performs high-quality analysis and research to inform and provide actionable input and reports; and lead OSSE’s accountability and annual statewide assessment test administration. DAR is primarily responsible for the provision of high quality and actionable data to LEAs, including the techn

		 The creation of the Division of Data, Assessment, and Research (DAR) to centralize the development and implementation of state-level data systems to support state functions and LEAs; increase the District’s capacity to performs high-quality analysis and research to inform and provide actionable input and reports; and lead OSSE’s accountability and annual statewide assessment test administration. DAR is primarily responsible for the provision of high quality and actionable data to LEAs, including the techn

		 The creation of the Division of Data, Assessment, and Research (DAR) to centralize the development and implementation of state-level data systems to support state functions and LEAs; increase the District’s capacity to performs high-quality analysis and research to inform and provide actionable input and reports; and lead OSSE’s accountability and annual statewide assessment test administration. DAR is primarily responsible for the provision of high quality and actionable data to LEAs, including the techn



		 The 2015 merger of the Division of Elementary and Secondary Education and the Division of Specialized Education into what is now known as the Division of Systems and Supports, K-12, which resulted in the blending of all general and special education state-level functions with a focus on implementation and servicing of federal grants.  

		 The 2015 merger of the Division of Elementary and Secondary Education and the Division of Specialized Education into what is now known as the Division of Systems and Supports, K-12, which resulted in the blending of all general and special education state-level functions with a focus on implementation and servicing of federal grants.  



		 The subsequent 2017 creation of the Division of Teaching and Learning was an effort to centralize and emphasize OSSE’s provision of high quality and differentiated professional development, including educator development, licensure, and supports. The Division of Teaching and Learning builds the capacity of educators, from pre-service to in-service, through targeted, and sustained, high-quality supports so educators can be effective in empowering each District learner to succeed in school and life. Initial

		 The subsequent 2017 creation of the Division of Teaching and Learning was an effort to centralize and emphasize OSSE’s provision of high quality and differentiated professional development, including educator development, licensure, and supports. The Division of Teaching and Learning builds the capacity of educators, from pre-service to in-service, through targeted, and sustained, high-quality supports so educators can be effective in empowering each District learner to succeed in school and life. Initial





		Innovations in Training and Professional Development 

		As part OSSE’s strategic planning process described below, TAL conducted a gap analysis to ensure alignment with areas of critical need by reviewing past and current professional developments, tools, and resources.  This included analyzing existing data (formal and anecdotal) to determine needs for professional development and prioritize trainings.  Based on those findings, TAL identified gaps and designed corrective actions to shape the division’s professional development strategic plan. A key element of t

		 

		Providing High Quality, Actionable Data 

		The Bridge to High School Data Exchange was initially conceived by Raise DC’s 9th Grade Counts Network, which included OSSE as a participating member. OSSE provided the data framework and systems development to support the creation of the data exchange, in consideration of its significant capacity for database development and data management, and role as the owner of substantial authoritative student data. Raise DC has focused on scaling up the initiative, including expanding the number of participating sch

		 

		Through extensive stakeholder engagement, it became clear that a major barrier in schools’ abilities to serve students with disabilities was simply not having access to student special education records in advance of the school year. Due to limitations across LEA student information systems and student privacy implications, LEAs and schools were unable to share or release student records. Based on feedback emphasizing the need for earlier access to student-level special education data to better prepare for 

		 

		OSSE Strategic Plan 2019-2023 

		In 2018, OSSE engaged internal and external stakeholders from across District education sectors including government agencies, LEA staff, and community-based organization stakeholders to develop a new strategic plan to guide OSSE’s work through 2023. A central goal of the 2019-2023 strategic plan is for 6,700 more students to meet or exceed expectations on statewide assessments while closing achievement gaps. The strategic plan contemplates special education as a key area of emphasis, and an especially valu

		initial stakeholder engagement around District and OSSE levers and efforts to improve student performance on statewide assessments. As part of the redesign of the SSIP, OSSE is convening an internal SSIP working group to determine the course and focus of this work over the next year. 

		 

		Measurable Improvements in the SIMR 

		The District’s SIMR is focused on improving the four-year rate of graduation with a regular diploma for students with disabilities across the District. Based on significant stakeholder feedback and as established in the District’s SSIP Phase I submission, OSSE includes four-, five-, and six-year graduation rates. OSSE publicly reports five-year graduation rates for all high school students, while extended six-year graduation rates are reported here for informational purposes only. Additionally, the District

		 

		SIMR targets and data are based on statewide graduation rates and the theory that targeted strategies will improve graduation rates at SIMR schools, thereby driving improvements in the overall graduation rate for the District. SIMR targets were established through significant stakeholder engagement that encouraged ambitious and compounded increases over the life of SSIP. To ensure consistency with the District’s ESSA state plan, which contemplates improvements in student outcomes over a twenty year span, th

		For the current reporting year (FFY2018; school year 2017-2018; first time ninth grade year 2014-2015), the District established a graduation target of 60.00 percent for students with disabilities. The District fell short of this goal, with an actual four year graduation rate of 48.8 percent. OSSE attributes slippage in graduation rates to a revision in one LEA's graduation policy and practices in SY 2018-19. OSSE worked with the LEA to ensure that it is meeting the state's regulatory requirements for gradu

		 

		Although provided for informational purposes only, it is important to highlight that the District continues to demonstrate improvements in graduation rates between the fourth and fifth years, and fifth and sixth years. Students with disabilities in the District of Columbia are entitled to a free appropriate public education through the semester in which the student turns 22 years of age. As such, extended rates of graduation are imperative in assessing the successes of our students and improvements in the s
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		^ As described in Phase I, the FFY13 baseline is based on a three-year combined cohort data analysis. 

		 

		The graduation rate data included in the above table follows the traditional federal fiscal year (FFY) reporting convention for graduation data, meaning that FFY 2017 four-year graduation data is from school year 2016-17 and represents the four-year graduation rate for students who were first-time ninth graders in in school year 2013-14. This means that the reported graduation rate lags a year behind available data. 

		F. PLANS FOR NEXT YEAR 

		Overview of SSIP Activities for SY 2020-2021 

		The District intends to completely reimagine the SSIP to focus efforts on improving student performance consistent with APR Indicator 3, consistent with data analysis and stakeholder engagement completed and described in Section C. OSSE will further reengage stakeholders to consider this revised SIMR, develop a new theory of action, provide feedback on proposed improvement strategies, and design reasonable and achievable annual targets. Some of this work is already underway, and OSSE anticipates being well 

		As part of this reconsideration and redesign, OSSE will also develop an appropriate evaluation plan to measure implementation with fidelity and impacts of planned improvement strategies. OSSE’s capacity for data analysis has substantially increased with the inception of dedicated Data Analysis and Research teams within OSSE’s Division of Data, Analysis, and Research that are charged with conducting the kind of high quality, deep data analysis contemplated by the intent and requirements of Indicator 17. 

		The activities described herein will continue, as the provision of high quality and differentiated trainings, educator professional development opportunities, and access to high quality and actionable data are key functions of OSSE within the context of the District’s unique educational landscape. Indeed, since the inception of SSIP in 2015, OSSE has revolutionized its approach to training and technical assistance, shifting from a compliance-focused integrated support team to a standalone division focused o

		 

		Additional Supports and Technical Assistance 

		The District continues to access and utilize resources available through the IDEA Data Center and WestEd’s National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI). OSSE’s contacts at each of these technical assistance centers have provided invaluable thought partnership and guidance, especially as OSSE has considered redesigning the SSIP. This is a highly opportune time for the District to shift its SSIP focus and SIMR, especially considering the shifts in supports provided by NCSI. The District also appreciates th

		 

		9th Grade Counts Network – cross-sector working group convened by Raise DC that supports 8th-to-9th grade transition and created the Bridge to High School Data Exchange 

		Bridge to High School Data Exchange - a standardized process that transmits individual-level data quickly, automatically, and consistently for students as they move from middle to high school 

		CoP – Community of Practice 

		DAR – OSSE’s Division of Data, Assessment, and Research 

		ELA – English language arts 

		ESEA/ESSA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act/ Every Students Succeeds Act 

		Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Application - a data visualization application that provides timely and appropriate data to help LEAs plan and prepare to meet the needs of incoming transfer students with disabilities 

		FAPE – free appropriate public education 

		FFY – federal fiscal year; for example, FFY 2015 corresponds to the 2014-15 school year 

		IDEA – Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

		Kid Talks – a supplemental activity to the Bridge to High School Data Exchange that provides time and space for middle and high school staffs to meet in-person to discuss student case files 

		LEA – local education agency 

		LISSE – Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education; see p. 9 for description 

		OSSE – Office of the State Superintendent of Education, the state education agency for the District of Columbia 

		PBIS – positive behavioral interventions and supports 

		PLU – professional learning unit (credit) 

		Qlik – an application provided by OSSE which allows LEAs to easily create personalized reports and dynamic dashboards, explore vast amounts of data and find meaningful insights to make informed business decisions 

		Raise DC – a multi-sector partnership of local District stakeholders that focuses on improving children’s’ opportunities to succeed from cradle to career 

		Restorative DC – a SchoolTalk project that supports DCPS and public charter schools in whole-school implementation of restorative justice practices and culture change 

		RtI – Response to Intervention 

		SchoolTalk – a District of Columbia-based nonprofit that supports the education sector 

		SIMR – State-Identified Measurable Result 

		SLED – Statewide Longitudinal Education Data system 

		SSIP – State Systemic Improvement Plan 

		SST – Student Support Team 

		TAL – OSSE’s Division of Teaching and Learning  

		 

		Figure

		District of Columbia Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Theory of Action  

		District of Columbia Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Theory of Action  



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		State-Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) 

		State-Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) 

		The District of Columbia will increase the rate of graduation with a regular diploma for all students with disabilities with a focus on students who attend high schools that require state intervention through the accountability system established in the ESEA Flexibility Waiver or subsequently created under ESSA. 
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		Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) 

		Power of the Matrix provides schools with school-wide and classroom behavior matrices that can serve as tools for helping schools to maintain an efficient, effective, and equitable learning environment. This full-day training supports school teams in reviewing their current matrices to ensure they incorporate the key features of a well-designed matrix and explore additional ways to use the matrix in aligning a school’s multiple initiatives and support systems. Audience: Pre-K through grade 12 teams of educa

		 

		Feedback and Acknowledgment is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators and administrators. This training provides opportunities to practice effective delivery of behavior specific acknowledgement and error correction are strategies that teachers and staff can master and are essential for defusing problematic behavior. Given the critical importance of positive and instructional interactions between adults and students, these strategies are often considered to be ‘prerequisites’ for effectively implementing 

		 

		Creating a Culture of Wellness Using the Tools You Already Have is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators and administrators. This training helps schools’ personnel to learn more about the negative impact trauma can have on student learning, mental wellness and behavior, and the necessity for schools to serve as protective factors. In schools where PBIS is implemented with fidelity, the learning environment is safer, more positive, and provides consistent messaging resulting in a more predictable experien

		 

		Using Function-Based Thinking for Effective Responses to Problem Behaviors is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators and administrators. This training provides participants with information about the fundamental components of function-based thinking and understand how adult responses to problematic behavior can either defuse or escalate situations. Training all staff creates a common language and skill set across administrators, teachers and staff for supporting students with challenging behavior. During 

		 

		The Science of Behavior is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators and administrators. This training offers instructions about how behavior is not only about students exhibiting challenges; it involves everyone in the school environment. There is a science that examines the relationship between individuals’ behavior and the elements of the environment. Once understood and put into practice, solutions are greater than problems and learning takes precedence over behavior. Invest in proactive supports at the 

		 

		Conducting Functional Behavior Assessments (FBAs) and Writing Function-based Positive Behavior Support Plans is open to staff members who are responsible for conducting FBAs and writing behavior support plans. This training helps participants to understand the science of behavior, and implement the proactive strategies, educators are faced with students who require more intervention. This two-day Advanced Behavior Analysis PD will look at the science of behavior more in depth. Participants will examine and 

		 

		Supporting Schools with Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports is open to school leaders, administrators, instructional staff, educators, support staff. This training instruction on initial installation of a Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS) through Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS). Participants explore a way of work using a three-tiered data-informed decision making framework that ensures sustainability both at the LEA and school level. The training includes an introduction

		 

		Student Support Teams (SST) 

		Student Support Teams is open to all public or public charter school staff members in the District who are interested in learning more about the SST process, or who are part of their school’s current SST process, are invited to participate. It is a collaborative, school-based, problem solving team that is organized to address academic, medical, behavioral/emotional, and/or other problems that may interfere with a student’s ability to obtain an appropriate education. OSSE's Division of Teaching and Learning 

		 An overview of the SST process and Response to Intervention (RtI)  

		 An overview of the SST process and Response to Intervention (RtI)  

		 An overview of the SST process and Response to Intervention (RtI)  



		 Best practices for the SST process  

		 Best practices for the SST process  



		 Selecting appropriate interventions 

		 Selecting appropriate interventions 



		 Curriculum-based monitoring  

		 Curriculum-based monitoring  





		 

		Response to Intervention (RtI) 

		Developing an Effective Response to Intervention System is open to school-based leaders and educators serving students in public schools and public charter schools in the District of Columbia. This training focuses on: 

		 Response to Intervention key concepts;  

		 Response to Intervention key concepts;  

		 Response to Intervention key concepts;  



		 Planning professional development;  

		 Planning professional development;  



		 Screening and progress monitoring; and Interventions. 

		 Screening and progress monitoring; and Interventions. 





		 

		Response to Intervention for Middle and High Schools is open to middle and high school educators, administrators, and support staff who are interested in learning about RtI for the first time, or who would like a refresher. The training discusses: 

		 Academic and behavioral instruction and intervention  

		 Academic and behavioral instruction and intervention  

		 Academic and behavioral instruction and intervention  



		 Contextual factors particular to tiered interventions in middle and high school  

		 Contextual factors particular to tiered interventions in middle and high school  



		 Structured problem-solving. 

		 Structured problem-solving. 





		 

		Response to Intervention—Full Day Training is open to LEA educators, administrators, and support staff who are interested in learning about RtI for the first time, or who would like a refresher. The training discusses: 

		 RtI tiers;  

		 RtI tiers;  

		 RtI tiers;  



		 Academic and behavioral instruction and intervention;  

		 Academic and behavioral instruction and intervention;  



		 Progress monitoring and data analysis; 

		 Progress monitoring and data analysis; 



		 Contextual factors for different instructional levels and English Learners  

		 Contextual factors for different instructional levels and English Learners  



		 Structured problem-solving. 

		 Structured problem-solving. 





		 

		Developing an Effective Response to Intervention System is open to school-based leaders and educators serving students in public schools and public charter schools in the District of Columbia. This training focuses on: 

		 Response to Intervention key concepts; 

		 Response to Intervention key concepts; 

		 Response to Intervention key concepts; 



		 Planning professional development;  

		 Planning professional development;  



		 Screening and progress monitoring; and Interventions. 

		 Screening and progress monitoring; and Interventions. 





		 

		Response to Intervention for English Learners is open to teachers. This training focuses on how to identify and plan instruction for culturally and linguistically diverse learners who need additional support in the classroom to be academically successful. Response to Intervention (RtI) can be designed to incorporate cultural relevance, student background knowledge, and learning styles to make instruction more relevant and effective for ELs. This training focuses on RtI Tier 1 as a tool for meeting ELs where

		 How to define RtI  

		 How to define RtI  

		 How to define RtI  



		 Characteristics of the different tiers of RtI  

		 Characteristics of the different tiers of RtI  



		 Considerations for designing and implementing RtI Tier 1 for ELs  

		 Considerations for designing and implementing RtI Tier 1 for ELs  



		 Instructional practices to support the RtI Tier 1 in the classroom. 

		 Instructional practices to support the RtI Tier 1 in the classroom. 





		 

		Professional Development Related to IEP Quality 

		IEP Quality Training Series: On March 22, 2017 the U.S. Supreme Court issued a unanimous opinion in Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District. In that case, the Court redefined the free appropriate public education (FAPE) requirements in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). This training series will provide an overview of the decision and provide LEAs with support to develop 

		capacity among their special education staff to meet the more rigorous standard for IEP quality set forth by Endrew F. 

		Part 1: Using Data to Describe Students’ Present Level of Performance 

		 Identify legal requirements related to IEP development 

		 Identify legal requirements related to IEP development 

		 Identify legal requirements related to IEP development 



		 Identify and apply key concepts of IEP development, focusing on student assessment, as well as analysis, interpretation, and reporting of student assessment results 

		 Identify and apply key concepts of IEP development, focusing on student assessment, as well as analysis, interpretation, and reporting of student assessment results 



		 Practice using data to draft individualized PLAAFP statements that comply with legal requirements 

		 Practice using data to draft individualized PLAAFP statements that comply with legal requirements 



		 Create internal protocols that support effective student assessment and IEP development practices 

		 Create internal protocols that support effective student assessment and IEP development practices 





		Part 2: Using Data to Draft Appropriately Ambitious IEP Goals 

		 Identify legal requirements related to IEP goal development 

		 Identify legal requirements related to IEP goal development 

		 Identify legal requirements related to IEP goal development 



		 Identify and apply key concepts of IEP goal development 

		 Identify and apply key concepts of IEP goal development 



		 Practice using data to draft IEP goals that are appropriately ambitious 

		 Practice using data to draft IEP goals that are appropriately ambitious 



		 Create internal protocols that support effective progress monitoring practices 

		 Create internal protocols that support effective progress monitoring practices 





		Part 3: Using Data to Design Individualized Accommodations and Supports 

		 Identify legal requirements related to the accommodations decision-making process 

		 Identify legal requirements related to the accommodations decision-making process 

		 Identify legal requirements related to the accommodations decision-making process 



		 Practice using data to design individualized, impactful instructional accommodations, modifications, supports 

		 Practice using data to design individualized, impactful instructional accommodations, modifications, supports 



		 Practice using data to select appropriate, individualized assessment accommodations 

		 Practice using data to select appropriate, individualized assessment accommodations 



		 Create internal protocols that support sound decisionmaking and continuous monitoring processes regarding students’ specialized supports 

		 Create internal protocols that support sound decisionmaking and continuous monitoring processes regarding students’ specialized supports 





		Part 4: Using Data to Propose Appropriate Service Hours and Setting 

		 Identify legal requirements pertaining to special education service hours and settings 

		 Identify legal requirements pertaining to special education service hours and settings 

		 Identify legal requirements pertaining to special education service hours and settings 



		 Differentiate between effective and ineffective practices of inclusion of students with disabilities 

		 Differentiate between effective and ineffective practices of inclusion of students with disabilities 



		 Discuss ways to foster effective practices of inclusion at the building and classroom level 

		 Discuss ways to foster effective practices of inclusion at the building and classroom level 



		 Identify and plan to address external barriers to student success in the least restrictive environment 

		 Identify and plan to address external barriers to student success in the least restrictive environment 





		 

		Using High-leverage Practices to Improve Outcomes for Students with Disabilities: Most students receiving special education services spend the majority of their day in the general education classroom, but general educators report feeling unprepared to meet the instructional and social-emotional needs of students with disabilities. This four-part training series will provide LEAs with support to develop capacity among all educators who serve students with disabilities to implement evidence-based, high-levera

		Part 1: Collaboration 

		 Identify the key skills and structures that support efficient, effective collaboration between general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and support staff.  

		 Identify the key skills and structures that support efficient, effective collaboration between general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and support staff.  

		 Identify the key skills and structures that support efficient, effective collaboration between general education teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and support staff.  





		 Apply knowledge of these skills and structures to use a sample shared problem-solving protocol to address common instructional issues. 

		 Apply knowledge of these skills and structures to use a sample shared problem-solving protocol to address common instructional issues. 

		 Apply knowledge of these skills and structures to use a sample shared problem-solving protocol to address common instructional issues. 



		 Discuss evidence-based principles for fostering positive relationships between educators and families. 

		 Discuss evidence-based principles for fostering positive relationships between educators and families. 



		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared resource library of effective practices for putting these principles into action through interactions with families of SWDs. 

		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared resource library of effective practices for putting these principles into action through interactions with families of SWDs. 





		Part 2: Assessment 

		 Identify formal and informal assessment tools and strategies used to collect information on student's present levels of academic and functional performance and identify their strengths and needs for support. 

		 Identify formal and informal assessment tools and strategies used to collect information on student's present levels of academic and functional performance and identify their strengths and needs for support. 

		 Identify formal and informal assessment tools and strategies used to collect information on student's present levels of academic and functional performance and identify their strengths and needs for support. 



		 Apply knowledge of these tools and strategies to integrate assessment data to create a comprehensive learner profile. 

		 Apply knowledge of these tools and strategies to integrate assessment data to create a comprehensive learner profile. 



		 Identify the key elements of data-based instructional strategies 

		 Identify the key elements of data-based instructional strategies 



		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared set of sample data-based instructional plans to address students' academic and behavioral needs. 

		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared set of sample data-based instructional plans to address students' academic and behavioral needs. 





		Part 3: Using High-leverage Practices to Establish Learning Environments that Promote Success for ALL Students 

		 Identify routines and procedures that support the development of a respectful, consistent, positive classroom environment that empowers students to take ownership of their learning; 

		 Identify routines and procedures that support the development of a respectful, consistent, positive classroom environment that empowers students to take ownership of their learning; 

		 Identify routines and procedures that support the development of a respectful, consistent, positive classroom environment that empowers students to take ownership of their learning; 



		 Identify key elements of effective social skills instruction that can be integrated into classroom routines, procedures, and delivery of content; and 

		 Identify key elements of effective social skills instruction that can be integrated into classroom routines, procedures, and delivery of content; and 



		 Apply knowledge of these routines, procedures, and approaches to social skills instruction to develop a shared library of positive, prosocial classroom systems. 

		 Apply knowledge of these routines, procedures, and approaches to social skills instruction to develop a shared library of positive, prosocial classroom systems. 





		Part 4: Implementing High –leverage Instructional Practices to Improve Outcomes for ALL Students 

		 Practice using data to identify appropriate learning goals 

		 Practice using data to identify appropriate learning goals 

		 Practice using data to identify appropriate learning goals 



		 Identify key elements of specially-designed instruction 

		 Identify key elements of specially-designed instruction 



		 Identify the key elements of instructional strategies that support metacognition 

		 Identify the key elements of instructional strategies that support metacognition 



		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared library of approaches to providing instructional scaffolds that develop students' self-efficacy and independent over time 

		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared library of approaches to providing instructional scaffolds that develop students' self-efficacy and independent over time 



		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared library of resources that support effective use of flexible grouping strategies 

		 Work collaboratively to develop a shared library of resources that support effective use of flexible grouping strategies 





		 

		Developing High-Quality Transition Plans for Middle School Students with Disabilities: Middle school educators, administrators, and related service providers play an important role in preparing students with disabilities to gain the skills they will need to succeed in high school and in life. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requires IEP teams to develop a transition plan that contains postsecondary goals in the areas of education, employment, and independent living (when appropriate) 

		secondary transition planning requirements and share ways in which middle schools can prepare students to actively engage in the transition planning process, including participation in: 

		 Career awareness and exploration activities 

		 Career awareness and exploration activities 

		 Career awareness and exploration activities 



		 Self-determination skill development activities 

		 Self-determination skill development activities 



		 Age-appropriate transition assessments that will guide IEP teams in selecting transition goals, services, and activities 

		 Age-appropriate transition assessments that will guide IEP teams in selecting transition goals, services, and activities 





		 

		Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education (LISSE) 

		Evidence-Based Practices in Content Areas: The first intensive session provides an overview of evidence-based practices in all four of these content areas: reading, writing, mathematics, and behavior. Participants gain knowledge regarding evidence-based practices across these content areas to be better equipped to both evaluate existing interventions at their schools and to determine the area in which their leadership can have the greatest impact. 

		Implementation Science and Interpreting Data: With the identified student need and evidence-based practice in mind, participants will learn the basics of implementation fidelity so they can plan their professional development session most effectively. Participants begin planning their professional development session in collaboration with school- and content-area colleagues. 

		Leadership & Collaboration: This session includes strategies and examples of professional collaboration, in addition to adult learning theory, in order to prepare participants to facilitate professional development with colleagues most effectively. Participants learn concrete strategies and gain confidence to deal with difficult colleagues. Additionally, they continue to plan their session with fellow participants by anticipating challenges in the delivery and implementation phases. 

		Practice & Evaluation: During this final intensive session, participants revise their professional development plan during practice sessions with fellow participants and design evaluation materials for their professional development session. Finally, participants reflect on their growth over the program and anticipate how they might foster similar growth in their school-based colleagues. 

		 

		Restorative Practices 

		Restorative Justice in the Everyday Classroom Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff.  This workshop is designed to explore ways that Restorative Justice practices can be used in the classroom. Teachers and school staff will gain skills and tools to incorporate Restorative Justice practices that will increase student engagement in academic content, promote consistent student attendance, and develop proactive systems to respond to student behavior. Participants have the

		 

		Restorative Schools Overview Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff. This one-day experiential workshop introduces teachers, administrators, school staff, students and all those who support them to restorative concepts and practices. Participants explore the continuum of restorative practices, experiencing pro-active circles for strengthening relationships and social-emotional skills. More fundamentally, participants come to see restorative approaches as a means of shi

		 

		Restorative Justice and Young Learners Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff.  In order for Restorative Justice practices to be effective for young learners, restorative practitioners must consider the developmental range of children in grades K-8, and must accommodate a young learner's attention span, energy level, learning style, and expressive and receptive language capacity. This experiential workshop for teachers, administrators, school staff, and early education

		 

		Restorative Justice and Special Education Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff.  Restorative Justice is a philosophy and approach to building community and responding to harm with roots in indigenous traditions. It is increasingly applied in schools all around the country to manage classrooms and create inclusive, socially connected, and supportive learning environments. This one-day experiential workshop helps teachers, administrators, and special education staff id

		 

		Restorative Responses to Behavior Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff. This workshop is designed to build capacity of school leaders, teachers, and support staff in their approach to behaviors in school. Through the restorative lens, participants explore various techniques and strategies to effectively communicate with students when they disrupt community norms or expectations. Participants gain skills and tools to de-escalate students in heightened situations by us

		 

		Restorative Justice at the Next Level Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff.  In the two-day advanced Restorative Justice Master Class, participants review Restorative Justice philosophy, history, theory and practice as it applies to schools, communities, and personal life transformation. The Advanced RJ workshop offers an intimate opportunity for 

		participants to discuss, various issues that educators, administrators and circle keeper practitioners face when working in schools. The class reviews case studies and engage in restorative solution group discussions. Each day, is immersed in improvisational circle practice learning activities designed to deepen your understanding of the restorative processes used to respond to harm in a school context, improve relationships and inspiring restorative thinking, learning and behaving. The principles and pract

		 

		Responsive Circle Implementation Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff. This practice-based workshop is for school staff who aim to incorporate responsive peacemaking circles into their classrooms and community. The training focuses on responsive circles and the structured intervention for serious and complex incidents of harm.  Participants utilize mock disciplinary scenarios to practice a responsive circle, conduct preparatory meetings, facilitate mock circles, crea

		 

		Trauma Awareness and Resilience Is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff. This training experience explores best practices to trauma-informed, resilience-oriented, and Restorative Justice-focused practices that promotes healing and provides a path toward hope, and reconciliation. The class explores the brain’s stress-response system and how it impacts behavior and learning for students and educators. Participants deepen their knowledge about trauma, resilience and post-t

		 

		Restorative Justice Communication and Conflict Resolution Is open to teachers, school staff, and education professionals who want to address the challenges of conflict with students, colleagues, and parents. Participants have an opportunity to assess their own style of engaging with (or avoiding) conflict, apply strategies to reframe difficult conversations, under-stand how needs and identity contribute to a restorative culture, and practice communicating from values/interests instead of positions to promot

		 

		Support Circle Keeping is open to Pre-K through grade 12 educators, administrators and support staff. Support circles are a structured process for engaging students who are struggling, have complex needs, or are returning to the school community after long absence. Support circles bring together the student, family members, relevant school staff, social service providers, and others to provide a web of support to build relationships, identify needs, map resources, make a plan, check in with each other, shar
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		UNIVERSAL STRATEGY: Professional Development in  

		Evidence-Based School-wide Support Models 
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		OSSE provides high quality and differentiated trainings and educator professional development opportunities with a focus on driving improvements in school levers that support graduation: improving school climate, reducing exclusionary discipline practices, and improving instruction. 

		OSSE provides high quality and differentiated trainings and educator professional development opportunities with a focus on driving improvements in school levers that support graduation: improving school climate, reducing exclusionary discipline practices, and improving instruction. 

		Connection to SIMR: 

		 If we provide comprehensive professional development for secondary special educators, then schools will be better equipped to serve diverse learners. 

		 If we provide comprehensive professional development for secondary special educators, then schools will be better equipped to serve diverse learners. 

		 If we provide comprehensive professional development for secondary special educators, then schools will be better equipped to serve diverse learners. 





		Intended Outcomes: 

		 Increase educator knowledge of school-wide evidence based practices 

		 Increase educator knowledge of school-wide evidence based practices 

		 Increase educator knowledge of school-wide evidence based practices 



		 Implementation with fidelity of a variety of evidence based practices aimed at improving outcomes for students with disabilities in all District of Columbia schools 

		 Implementation with fidelity of a variety of evidence based practices aimed at improving outcomes for students with disabilities in all District of Columbia schools 
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		STAKEHOLDERS 
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		Internal Stakeholders 

		Internal Stakeholders 

		 OSSE’s Division of Teaching and Learning (TAL): The Division of Teaching and Learning builds the capacity of educators, from pre-service to in-service, through targeted, and sustained, high-quality supports so educators can be effective in empowering each and every PK-12 District learner to succeed in school and life. 

		 OSSE’s Division of Teaching and Learning (TAL): The Division of Teaching and Learning builds the capacity of educators, from pre-service to in-service, through targeted, and sustained, high-quality supports so educators can be effective in empowering each and every PK-12 District learner to succeed in school and life. 

		 OSSE’s Division of Teaching and Learning (TAL): The Division of Teaching and Learning builds the capacity of educators, from pre-service to in-service, through targeted, and sustained, high-quality supports so educators can be effective in empowering each and every PK-12 District learner to succeed in school and life. 





		 

		External Partners 

		 American University (AU) Institute for Innovation in Education (IIE): The Institute for Innovation in Education is an interdisciplinary organization committed to conducting, administering, and disseminating educational research and research-informed professional development initiatives. Key partner in the Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education. 

		 American University (AU) Institute for Innovation in Education (IIE): The Institute for Innovation in Education is an interdisciplinary organization committed to conducting, administering, and disseminating educational research and research-informed professional development initiatives. Key partner in the Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education. 

		 American University (AU) Institute for Innovation in Education (IIE): The Institute for Innovation in Education is an interdisciplinary organization committed to conducting, administering, and disseminating educational research and research-informed professional development initiatives. Key partner in the Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education. 



		 SchoolTalk: SchoolTalk, Inc. is a District of Columbia-based nonprofit that supports the DC education community in collaboratively addressing complex challenges and creating practical solutions for assisting youth of all abilities achieve success. SchoolTalk’s programs actively work to improve postsecondary outcomes for youth through both proactive initiatives such as youth leadership and mentoring, skill-building, and workforce development; and direct intervention to resolve issues in productive ways, su

		 SchoolTalk: SchoolTalk, Inc. is a District of Columbia-based nonprofit that supports the DC education community in collaboratively addressing complex challenges and creating practical solutions for assisting youth of all abilities achieve success. SchoolTalk’s programs actively work to improve postsecondary outcomes for youth through both proactive initiatives such as youth leadership and mentoring, skill-building, and workforce development; and direct intervention to resolve issues in productive ways, su



		 Restorative DC project: supports DCPS and public charter schools in whole-school implementation of restorative justice practices and culture change. It does so through intensive, trauma-informed, collaborative, customized, onsite, and locally-based technical support in order to lower incidents of conflict and harm, reduce the use of suspensions and expulsions, increase school performance, and center the school community on relationships, inclusivity, and accountability. 

		 Restorative DC project: supports DCPS and public charter schools in whole-school implementation of restorative justice practices and culture change. It does so through intensive, trauma-informed, collaborative, customized, onsite, and locally-based technical support in order to lower incidents of conflict and harm, reduce the use of suspensions and expulsions, increase school performance, and center the school community on relationships, inclusivity, and accountability. 
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		KEY ACTIVITIES 
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		Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Training: training that allows schools to take a proactive approach to support student behavior development and regulation. 

		Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Training: training that allows schools to take a proactive approach to support student behavior development and regulation. 
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		Student Support Team Trainings: training for school-based, collaborative problem-solving teams focused on identifying and implementing interventions to meet the needs of individual students. 

		Student Support Team Trainings: training for school-based, collaborative problem-solving teams focused on identifying and implementing interventions to meet the needs of individual students. 

		 

		Response to Intervention Training: training to develop and implement multi-tiered approach to the early identification and support of students with learning and behavior needs. 

		 

		Responding to the Endrew F. Decision: Building Capacity to Develop High-Quality IEPs Training: four-part series which provided LEA special education staff with an overview of the decision and its impact on the free appropriate public education (FAPE) requirements in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

		 

		Developing High-Quality Transition Plans for Middle School Learners with Disabilities Training: a professional development opportunity developed to support implementation of 2016 District regulations requiring that the first IEP in effect after a child with a disability reaches 14 years of age includes transition assessments and services. 

		 

		Leadership Institute in Secondary Special Education: Collaborative initiative with American University that provides innovative, highly effective teacher leaders in District of Columbia public and public charter schools who work with secondary special education students with the resources and supports to develop leadership skills through participation in intensive professional development aimed at supporting teachers’ use of evidence-based practices in integrating the Common Core State Standards and IEP goa

		 

		Restorative Practices: A series of multimodal supports and programming to build awareness of, and expertise in, the power of restorative practices across the District of Columbia education sector, including OSSE, LEAs, and community organizations. The Restorative DC program promotes a shift from exclusionary discipline practices to a restorative approach to strengthen positive school cultures. Restorative practices includes general training and professional development opportunities, a community of practice
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		KEY ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
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		 Since the 2015-2016 school year, provided over 100 trainings and professional development opportunities to over 200 educators representing over 60 LEAs on school-wide evidence based practices, including Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), Response to Intervention (RtI), Restorative Practices, topic-specific trainings, and various communities of practice. 

		 Since the 2015-2016 school year, provided over 100 trainings and professional development opportunities to over 200 educators representing over 60 LEAs on school-wide evidence based practices, including Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), Response to Intervention (RtI), Restorative Practices, topic-specific trainings, and various communities of practice. 

		 Since the 2015-2016 school year, provided over 100 trainings and professional development opportunities to over 200 educators representing over 60 LEAs on school-wide evidence based practices, including Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), Response to Intervention (RtI), Restorative Practices, topic-specific trainings, and various communities of practice. 

		 Since the 2015-2016 school year, provided over 100 trainings and professional development opportunities to over 200 educators representing over 60 LEAs on school-wide evidence based practices, including Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), Response to Intervention (RtI), Restorative Practices, topic-specific trainings, and various communities of practice. 



		 In the 2018-2019 school year, designed and provided two training series that shift the focus of IEP development from compliance to quality. Expanded and differentiated IEP quality training to meet specific LEA and stakeholder needs. 

		 In the 2018-2019 school year, designed and provided two training series that shift the focus of IEP development from compliance to quality. Expanded and differentiated IEP quality training to meet specific LEA and stakeholder needs. 



		 Expanded restorative justice practices and supports from five schools in the 2015-16 school year to 16 schools in the 2018-19 school year implementing a whole school plan with 23 additional schools receiving technical assistance, and still more participating in a community of practice and a plethora of training opportunities. 

		 Expanded restorative justice practices and supports from five schools in the 2015-16 school year to 16 schools in the 2018-19 school year implementing a whole school plan with 23 additional schools receiving technical assistance, and still more participating in a community of practice and a plethora of training opportunities. 
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		TARGETED STRATEGY: 8th to 9th Grade Transition Activities 
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		Through data analysis and review of relevant research conducted by educational stakeholders, the District identified the transition from 8th to 9th grade as a key touchpoint in a student’s education. To effectively drive improvements at pivotal points, the District targeted SSIP efforts at 8th to 9thgrade transition activities, including leveraging data systems to support LEAs in preparing to serve incoming 9th grade students with disabilities. 

		Through data analysis and review of relevant research conducted by educational stakeholders, the District identified the transition from 8th to 9th grade as a key touchpoint in a student’s education. To effectively drive improvements at pivotal points, the District targeted SSIP efforts at 8th to 9thgrade transition activities, including leveraging data systems to support LEAs in preparing to serve incoming 9th grade students with disabilities. 

		 

		Connection to SIMR:  

		 If we improve high schools’ readiness for incoming ninth grade students, then schools will be better equipped to serve the needs of ninth graders. 

		 If we improve high schools’ readiness for incoming ninth grade students, then schools will be better equipped to serve the needs of ninth graders. 

		 If we improve high schools’ readiness for incoming ninth grade students, then schools will be better equipped to serve the needs of ninth graders. 



		 If state-level student data is made available timely and accurately, then schools can better prepare for incoming students. 

		 If state-level student data is made available timely and accurately, then schools can better prepare for incoming students. 





		 

		Intended Outcomes: 

		 Increase the number of students participating in 8th to 9th grade transition activities 

		 Increase the number of students participating in 8th to 9th grade transition activities 

		 Increase the number of students participating in 8th to 9th grade transition activities 



		 Ensure that students are receiving appropriate transition services 

		 Ensure that students are receiving appropriate transition services 



		 Create data sharing agreements and data systems that allow for automated transfer of assessment history, attendance, and discipline data for students 

		 Create data sharing agreements and data systems that allow for automated transfer of assessment history, attendance, and discipline data for students 



		 Coordinate transfer of transcript data between LEAs through data sharing agreements or facilitating data system 

		 Coordinate transfer of transcript data between LEAs through data sharing agreements or facilitating data system 
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		STAKEHOLDERS 
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		Internal Stakeholders 

		Internal Stakeholders 

		 OSSE Division of Data, Assessment & Research (DAR)  Manages data received by OSSE to ensure that all data assets are high-quality, properly documented, and easily discoverable; and develops applications and visualizations to support data validation, analysis, reporting, and data access 

		 OSSE Division of Data, Assessment & Research (DAR)  Manages data received by OSSE to ensure that all data assets are high-quality, properly documented, and easily discoverable; and develops applications and visualizations to support data validation, analysis, reporting, and data access 

		 OSSE Division of Data, Assessment & Research (DAR)  Manages data received by OSSE to ensure that all data assets are high-quality, properly documented, and easily discoverable; and develops applications and visualizations to support data validation, analysis, reporting, and data access 



		 OSSE Division of Systems and Supports, K-12: Project owner of the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Exchange 

		 OSSE Division of Systems and Supports, K-12: Project owner of the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data Exchange 



		 OSSE Division of Postsecondary and Career Education: Owner and manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange and Kid Talks; primary liaison between OSSE and Raise DC 

		 OSSE Division of Postsecondary and Career Education: Owner and manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange and Kid Talks; primary liaison between OSSE and Raise DC 





		 

		External Partners 

		 Raise DC*: a multi-sector partnership of local stakeholders formed to promote a culture shift from competition over District resources to collaboration, in providing every child and youth with opportunities to succeed, from cradle to career. Raise DC convenes the Ninth Grade Counts Network and was the original manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange. 

		 Raise DC*: a multi-sector partnership of local stakeholders formed to promote a culture shift from competition over District resources to collaboration, in providing every child and youth with opportunities to succeed, from cradle to career. Raise DC convenes the Ninth Grade Counts Network and was the original manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange. 

		 Raise DC*: a multi-sector partnership of local stakeholders formed to promote a culture shift from competition over District resources to collaboration, in providing every child and youth with opportunities to succeed, from cradle to career. Raise DC convenes the Ninth Grade Counts Network and was the original manager of the Bridge to High School Data Exchange. 



		 Ninth Grade Counts Network*: Comprised of school-based partners, community-based organizations, and government agencies, 9GCN empowers schools with the right information to better meet the needs of incoming 9th graders and equips students with the academic and non-academic skills they need to succeed in 9th grade. 

		 Ninth Grade Counts Network*: Comprised of school-based partners, community-based organizations, and government agencies, 9GCN empowers schools with the right information to better meet the needs of incoming 9th graders and equips students with the academic and non-academic skills they need to succeed in 9th grade. 
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		KEY ACTIVITIES 
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		KEY ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
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		Bridge to High School Data Exchange: a standardized data transfer process, including both the exchange of data electronically and through in-person “kid talks,” for ensuring that essential student information is transmitted quickly, 

		Bridge to High School Data Exchange: a standardized data transfer process, including both the exchange of data electronically and through in-person “kid talks,” for ensuring that essential student information is transmitted quickly, 



		 Data sharing agreements developed and implemented for all LEAs participating in the data exchange. 

		 Data sharing agreements developed and implemented for all LEAs participating in the data exchange. 

		 Data sharing agreements developed and implemented for all LEAs participating in the data exchange. 

		 Data sharing agreements developed and implemented for all LEAs participating in the data exchange. 



		 Developed, piloted, and expanded data application that provides for the automated transfer of state-held 

		 Developed, piloted, and expanded data application that provides for the automated transfer of state-held 
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		automatically, and consistently as students move from middle to high school. 

		automatically, and consistently as students move from middle to high school. 



		student data as well as LEA-provided attendance and course data. 

		student data as well as LEA-provided attendance and course data. 

		student data as well as LEA-provided attendance and course data. 

		student data as well as LEA-provided attendance and course data. 



		 Number of students captured in the data exchange: 

		 Number of students captured in the data exchange: 



		o FFY2015: approx. 2000 students 

		o FFY2015: approx. 2000 students 

		o FFY2015: approx. 2000 students 



		o FFY2016: approx. 4000 students 

		o FFY2016: approx. 4000 students 



		o FFY2017: 5,280 first time 9th graders 

		o FFY2017: 5,280 first time 9th graders 



		o FFY2018: 4,142 first time 9th graders 

		o FFY2018: 4,142 first time 9th graders 





		 The percentage of participating students with disabilities increased from 16% to 20%. 

		 The percentage of participating students with disabilities increased from 16% to 20%. 



		 Kid Talks: Increased participation from 13 schools to 26 school campuses (17 LEAs) in 2018-19, and 25 campuses (13 middle schools, 12 high schools) in 2019-20. More than 200 students were discussed, over 30% of which were students with disabilities. 

		 Kid Talks: Increased participation from 13 schools to 26 school campuses (17 LEAs) in 2018-19, and 25 campuses (13 middle schools, 12 high schools) in 2019-20. More than 200 students were discussed, over 30% of which were students with disabilities. 
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		Facilitated Case Coordination Meetings (Kid Talks): 

		Facilitated Case Coordination Meetings (Kid Talks): 

		Kid Talks follow a highly structured exchange that incorporates both quantitative and qualitative data to review 8th grade data and offer insights to guide student-specific planning for rising 9th graders; and launch ongoing working relationships between middle and high schools to continue to support shared students throughout their freshman year. 
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		Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data:  

		Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data:  

		OSSE developed the Early Access to Students with Disabilities Data application: a Qlik application that provides LEAs access to special education data for pre-enrolled students with disabilities between the end of the current school year and the beginning of the next school year, when the databases begin to provide this information automatically. 



		 Developed and launched data visualization application in 2016-17 school year. 

		 Developed and launched data visualization application in 2016-17 school year. 

		 Developed and launched data visualization application in 2016-17 school year. 

		 Developed and launched data visualization application in 2016-17 school year. 



		 Facilitated transfer of special education information for all District students for upcoming school years. 

		 Facilitated transfer of special education information for all District students for upcoming school years. 



		 Expanded data fields to include early childhood and English learner information. 

		 Expanded data fields to include early childhood and English learner information. 



		 Provided training and resources to assist LEAs in effectively using the special education data provided. 

		 Provided training and resources to assist LEAs in effectively using the special education data provided. 
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		* Over the course of the 2018-2019 school year, Raise DC and OSSE have worked to transition internal project management of core Bridge to High School Data Exchange responsibilities from the 9th Grade Counts Network to OSSE. Raise DC and the 9th Grade Counts Network have transitioned into a supporting role, especially as it relates to leveraging existing community relationships to solidify LEA support and participation. The 9th Grade Counts Network will maintain its role as a key stakeholder in providing inp

		* Over the course of the 2018-2019 school year, Raise DC and OSSE have worked to transition internal project management of core Bridge to High School Data Exchange responsibilities from the 9th Grade Counts Network to OSSE. Raise DC and the 9th Grade Counts Network have transitioned into a supporting role, especially as it relates to leveraging existing community relationships to solidify LEA support and participation. The 9th Grade Counts Network will maintain its role as a key stakeholder in providing inp
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IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year: 2018-19

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 25
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 22
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 12
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 17
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 5
(1.2) Complaints pending. 1
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 2

Section B: Mediation Requests

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

(2.1) Mediations held. 23
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 6

43

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

complaints. 2

(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process 17

complaints.

(2.1) (b) (1) Mediation agreements not related to due process 10

complaints.

(2.2) Mediations pending. 5

(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 15
Section C: Due Process Complaints

(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 346

(3.1) Resolution meetings. 238

(3.1) (a) Writter} settlement agreements reached through 49

resolution meetings.

(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 67

(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 30

file:///C:/Users/Alexis.Lessans/OneDrive - U.S. Department of Education/Desktop/District of Columbia Part B Dispute Resolution 2018-19.html 1/2
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 37
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 53
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed 296

(including resolved without a hearing).
Section D: Expedited Due Process Complaints (Related to Disciplinary Decision)

(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints 14
filed.

(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings.

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

(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered.

(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending.

(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or 9
dismissed.

— — A o b

Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by District of Columbia. These data were generated on 5/4/2020 2:48 PM EDT.

file:///C:/Users/Alexis.Lessans/OneDrive - U.S. Department of Education/Desktop/District of Columbia Part B Dispute Resolution 2018-19.html 2/2
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District Of Columbia
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

60.42 Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 24 11 45.83
Compliance 20 15 75

2020 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 92 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 85 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 18 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

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

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 18 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 92 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

Math Assessment Elements

Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 91 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 85 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 29 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 93 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 20 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 94 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

1 For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and
Determination were calculated, review "How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Part B."





Exiting Data Elements

Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 58 0
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a 36 0
Regular High School Diplomat?

2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

Part B Compliance Indicator? Performance Full Correction of Score
(%) Findings of
Noncompliance
Identified in
FFY 2017
Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 4.55 Yes 2

ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with
specified requirements.

Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial 0 N/A 2
and ethnic groups in special education and related
services due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 0 N/A 2
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability
categories due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 86.03 Yes 1
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 98.56 Yes 2
birthday
Indicator 13: Secondary transition 76 Yes 1
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 90.48 1
Timely State Complaint Decisions 100 2
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 100 2
Longstanding Noncompliance 0

Special Conditions Yes, 3 or more

years
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://osep.grads360.org/#tcommunities/pdc/documents/18303

2|Page
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

June 25, 2020

Honorable Hanseul Kang

State Superintendent of Education

Office of the State Superintendent of Education
1050 First Street Northeast

Washington, District of Columbia 20002

Dear State Superintendent Kang:

I am writing to advise you of the U. S. Department of Education’s (Department) 2020
determination under section 616 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The
Department has determined that District of Columbia needs assistance in implementing the
requirements of Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s
data and information, including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance
Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly
available information.

Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s <2020 Part B
Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for
each State and consists of:

(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on Compliance Indicators and other
compliance factors;

(2) a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;

(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score;

(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
(5) the State’s Determination.

The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made
Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020:
Part B” (HTDMD).

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and
compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014,
2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria
are set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B
determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:

400 MARYLAND AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON DC 20202-2600
www.ed.gov

The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by
fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access.
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(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;

(2) the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently administered (school
year 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);

(3) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and
(4) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.

You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data
by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at
https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in
Indicators 1 through 16, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is
required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:

(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP
Response” section of the indicator; and

(2) any other actions that the State is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section
of the indicator.

It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include
language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.

You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:
(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;
(2) the HTDMD document;

(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the
State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and

(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section
618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and
“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.

As noted above, the State’s 2020 determination is Needs Assistance. A State’s 2020 RDA
Determination is Needs Assistance if the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if its RDA Determination percentage is
80% or above but the Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last
three IDEA Part B grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions
are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.

The State’s determination for 2019 was also Needs Assistance. In accordance with section
616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), if a State is determined to need assistance for
two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of the following actions:

(1) advise the State of available sources of technical assistance that may help the State
address the areas in which the State needs assistance and require the State to work with
appropriate entities;

(2) direct the use of State-level funds on the area or areas in which the State needs assistance;
or
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(3) identify the State as a high-risk grantee and impose Special Conditions on the State’s
IDEA Part B grant award.

Pursuant to these requirements, the Secretary is advising the State of available sources of
technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers and resources at the
following website: https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-resources, and requiring the
State to work with appropriate entities. In addition, the State should consider accessing technical
assistance from other Department-funded centers such as the Comprehensive Centers with
resources at the following link: https://compcenternetwork.org/states. The Secretary directs the
State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement
strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its
performance. We strongly encourage the State to access technical assistance related to those
results elements and compliance indicators for which the State received a score of zero. Your
State must report with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on:

(1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and
(2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.

As required by IDEA section 616(e)(7) and 34 C.F.R. 8 300.606, your State must notify the
public that the Secretary of Education has taken the above enforcement actions, including, at a
minimum, by posting a public notice on its website and distributing the notice to the media and
through public agencies.

States were required to submit Phase 111 Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP
appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students
with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will provide
additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your
State as it implements the fifth year of Phase 111 of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.

As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational
agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in
the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after
the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:

(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;

99 ¢

(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs
intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA;

(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and
(4) inform each LEA of its determination.

Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s
website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:

(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State
attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973; and

(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website.
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OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities
and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we continue our important
work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact your
OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request
technical assistance.

Sincerely,
’ / » . /_‘
o (ﬂmw&e%

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

cc: State Director of Special Education
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HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

INTRODUCTION

In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State,
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year
(SY) 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diplomal; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY)
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.

The RDA Matrix consists of:

1. aCompliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other

compliance factors;
2. aResults Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;
3. aCompliance Score and a Results Score;
4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
5. the State’s Determination.
The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections:
A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix
B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix

C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

! When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with disabilities who
exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma These students meet the same standards for graduation as
those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school
diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State
standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement
standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA. A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a
diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.”
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A.2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX

In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the
following data:

1. The State’s FFY 2018 data for Part B Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 (including
whether the State reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether the State
demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017 under
such indicators;

2. The timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the
IDEA;

3. The State’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State
complaint and due process hearing decisions;

4. Longstanding Noncompliance:
The Department considered:

a. Whether the Department imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part
B grant award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination, and the number of years for which the State’s Part B grant award has
been subject to Specific or Special Conditions; and

b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by
either the Department or the State that the State has not yet corrected.

Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

The Compliance Matrix indicates a score of 0, 1, or 2, for each of the compliance indicators in item one
above and for each of the additional factors listed in items two through four above. Using the cumulative
possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the actual points the State
received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, which is
combined with the Results Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and Determination.
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Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for each
of Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 :

e Two points, if either:

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least
95% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 5%
compliance) ; or

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least
90% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 10%
compliance); and the State identified one or more findings of noncompliance in FFY
2017 for the indicator, and has demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance
identified in FFY 2017 for the indicator. Such full correction is indicated in the matrix
with a “Yes” in the “Full Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017”
column.

e One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at
least 75% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 25% compliance),
and the State did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.

e Zero points, under any of the following circumstances:

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator reflect less than 75% compliance (or, for
Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect greater than 25% compliance); or

o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were not valid and reliable; or

o The State did not report FFY 2018 data for the indicator.

2

A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not applicable to that
particular State. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.

In determining whether a State has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from
94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether a State has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department will
round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether a State has met the 75% compliance criterion for these
indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 5%
compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining whether
a State has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher) to 10%. In
addition, in determining whether a State has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from
25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for: (1) the
timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the State’s FFY 2018 data, reported
under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing decisions.

For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%.

A “No” in that column denotes that the State has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the
State has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the State did not identify any
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator.

If a State’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with a
corresponding score of 0. The explanation of why the State’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s
FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool.

If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the State), the matrix so indicates
in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.
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Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data®:

e Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.
e One point, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 75% and less than 95% compliance.

e Zero points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects less than 75% compliance.

Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for
timely State complaint decisions and for timely due process hearing decisions, as reported by the State
under section 618 of the IDEA:

e Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.
e One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance.
e Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance.

e Not Applicable (N/A), if the State’s data reflect less than 100% compliance, and there were fewer
than ten State complaint decisions or ten due process hearing decisions.

Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific
Conditions)

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for the
Longstanding Noncompliance component:

e Two points, if the State has:

o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in FFY 2016 or
earlier; and

o No Specific Conditions on its FFY 2019 grant award that are in effect at the time of the
2020 determination.

8 OSEP used the Part B Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data Rubric to award points to States based on the timeliness and accuracy of
their sections 616 and 618 data. A copy of the rubric is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS
SPP/APR reporting tool. On page two of the rubric, entitled “APR and 618-Timely and Accurate State Reported Data,” States are given one
point for each indicator with valid and reliable data and five points for SPP/APRs that were submitted timely. The total points for valid and
reliable SPP/APR data and timely SPP/APR submission are added together to form the APR Grand Total. On page three of the rubric, the
State’s section 618 data is scored based on information provided to OSEP on section 618 data timeliness, completeness, and edit checks
from EDFacts. The percentage of Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data is calculated by adding the 618 Data Grand Total to the APR
Grand Total and dividing this sum by the total number of points available for the entire rubric. This percentage is inserted into the
Compliance Matrix.
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e One point, if either or both of the following occurred:

o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the State has not yet demonstrated
correction (see the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS
SPP/APR reporting tool for specific information regarding these remaining findings of
noncompliance); and/or

o The Department has imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 Part B grant
award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.

e Zero points, if either or both of the following occurred:

o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the State has not yet demonstrated correction (see the
OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool for
specific information regarding these remaining findings of noncompliance); and/or

o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX

In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the
following data:

1. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;

2. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;

3. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;

4. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;

5. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;

6. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;

7. The percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out; and

8. The percentage of CWD exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma.

The Results Elements for participation in regular Statewide assessments and participation and
performance on the NAEP are scored separately for reading and math. When combined with the exiting
data, there are a total of fourteen Results Elements. The Results Elements are defined as follows:

Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

This is the percentage of CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), who took regular
Statewide assessments in SY 2018-2019 with and without accommodations. The numerator for this
calculation is the number of CWD participating with and without accommodations on regular Statewide
assessments in SY 2018-2019, and the denominator is the number of all CWD participants and non-
participants on regular and alternate Statewide assessments in SY 2018-2019, excluding medical
emergencies. The calculation is done separately by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading). (Data
source: EDFacts SY 2018-2019; data extracted 4/8/20)

Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

This is the percentage of CWD, not including students with a Section 504 plan, by grade (4 and 8) and
subject (math and reading), who scored at or above basic on the NAEP in SY 2018-2019. (Data Source:
Main NAEP Data Explorer; data extracted 10/31/19)

Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

This is the reported percentage of identified CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading),
who were included in the NAEP testing in SY 2018-2019. (Data Source: Nation’s Report Card, 2019):

® While the goal is to ensure that all CWD demonstrate proficient or advanced mastery of challenging subject matter, we recognize that States
may need to take intermediate steps to reach this benchmark. Therefore, we assessed the performance of CWD using the Basic achievement
level on the NAEP, which also provided OSEP with the broader range of data needed to identify variations in student performance across
States. Generally, the Basic achievement level on the NAEP means that students have demonstrated partial mastery of prerequisite
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.
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Inclusion rate for 4™ and 8™ grade reading (see page 11):

https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/reading/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_reading
.pdf

Inclusion rate for 4™ and 8™ grade math (see page 11):

https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/mathematics/supportive_files/2019 technical_appendix_m
ath.pdf

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by dropping out.
The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under
IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category dropped out by the total number of students ages 14
through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school
categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received
a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by
100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017-2018; data extracted 5/29/19)

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma

This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by graduating with
a regular high school diploma. The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular
high school diploma by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B,
reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular
high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached
maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017—-
2018; data extracted 5/29/19)

Scoring of the Results Matrix

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Results Matrix, a State received points as follows for the
Results Elements:

e A State’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores of ‘2’, ‘1’ or ‘0’
based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States. A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least
90% of CWD in a State participated in the regular Statewide assessment; a score of ‘1’ if the
participation rate for CWD was 80% to 89%; and a score of ‘0’ if the participation rate for CWD was
less than 80%.

e A State’s NAEP scores (Basic and above) were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States received a ‘2,
the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States received a ‘0’.

' The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.
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e A State’s NAEP inclusion rate was assigned a score of either ‘0’ or ‘1’ based on whether the State’s
NAEP inclusion rate for CWD was “higher than or not significantly different from the National
Assessment Governing Board [NAGB] goal of 85 percent.” “Standard error estimates” were reported
with the inclusion rates of CWD and taken into account in determining if a State’s inclusion rate was
higher than or not significantly different from the NAGB goal of 85 percent.

e A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by dropping out were rank-ordered; the
top tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile
of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage)
received a ‘0’.

e A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by graduating with a regular high school
diploma were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage)
received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e.,
those with the lowest percentage) received a ‘0.

The following table identifies how each of the Results Elements was scored:

RDA RDA RDA
Score= | Score= | Score=

Results Elements 0 1 2

Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on

Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a

Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13

Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing
(reading or math):
1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different
from the NAGB goal of 85%.
0 points if less than 85%.

Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and
Determination.
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:

Meets Requirements

Needs Assistance

Needs Intervention

Needs Substantial Intervention

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,*
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018,
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if
its RDA Determination percentage is 80% or above, but
the Department has imposed Special or Specific
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018,
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention
if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.

The Department did not make a determination of Needs
Substantial Intervention for any State in 2020.

1 |n determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up
from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data

DATE: February 2020 Submission

Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet.
SPP/APR Data

1) Valid and Reliable Data — Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when
appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained).

Part B
618 Data

1) Timely — A State will receive one point if it submits all EDFacts files or the entire EMAPS survey associated
with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table
below).

EDFacts Files/ EMAPS

618 Data Collection S Due Date

urvey
Part B Child Count and C002 & C089 15t Wednesday in April
Educational Environments
Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 18t Wednesday in November
Part B Exiting C009 18t Wednesday in November

C005, C006, C007, C088,

Part B Discipline C143, C144

18t Wednesday in November

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

Part B Dispute Resolution

¢ .
Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in November

Part B Dispute Resolution

Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort
Reduction and Coordinated Early
Intervening Services

Part B MOE Reduction and

st .
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in May

2) Complete Data — A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets,
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies.

3) Passed Edit Check — A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related

to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally
consistent within a data collection.

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 1 of 3





FFY 2018 APR District of Columbia

Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total
1 1
2 1 1
3B 1 1
3C 1 1
4A 1 1
4B 1 1
5 1 1
6 1 1
7 1 1
8 1 1
9 1 1
10 1 1
11 1 1
12 1 1
13 1 1
14 1 1
15 1 1
16 1 1
17 1 1
Subtotal 19
Timely Submission Points - If the
FFY_ 2018 APR was submitte_d 5
on-time, place the number 5 in the
APR Score Calculation cell on the right.
ooy s a2 | 24,00
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618 Data

. Passed Edit
Table Timely Complete Data Check Total
Child Count/LRE
Due Date: 4/3/19 1 1 1 3
Personnel
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Exiting
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 0 1 2
Discipline
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 0 0 1
State Assessment
Due Date: 12/11/19 1 1 0 2
Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
MOE/CEIS Due Date:
5/1/19 1 1 1 3
Subtotal 17
Grand Total
(Subtotal X 19.43
618 Score Calculation 1.14285714) =
Indicator Calculation
A. 618 Grand Total 19.43
B. APR Grand Total 24.00
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 43.43
Total N/A in 618 O Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 0
Total N/A in APR O
Base 48.00
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 0.905
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 90.48

* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618.
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 19

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              0]

		CompleteData2: [              0]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 2

		618Total3: 1

		618Total4: 2

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 19.42857138

		State List: [District of Columbia]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 24

		B618GrandTotal: 19.428571

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 43.428571

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 17

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9047618958333333

		IndicatorScore0: 90.47618958333334

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF

EDUCATION

Upon going to http://results.osse.dc.gov/ the user will land on the introduction page
pictured below. From this page, the user can: search the results in a specific school or local
education agency (LEA), view District-wide results, or learn more about the District’s goals
and policies related to Next Generation Assessments.

Home Page

DC STATEWIDE
ASSESSMENTS

In the 2018-19 school year, District of Columbia students took the
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers [PARCC)
and Multi-State Alternate Assessment [MSAA). These cssessments ask
students to think critically, solve problems, and respond to questions that
measure the knowledge and skills needed for success in a grade or

course, and ultimately in college and careers.

Explore School or LEA Reports

VIEW DC REFORT > EXPLORE SCHOOL OR LEA REFORTS >

1050 First St. NE, Fifth Floor, Washington, DC 20002 ¢ Phone: (202) 727-6436 TTY: 711 e osse.dc.gov
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Selecting Assessment and Performance Level

When the user selects “View DC Report” from the Home Page or selects a specific school or
LEA from “Explore Schools & LEAs,” the user can filter for both Assessment Type and
PARCC Performance level by choosing “Data Settings.”

Filtering for “Assessment Type” allows users to view only traditional assessments (PARCC,
DC Science), only alternate assessments (MSAA, DC Science Alternate), or all assessments.

Filtering for “PARCC Performance” allows users to view data for students scoring at either
“Level 3+” or “Level 4+” on the specified Assessment Type.

Once an “Assessment Type” and “PARCC Performance” level are selected, the data
displaying for the entire page change to reflect this selection. The following detail outlines
each of the sections a user can view on the http://results.osse.dc.gov/ website according to
the type of selection made under “Data Settings.”

District of Columbia

DATA SETTINGS & DATA > PRINT »

Introduction

These views expldre school, local education agency, and DC level information on assessment performance on the Partnership for Assessment of
Readiness for College and Careers [PARCC) and Multi-State Alternate Assessment (M3AA).
View more information and resources on DC's assessments »

You are viewing assessmint results from full academic year studenis who took the traditional statewide assessment, PARCC. The PARCC performance

evel is set to Levels 4+ You can change this in the data seffings.

Select “Data Settings” to
view and select
Assessment Type and
PARCC Performance
options.

1050 First St. NE, Fifth Floor, Washington, DC 20002 ¢ Phone: (202) 727-6436 TTY: 711 e osse.dc.gov
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Introduction

Both the DC Report and each report by school or LEA have an introduction at the top of
the page, which provides a brief introduction to the assessment. Remember to make
specifications under “Data Settings” to customize the data that displays in the report (e.g.,
assessment type).

District of Columbia Cffice of the State
Superintendent of Education
# NEXT GEMN ASSESSMENT REPORTING SUITE Q, SEARCH

HOME = DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

District of Columbia

DATA SETTINGS & DATA > PRINT >

Introduction

These views explore school, locel education agency, and DC level informeation on assessment performance on the Partnership for Assessment of

Readiness for College and Careers [PARCC) and Multi-5State Alternate Assessment [MSAA).

View more information and resources on DC's assessments »

You are viewing assessment results from full acodemic year students who took the traditional statewide assessment, PARCC. The PARCC performance

level is set to Levels 4+ You can change this in the data settings.

Performance Summary

As the user scrolls down the page, the user can view the performance summary for English
Language Arts/Literacy and Mathematics. When the DC Science results become available,
the user will be able to see the DC Science results under “Performance Summary” as well.

1050 First St. NE, Fifth Floor, Washington, DC 20002 ¢ Phone: (202) 727-6436 TTY: 711 * osse.dc.gov
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Assessment Performance Over Time

In this section, users can see ELA, Math, and Science assessment results since 2017.

Each assessment performance level is described in the legend and displayed as a stacked
bar chart, allowing the user to see what percent of students score at each proficiency level.

Remember to use “Data Settings” to select assessment type and define PARCC proficiency.

Note that when alternate assessments are the selected assessment, the chart shows only
data on students who took the alternate assessment, but the graphic is otherwise the same.
See “Selecting Assessment and Performance Level” for instructions on selecting assessment

type.

LEVEL 5

LEVEL 4

%
LEVEL3

LEVEL 2

W LEVEL )

Assessment Performance Over Time

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AT EACH PERFORMANCE LEVEL OVER TIME

This chart disploys the percenfages of students in each performance level over three years. Eoch verfical bar represents all students fr

r, and within each vertical bar, each color represents the

students af a specific performance level. Results sh

ENGLISH LANGUAGE

MATHEMATICS

m a

W

ne represent students scoring of levels 4 and 5§ which indicate being on track for the next grade level and to leave high Performance level legend

school college and career ready.

describes the colors used
in the graph.

Stacked bar charts

2017 2018

describe the percent
of students
performing at each
proficiency level for
the given school year.
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Performance of Specific Groups of Students
This section allows users to view break downs of proficiency rates by subgroups.

The user can view the following subgroup breakdowns: “Grade Level & Assessment,”
“Race/Ethnicity,” “Gender,” “Special Populations.” Data for students with disabilities are
included under the “Special Populations” detail. Users can choose their subgroup
breakdown by selecting the one they would like to view. The selection that appears in the
blue box is the selection that is displayed.

Remember to use “Data Settings” to select assessment type and define PARCC proficiency.

Note that when alternate assessments are the selected assessment, the chart shows only
data on students who took the alternate assessment, but the graphic is otherwise the same.
See “Selecting Assessment and Performance Level” for instructions on selecting assessment

type.

Performance of Specific Groups of Students

Percent of students who met or exceeded expectatfions for grade-level learning standards in DC in the 2018-19 school year.

& Select subgroup

breakdown to view.

ENGLISH LANGUAGE ~

<>

SPECIAL POPULATIONS ¢ v MATH
ARTS/LITERACY

SCIENCE v

At-Risk 21% 16% W
Not At-Risk 50% 42% (I
Homeless 20% B 16% W
Proficiency rates for
Mot Homeless 18% (N 3% & the most recent
assessment (2018-
limited English Proficient 20% W 23% B 19 school year) are
displayed.
Mot Limited English Proficient 392 N 3%
Special Education R | 7% 0
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Assessments in Detail

This section allows the user to limit assessment type and grade level and see a
breakdown of scores by proficiency level.

Assessments in Detail
The charts below detail how well students in the District of Columbie performed on the selected mssessment.

Read more about learning standards »

English Language Aris/Literacy (PARCC) - Grade 3 -

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN EACH PERFORMANCE LEVEL

PARCC English language Arts/Literacy, Grade 3 Test

33% of students in the District

of Columbia who took the
Grade 3 test met or exceeded
expectations.

25% 30%
20% 2%
o LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4 LEVEL 5
DID NOT YET MEET  PARTIALLY MET APPROACHED MET EXCEEDED

EXPECTATIOME EXPECTATIOMS EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATIONS

Explore Schools & LEAs

By selecting “Explore School or LEA Reports” from the Home Page, users can
view the reports of specific schools or LEAs.

Users can choose to view schools or LEAs by selecting either “SCHOOLS” or “LEAS.”
The selection that appears in the blue box is the selection that is being displayed.

Users can then search by school name or LEA name by typing the name into the search
bar.

Users select the school or LEA they would like to view by simply selecting the name of
the school or LEA.
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Explore Schools & LEAs

"his list details the percent of students at o particular school or local education agency [LEA) who met or exceeded expectations for grade-level learning
standards in the 2018-19 school year, according to selections made in the dota settings ot the top of the page. Make o selection from the list to see o

more defailed report.
Search

ENGLISH LANGUAGE A

S5CHOOL NAME v MATH < SCIENCE ¢
ARTS /LITERACY v
Achievement Preparatory
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Additionally, overall English Language Arts/Literacy and Math proficiency rates are
provided next to the LEA or school name. To define proficiency or select assessment
type, follow directions under “Selecting Assessment and Performance Level.”

Please note that this view also can be found at the bottom of the “DC Report” page.

Note that when alternate assessments are the selected assessment, the following schools
are available to be selected. See “Selecting Assessment and Performance Level” for
instructions on selecting assessment type.
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