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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

Delaware IDEA Part B SPP-APR FFY 2018 Introduction attached
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
42
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.


Delaware IDEA Part B SPP-APR FFY 2018 Introduction attached
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.

Delaware IDEA Part B SPP-APR FFY 2018 Introduction attached
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.


Delaware IDEA Part B SPP-APR FFY 2018 Introduction attached
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

Delaware IDEA Part B SPP-APR FFY 2018 Introduction attached
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.

Reporting to the Public
• The FFY 2017 LEA Annual Determinations are posted on the Department website at:
https://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/3829
• As soon as the FFY 2018 LEA Annual Determinations are issued, they too will be posted on the Department website.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2018 and 2019 is Needs Assistance. In the State's 2019 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities. The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance. The State must report, with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year 4; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); (3) a summary of the SSIP's coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities are impacting the State's capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

In response to FFY 17 required actions, DDOE has incorporated the required actions within the FFY 18 Introduction under the appropriate sections. In response to data from the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR), the Phase III report submitted March 29, 2019 is located at https://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/2343.  Measures and outcomes implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission by April 1, 2019 will be included in the SSIP submission due April 1, 2020.  The April 2020 SSIP report will also include the additional responses required. The April 2020 SSIP report will be posted at the same above link.  
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 target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five;  (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.

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.
Intro - State Attachments 

The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.
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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
	2015
	63.70%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	63.00%
	66.70%
	71.40%
	74.10%
	77.80%

	Data
	59.83%
	67.66%
	65.61%
	67.15%
	67.94%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	67.30%
	68.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Delaware began implementing the ESSA plan during the 2017-2018 School Year, therefore, new targets were set during the development of the ESSA plan. The Graduation Rate targets are set in accordance to the DDOE’s ESSA plan. The DDOE gathered stakeholder input on graduation rate targets through the ESSA plan process. 

Stakeholder consultation was carried out in multiple ways:
First, DDOE scheduled time during the planning process within existing group meetings. DDOE called these stakeholder consultation meetings. DDOE originally engaged these stakeholder groups during the development of the Delaware School Success Framework and equity planning.
Second, the DDOE scheduled community conversations across the state. These meetings were open to the public.
Third, the Governor, through Executive Order 62, created an ESSA Advisory Committee. This committee brought together a variety of education leaders and advocates who were required to be part of the consultation process and provided input for the state plan.
Fourth, the DDOE engaged representatives of stakeholder groups in ESSA discussion groups. Stakeholder groups nominated participants for these topical discussion groups. The first group focused discussions on technical topics related to measures of school success and reporting. The second group focused discussions on provisions for student and school supports. The discussion groups provided information to the Advisory group created by this Executive Order.
Finally, the DDOE established an ESSA state plan email account so that DDOE could share information and collect feedback. Surveys were available on the ESSA webpage during the process to provide additional feedback.

Additional feedback regarding the ESSA Plan was received by special education stakeholder groups: National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) State Team, State Transition Cadre, Governor’s Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC), transition subcommittee, state transition council, Special Education Leadership Group, and County Special Education Directors. Members of these groups include students, parents, teachers, transition specialists, special education directors, state agency representatives, community service providers, and other community members. 

The DDOE, with the input of its stakeholders, has established ambitious long-term goals with measurements of interim progress for all students and subgroups for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rates and for extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates. Based on stakeholder feedback, the DDOE will continue to calculate and report both five- and six-year adjusted cohort graduation rates. Feedback from stakeholders encouraged long-term goals to be set for a length of more than five years. Ambitious long-term goals were developed to reduce the percentage of non-graduating students by 50% by 2030. This is calculated by first identifying the 2014-2015 baseline cohort graduation rate by subgroup, subtracting that percentage from 100%, dividing the result by 50%, which represents the desired reduction in the percentage of non-graduating students, and adding that percentage to the baseline to identify the long-term goal. 


Once the ESSA Plan was approved by USDOE, the new graduation targets were presented to the above mentioned transition stakeholder groups.

For Special Education, the Class of 2018 graduation rate is 69.8%. The current rate is an increase of 6.1% from our baseline of 63.7% for the Class of 2015. 

Through our approved ESSA plan, our graduation goals were set through the following process:
Subgroup: Special Education 
Step 1: 2014-2015 Graduation Rate = 63.7%
Step 2: 100% - 63.7% = 36.3%
Step 3: Reduction goal is 50% of 36.3% = 18.15%
Step 4: Add reduction goal to baseline graduation rate to determine long-term goal (increase in graduation rate) for the Special Education subgroup 63.7% + 18.2% = 81.9% (an annual increase of 1.2% through 2030)

Using the above calculation through our ESSA plan development, the Delaware baseline year is FFY 14 (school year 2014-2015).  Hence, DDOE new targets are BASELINE FFY 15 (SY 14-15) = 63.7%; FFY 16 (SY 15-16) = 64.9%; FFY 17 (SY 16-17) = 66.1%; FFY 18 (SY 17-18) = 67.3%; FFY 19 (SY 18-19) = 68.5% and FFY 20 (SY 19-20) = 69.7%. 
DDOE has moved to a new graduation calculation under the approved ESSA plan.  DDOE is unable to revise historical data (due to the platform) so historical data should be BASELINE FFY 15 (SY 14-15) = 63.7%; FFY 16 (SY 15-16) = 65.8%; FFY 17 (SY 16-17) = 67.6%, FFY 18 (SY 17-18) = 69.8%
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
	996

	 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
	1,442

	 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
	69.07%


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

	996
	1,442
	67.94%
	67.30%
	69.07%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
Graduation conditions for students in Delaware are as follows: 

For graduation credit requirements beginning with the Graduation Class of 2016 (Freshman Class of 2012-2013), a public school student shall be granted a State of Delaware Diploma when such student has successfully completed a minimum of twenty four (24) credits in order to graduate including: four (4) credits in English Language Arts, four (4) credits in Mathematics, three (3) credits in Science, three (3) credits in Social Studies, two (2) credits in a World Language, one (1) credit in physical education, one half (1/2) credit in health education, three (3) credits in a Career Pathway, and three and one half (3 ½) credits in elective courses. 

The student shall earn credit upon completion of mathematics course work that includes no less than the equivalent of the traditional requirements of Geometry, Algebra I and Algebra II courses. The student shall complete an Algebra II or Integrated Mathematics III course as one of the Mathematics credits. 

Scientific investigations related to the State Science Standards shall be included in all three science course requirements. The student shall complete a Biology course as one of the Science credits. 

The student shall complete a U. S. History course as one of the Social Studies credits. 

During the senior year the student shall maintain a credit load each semester that earns the student at least a majority of credits that could be taken that semester. A credit in Mathematics shall be earned during the senior year. Further, a student participating in a dual enrollment course or dual credit course, as defined in 14 DE Admin. Code 506 Policies for Dual Enrollment and Awarding Dual Credit, shall be considered to be meeting the majority of credits, as long as a credit in Mathematics is earned during the senior year. 

Students may fulfill the two (2) credit World Language requirement by either: Earning a minimum of two (2) World Language credits in the same language or, demonstrating Novice-high or higher proficiency level on a nationally recognized assessment of language proficiency, except English, in the skill areas of oral or signed expressive and receptive communication, reading and writing, that uses the levels of proficiency as identified by the American Council for the Teaching of Foreign Language, or as approved for use by the DDOE. 

Credit Requirements for State of Delaware Diploma - Beginning with the Graduation Class of 2019 (Freshman Class of 2015-2016)

Beginning with the graduating class of 2019, a public school student shall be granted a State of Delaware Diploma when such student has successfully completed a minimum of twenty-four (24) credits in order to graduate including: four (4) credits in English Language Arts, four (4) credits in Mathematics, three (3) credits in Science, three (3) credits in Social Studies, two (2) credits in a World Language, one (1) credit in Physical Education, one half (1/2) credit in Health Education, three (3) credits in a Career Pathway, and three and one half (3 ½) credits in elective courses.

The student shall earn credit upon completion of Mathematics course work that includes no less than the equivalent of the traditional requirements of Geometry, Algebra I and Algebra II courses. The student shall complete an Algebra II or Integrated Mathematics III course as one of the Mathematics credits.

Scientific investigations related to the State Science Standards shall be included in all three Science course requirements. The student shall complete a Biology course as one of the Science credits.

The student shall complete a U. S. History course as one of the Social Studies credits.

During the senior year the student shall maintain a credit load each semester that earns the student at least a majority of credits that could be taken that semester. A credit in Mathematics shall be earned during the senior year. Further provided, a student participating in a dual enrollment course or dual credit course, as defined in 14 DE Admin. Code 506 Policies for Dual Enrollment and Awarding Dual Credit, shall be considered to be meeting the majority of credits, as long as a credit in Mathematics is earned during the senior year.

Senior year credits shall include regular High School course offerings, the options available in Section 8.0, or a combination of both.

World Language:

Students may fulfill the two (2) credit World Language requirement by either:

Earning a minimum of two (2) World Language credits in the same language; or

Demonstrating Novice-high or higher proficiency level on a nationally recognized assessment of language proficiency, except English, in the skill areas of oral or signed expressive and receptive communication, reading and writing, that uses the levels of proficiency as identified by the American Council for the Teaching of Foreign Language, or as approved for use by the DDOE.

Any student enrolling in a Delaware public High School from an out-of-state school or nonpublic Delaware High School between and including October 1st of the 11th grade year and September 30th of the 12th grade year with one (1) World Language credit from a previous school shall be required to earn the second credit in that language unless the language is not offered at the enrolling school. In such case, the student shall earn one (1) credit in an additional language for a total of two (2) credits or pursue available options in Section 8.0 to earn the second credit of the original language.

Any student enrolling in a Delaware public High School from an out-of-state school or nonpublic Delaware High School between and including October 1st of the 11th grade year and September 30th of the 12th grade year with no World Language credits shall be required to earn at least one (1) World Language credit prior to graduation. Provided further, the minimum twenty-four (24) total credits outlined in this section shall still be met, or any other credit requirements pursuant to Section 8.0.

Any student enrolling in a Delaware public High School from an out-of-state school or nonpublic Delaware High School on or after October 1st of the 12th grade year, the World Language requirement shall be waived. Provided further, the minimum twenty-four (24) total credits outlined in this section shall still be met, or any other credit requirements pursuant to Section 8.0.

Any student transferring between Delaware public schools with one (1) World Language credit from a previous school shall be required to earn the second credit in that language unless the language is not offered at the enrolling school. In such case, the student shall pursue available options in Section 8.0 to earn the second credit of the original language or earn one (1) credit in an additional language for a total of two (2) credits.

LEAs may require students to earn additional credits to the above stated state minimal requirements.

Delaware does not currently have any alternate routes for students with disabilities to graduate with a regular high school diploma.
Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
DDOE needs to amend the prepopulated data. At the time of data submission, the DDOE Board of Education had not yet approved SY 2017-2018 graduation rates, therefore, DDOE could not submit data for FFY 18. The prepopulated data reflect FFY 17 data. The amended data is below:
Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma - 1,010
Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort eligible to graduate - 1,447
FFY17 Data - 67.94
FFY18 Target - 67.3
FFY18 Data - 69.8
Status - Met Target
Slippage (y/n) -No
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2015, and OSEP accepts that revision.

The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
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
	2013
	5.12%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	5.50%
	5.20%
	4.90%
	4.60%
	4.30%

	Data
	5.12%
	3.49%
	3.25%
	2.91%
	2.38%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	4.00%
	3.70%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) consulted with various stakeholder groups to receive input into historical and current drop out data to determine targets for the current APR. These groups included the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) State Team, State Transition Cadre, Governor’s Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC) transition subcommittee, state transition council, Special Education Leadership Group, and County Special Education Director. Members of these groups include students, parents, teachers, transition specialists, special education directors, State agency representatives, community service providers, and other community members.
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)
	941

	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)
	112

	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)
	14

	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)
	147

	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)
	6


Has your State made or proposes to make changes to the data source under Option 2, when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012? (yes/no)

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

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

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
Delaware uses an Event Rate method for reporting in its Annual Dropout Summary of Statistics. Event rate reporting is a snapshot which reflects the total numbers of students in grades 9-12 who dropped out of school in a single year divided by the fall enrollment of that same year. This method aligns with the DDOE's reporting under Every Student Succeeds ACT (ESSA).

The calculation is based on students who were included in the September 30 Enrollment Report to the state. A dropout for any particular year is any student who was in the September enrollment report who did not graduate, did not die, or did not transfer to another school and was not included in the end of year enrollment report. Students who are identified as “whereabouts unknown” by a school district or charter school are assumed to be dropouts for this calculation. 

Calculation:

 # of students who did not graduate, did not die, or did not transfer to another school and were not included in the end of the year enrollment
 ________________________________________________________________

 # of special education students enrolled in grades 9-12 on September 30
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

	168
	6,469
	2.38%
	4.00%
	2.60%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
A dropout for any particular year is any student who was in the September enrollment report who did not graduate, did not die, or did not transfer to another school and was not included in the end of year enrollment report. Students who are identified as “whereabouts unknown” by a school district or charter school are assumed to be dropouts for this calculation.
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
	Grade 3
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Grade 4
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Grade 5
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	Grade 6
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	Grade 7
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	Grade 8
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	G
	High School
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2018


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

	A
	Grade 3
	98.00%
	Actual
	96.22%
	97.16%
	97.96%
	98.13%
	98.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	2018


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

	B
	Grade 4
	98.16%
	Actual
	96.60%
	97.32%
	97.74%
	98.49%
	96.17%

	C
	Grade 5
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	97.59%


	Actual
	96.70%
	97.76%
	97.42%
	97.96%
	97.85%

	D
	Grade 6
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	97.17%


	Actual
	96.33%
	97.45%
	95.96%
	97.08%
	97.25%

	E
	Grade 7
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	E
	Grade 7
	96.74%


	Actual
	96.41%
	97.57%
	95.64%
	97.45%
	96.64%

	F
	Grade 8
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	F
	Grade 8
	95.70%


	Actual
	96.87%
	96.55%
	95.11%
	95.81%
	96.80%

	G
	High School
	2018


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

	G
	High School
	74.76%
	Actual
	90.10%
	92.00%
	90.36%
	89.36%
	84.40%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Grade 3
	97.91%
	Actual
	98.60%
	97.10%
	97.98%
	97.64%
	97.64%

	B
	Grade 4
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	98.06%
	Actual
	98.78%
	97.09%
	97.75%
	98.17%
	96.34%

	C
	Grade 5
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	97.60%
	Actual
	98.76%
	97.41%
	97.09%
	97.91%
	97.80%

	D
	Grade 6
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	97.02%
	Actual
	97.69%
	97.39%
	95.64%
	96.74%
	96.63%

	E
	Grade 7
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	E
	Grade 7
	96.63%
	Actual
	97.43%
	97.70%
	95.77%
	96.78%
	96.24%

	F
	Grade 8
	2018
	Target ≥
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	F
	Grade 8
	95.38%
	Actual
	97.78%
	96.23%
	95.70%
	95.25%
	96.79%

	G
	High School
	2018
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	G
	High School
	74.68%
	Actual
	92.45%
	92.14%
	90.44%
	89.36%
	83.84%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Grade 3
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	Grade 4
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Reading
	C >=
	Grade 5
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Reading
	D >=
	Grade 6
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Reading
	E >=
	Grade 7
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Reading
	F >=
	Grade 8
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Reading
	G >=
	High School
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Grade 3
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	B >=
	Grade 4
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	C >=
	Grade 5
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	D >=
	Grade 6
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	E >=
	Grade 7
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	F >=
	Grade 8
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	G >=
	High School
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Delaware began implementing the ESSA plan during the 2017-2018 School Year, therefore, new targets were set during the development of the ESSA plan. The Student Participation targets are set in accordance to the DDOE’s ESSA plan. The DDOE gathered stakeholder input on Student Participation targets through the ESSA plan process. 

Stakeholder consultation was carried out in multiple ways:
First, DDOE scheduled time during the planning process within existing group meetings. DDOE called these stakeholder consultation meetings. DDOE originally engaged these stakeholder groups during the development of the Delaware School Success Framework and equity planning.
Second, the DDOE scheduled community conversations across the state. These meetings were open to the public.
Third, the Governor, through Executive Order 62, created an ESSA Advisory Committee. This committee brought together a variety of education leaders and advocates who were required to be part of the consultation process and provided input for the state plan.
Fourth, the DDOE engaged representatives of stakeholder groups in ESSA discussion groups. Stakeholder groups nominated participants for these topical discussion groups. The first group focused discussions on technical topics related to measures of school success and reporting. The second group focused discussions on provisions for student and school supports. The discussion groups provided information to the Advisory group created by this Executive Order.
Finally, the DDOE established an ESSA state plan email account so that DDOE could share information and collect feedback. Surveys were available on the ESSA webpage during the process to provide additional feedback.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Grade 3
	2,153
	2,110
	98.00%
	95.00%
	98.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	2,174
	2,134
	96.17%
	95.00%
	98.16%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	2,244
	2,190
	97.85%
	95.00%
	97.59%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	2,048
	1,990
	97.25%
	95.00%
	97.17%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	1,934
	1,871
	96.64%
	95.00%
	96.74%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	1,859
	1,779
	96.80%
	95.00%
	95.70%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	G
	High School
	1,795
	1,342
	84.40%
	95.00%
	74.76%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	G
	High School
	DDOE established an accountability policy to ensure all students take the SAT assessment in high school.  Although the SAT is, in fact, a college entrance exam, some students with disabilities do not plan to attend college.  Those students, however, do intend to graduate from high school and enter into competitive, integrated employment. 
It has been reported that some students, their parents and/or teachers feel that taking the SAT is providing undo pressure on the student when his/her future plan does not include attending college.  Therefore, participation in the SAT is lower due to this issue.   


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Grade 3
	2,151
	2,106
	97.64%
	95.00%
	97.91%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	2,170
	2,128
	96.34%
	95.00%
	98.06%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	2,248
	2,194
	97.80%
	95.00%
	97.60%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	2,050
	1,989
	96.63%
	95.00%
	97.02%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	1,929
	1,864
	96.24%
	95.00%
	96.63%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	1,860
	1,774
	96.79%
	95.00%
	95.38%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	G
	High School
	1,797
	1,342
	83.84%
	95.00%
	74.68%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	G
	High School
	
DDOE established an accountability policy to ensure all students take the SAT assessment in high school. Although the SAT is, in fact, a college entrance exam, some students with disabilities do not plan to attend college. Those students, however, do intend to graduate from high school and enter into competitive, integrated employment. 
It has been reported that some students, their parents and/or teachers feel that taking the SAT is providing undo pressure on the student when his/her future plan does not include attending college. Therefore, participation in the SAT is lower due to this issue. 


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. 

The FFY 2018 public reports of disaggregated state assessment reports for students with disabilities are posted at the following link:
https://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/3829

In addition, this link also includes:
The FFY 2017 LEA Annual Determinations  posted at the following link:

https://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/3829

As soon as FFY 2018 LEA Annual Determinations are issued, they too will be posted on the DDOE website.

Suppression Rules:

Pursuant to the Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) (34 CFR §99), the DDOE applies the following statistical methods to avoid disclosure of personally identifiable information in aggregate reporting.
1. For all data, counts for groups or subgroups with 15 or fewer students are suppressed and represented by “-” in data reports. Complementary suppression of one or more non-sensitive cells in a table may be required so that the values of the suppressed cells may not be calculated by subtracting the reported values from the row and column totals.
2. Percentages are suppressed when the underlying student counts can be derived for groups or subgroups with 15 or fewer students (i.e., if the number tested and proficient are reported, then the percentage may need to be suppressed).
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision.

The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
3B - Required Actions
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
	Grade 3
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Grade 4
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Grade 5
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	Grade 6
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	Grade 7
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	Grade 8
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	G
	High School
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2018
	Target >=
	41.40%
	19.30%
	26.00%
	32.70%
	39.50%

	A
	Grade 3
	21.42%
	Actual
	33.87%
	25.31%
	24.67%
	23.92%
	12.28%

	B
	Grade 4
	2018
	Target >=
	41.40%
	19.30%
	26.00%
	32.70%
	39.50%

	B
	Grade 4
	21.70%
	Actual
	36.45%
	21.77%
	21.66%
	20.95%
	16.88%

	C
	Grade 5
	2018
	Target >=
	41.40%
	19.30%
	26.00%
	32.70%
	39.50%

	C
	Grade 5
	21.23%
	Actual
	38.91%
	19.85%
	23.87%
	22.97%
	15.59%

	D
	Grade 6
	2018
	Target >=
	41.40%
	19.30%
	26.00%
	32.70%
	39.50%

	D
	Grade 6
	15.28%
	Actual
	30.32%
	15.07%
	15.88%
	16.11%
	11.07%

	E
	Grade 7
	2018
	Target >=
	41.40%
	19.30%
	26.00%
	32.70%
	39.50%

	E
	Grade 7
	15.82%
	Actual
	30.04%
	15.43%
	16.51%
	17.49%
	12.81%

	F
	Grade 8
	2018
	Target >=
	41.40%
	19.30%
	26.00%
	32.70%
	39.50%

	F
	Grade 8
	15.18%
	Actual
	29.29%
	16.49%
	17.29%
	16.46%
	13.30%

	G
	High School
	2018
	Target >=
	41.40%
	19.30%
	26.00%
	32.70%
	39.50%

	G
	High School
	12.82%
	Actual
	34.56%
	18.70%
	18.03%
	13.57%
	8.62%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2018
	Target >=
	41.80%
	15.00%
	22.10%
	29.20%
	36.30%

	A
	Grade 3
	25.02%
	Actual
	36.69%
	25.00%
	26.69%
	25.90%
	16.92%

	B
	Grade 4
	2018
	Target >=
	41.80%
	15.00%
	22.10%
	29.20%
	36.30%

	B
	Grade 4
	21.24%
	Actual
	37.00%
	18.60%
	19.72%
	21.05%
	16.67%

	C
	Grade 5
	2018
	Target >=
	41.80%
	15.00%
	22.10%
	29.20%
	36.30%

	C
	Grade 5
	13.99%
	Actual
	33.08%
	13.64%
	14.89%
	14.94%
	9.40%

	D
	Grade 6
	2018
	Target >=
	41.80%
	15.00%
	22.10%
	29.20%
	36.30%

	D
	Grade 6
	9.00%
	Actual
	23.21%
	9.68%
	12.24%
	12.56%
	5.70%

	E
	Grade 7
	2018
	Target >=
	41.80%
	15.00%
	22.10%
	29.20%
	36.30%

	E
	Grade 7
	7.30%
	Actual
	27.61%
	11.15%
	12.81%
	13.42%
	5.05%

	F
	Grade 8
	2018
	Target >=
	41.80%
	15.00%
	22.10%
	29.20%
	36.30%

	F
	Grade 8
	6.14%
	Actual
	27.73%
	11.77%
	12.29%
	11.82%
	5.74%

	G
	High School
	2018
	Target >=
	41.80%
	15.00%
	22.10%
	29.20%
	36.30%

	G
	High School
	3.20%
	Actual
	30.96%
	8.71%
	12.23%
	8.46%
	2.83%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Grade 3
	27.63%
	30.41%

	Reading
	B >=
	Grade 4
	24.54%
	27.44%

	Reading
	C >=
	Grade 5
	25.58%
	28.44%

	Reading
	D >=
	Grade 6
	17.74%
	20.90%

	Reading
	E >=
	Grade 7
	18.07%
	21.22%

	Reading
	F >=
	Grade 8
	17.53%
	20.70%

	Reading
	G >=
	High School
	17.46%
	20.63%

	Math
	A >=
	Grade 3
	30.82%
	33.48%

	Math
	B >=
	Grade 4
	22.91%
	25.88%

	Math
	C >=
	Grade 5
	16.94%
	20.13%

	Math
	D >=
	Grade 6
	13.76%
	17.06%

	Math
	E >=
	Grade 7
	14.43%
	17.72%

	Math
	F >=
	Grade 8
	12.75%
	15.95%

	Math
	G >=
	High School
	10.85%
	14.28%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Delaware began implementing the ESSA plan during the 2017-2018 School Year, therefore, new targets were set during the development of the ESSA plan. The Student Performance targets are set in accordance to the DDOE’s ESSA plan. The DDOE gathered stakeholder input on Student Performance targets through the ESSA plan process. 

Stakeholder consultation was carried out in multiple ways:
First, DDOE scheduled time during the planning process within existing group meetings. DDOE called these stakeholder consultation meetings. DDOE originally engaged these stakeholder groups during the development of the Delaware School Success Framework and equity planning.
Second, the DDOE scheduled community conversations across the state. These meetings were open to the public.
Third, the Governor, through Executive Order 62, created an ESSA Advisory Committee. This committee brought together a variety of education leaders and advocates who were required to be part of the consultation process and provided input for the state plan.
Fourth, the DDOE engaged representatives of stakeholder groups in ESSA discussion groups. Stakeholder groups nominated participants for these topical discussion groups. The first group focused discussions on technical topics related to measures of school success and reporting. The second group focused discussions on provisions for student and school supports. The discussion groups provided information to the Advisory group created by this Executive Order.
Finally, the DDOE established an ESSA state plan email account so that DDOE could share information and collect feedback. Surveys were available on the ESSA webpage during the process to provide additional feedback.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

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

	A
	Grade 3
	2,110
	452
	12.28%
	27.63%
	21.42%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	2,134
	463
	16.88%
	24.54%
	21.70%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	2,190
	465
	15.59%
	25.58%
	21.23%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	1,990
	304
	11.07%
	17.74%
	15.28%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	1,871
	296
	12.81%
	18.07%
	15.82%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	1,779
	270
	13.30%
	17.53%
	15.18%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	G
	High School
	1,342
	172
	8.62%
	17.46%
	12.82%
	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
	Grade 3
	2,106
	527
	16.92%
	30.82%
	25.02%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	2,128
	452
	16.67%
	22.91%
	21.24%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	2,194
	307
	9.40%
	16.94%
	13.99%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	1,989
	179
	5.70%
	13.76%
	9.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	1,864
	136
	5.05%
	14.43%
	7.30%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	1,774
	109
	5.74%
	12.75%
	6.14%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	G
	High School
	1,342
	43
	2.83%
	10.85%
	3.20%
	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. 

The FFY 2018 public reports of disaggregated state assessment reports for students with disabilities are posted at the following link:
https://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/3829

In addition, this link also includes:
The FFY 2017 LEA Annual Determinations  posted at the following link:

https://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/3829

As soon as FFY 2018 LEA Annual Determinations are issued, they too will be posted on the DDOE website.

Suppression Rules:

Pursuant to the Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) (34 CFR §99), the DDOE applies the following statistical methods to avoid disclosure of personally identifiable information in aggregate reporting.
1. For all data, counts for groups or subgroups with 15 or fewer students are suppressed and represented by “-” in data reports. Complementary suppression of one or more non-sensitive cells in a table may be required so that the values of the suppressed cells may not be calculated by subtracting the reported values from the row and column totals.
2. Percentages are suppressed when the underlying student counts can be derived for groups or subgroups with 15 or fewer students (i.e., if the number tested and proficient are reported, then the percentage may need to be suppressed). 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision.

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 
	2017
	100.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	50.00%

	Data
	2.56%
	0.00%
	4.65%
	66.67%
	100.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	50.00%
	40.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 


The DDOE engaged stakeholders to revisit current Indicator 4A targets, review the state bar including rate ratios, years of data measured and n size requirements. DDOE utilized the expertise of the NCSI staff to facilitate stakeholder review process. The stakeholder group was designed to engage in sharing knowledge, thoughts and ideas, discuss and solve complex concerns and issues, while providing a safe place for collaborative decision-making and a forum to provide recommendations for new policies and procedures.
Stakeholders reviewed information and data from other states with demographics similar to Delaware, national trends, and Delaware specific data/trends in order to make informed recommendations for changes. The stakeholders included LEA Special Education Directors, DE-PBS coaches, DDOE staff, school psychologists, members of our state advisory council, parents, school climate personnel, administrators, and the Part B Data Manager.

Based on stakeholder recommendations, the DDOE decided to make changes to the Indicator 4A targets starting with FFY 17. Targets will be 50% for two years (FFY 17 & 18), 40% for two years (FFY 19 & 20), then 32% for two years (FFY 21 & 22), which is a 20% reduction every two years. The stakeholders agreed that a target of 0% was commendable but not realistic for all of the students identified with special education needs, especially those students who may not respond to tiered behavior supports, their Behavior Intervention Plans or other services because of their individual needs or functions of their particular disability.
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

	0
	5
	100.00%
	50.00%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
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


Delaware’s definition of Significant Discrepancy changed starting FFY 18. Based on stakeholder recommendations, the state bar or threshold for Delaware is a static rate ratio of 2.0, with a state-established n size of 15 for Indicator 4A. Additionally, the DDOE will examine three consecutive years of data. If an LEA exceeds the n size and rate ratio for each of three consecutive years, the LEA will be identified with Significant Discrepancy. Stakeholders concluded that increasing the review to three years of longitudinal data will provide the opportunity for LEAs to evaluate and revise their MTSS systems over time, as well as monitor implementation fidelity of those programs. This also provides the DDOE an opportunity to identify consistent systemic issues that may be occurring and hindering student results. 

Due to these changes to Delaware’s definition, stakeholders did not want to lose sight of LEAs that may be considered outliers or those which exceed the rate ratio by a large margin but do not meet the n size. Delaware has agreed that any LEA, that has an n size of 5 or more and exceeds the rate ratio of 5.0 within one year, will be identified with Significant Discrepancy. The stakeholders concluded that, if an LEA is 5 times more likely to suspend students with disabilities versus students without disabilities, a review of policies, procedures and practices, would be necessary to identify the root cause(s) for the Significant Discrepancy.

The DDOE compares the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA to the rates for students without disabilities in the same LEA using a rate ratio calculation. These rates are then compared to the State bar. The DDOE defines “significant discrepancy” as those LEAs with a rate ratio which exceeds the “State bar,” and for which the number of students with disabilities suspended or expelled greater than 10 days equals or exceeds 15 students (state established n size). The DDOE calculates the LEAs’ rate ratio by dividing the percentage of students with disabilities suspended or expelled greater than 10 days by the percentage of general education students suspended or expelled greater than 10 days within each LEA. The rate ratio or threshold is a static 2.0. If an LEA exceeds the n size and rate ratio for each of three consecutive years or has an n size of 5 or more and exceeds the rate ratio of 5.0 within one year, the LEA will be identified with Significant Discrepancy.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)


The Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) Exceptional Children Resources (ECR) Workgroup continues to engage various stakeholder groups regarding suspension and expulsion practices. Stakeholder groups include the Delaware Positive Behavior Support (DE-PBS) Cadre, with statewide representation including LEA Special Education and Student Services Directors, special education coordinators, school psychologists, DE-PBS coordinators, and school administrators; and the Governor’s Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC), which includes parents and community members and serves as our IDEA 611 & 619 State Advisory group. The DDOE also meets with special education leaders and directors in each county, three times yearly, and reviews relevant Indicator 4 improvement activities and outcome data. The DDOE continues to share Indicator 4 data with the GACEC, as well as the Multi-Tiered System of Support for Academics and Behavior Advisory Group, which focuses on implementation of a multi-tiered behavioral framework. Historical data for this Indicator were shared with all stakeholder groups and led to various discussions, including identification of alternatives to suspension and expulsion, continuation of technical assistance and professional development through Delaware’s statewide PBS project, and the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) initiatives that focus on Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) for academic and social emotional/behavioral needs.
The DDOE receives ongoing intensive TA from the IDEA Data Center (IDC). Staff from IDC has facilitated data retreats that include workgroups within DDOE, including Exceptional Children Resources, Data Management, the Office of School Climate and Discipline, to focus on improving data quality and data reporting regarding suspensions and expulsions of students with disabilities. In addition, IDC has continued to support DDOE with implementing policies, practices, and procedures to support ongoing improvement with data collections, root cause analysis and evidenced-based strategies.
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 FFY 18, using SY17-18 data, the DDOE did not identify any LEAs with significant discrepancy.  Therefore, DDOE did not conduct a review of policies, practices and procedures.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	3
	3
	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


For FFY 17, six LEAs were identified with significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs based on 2016-2017 data. DDOE issued letters documenting this determination to each identified LEA in April 2018. Each LEA was directed to conduct a self-assessment of their policies, procedures and practices related to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and support, and procedural safeguards, using a self-assessment developed by DDOE. In addition, LEAs were provided a list of individual students, who contributed to the identification of significant discrepancy, and directed to review each student record as part of the self-assessment. To assist with the self-assessment process and triangulation of data, the DDOE provided data sources. Given multiple data sources, each LEA was supported to identify possible relationships between poor student outcomes, as well as the root causes for the discipline actions for students who were suspended or expelled. 
 
After the review of each LEAs self-assessment, DDOE found three LEAs to be noncompliant with policies, procedures and practices. The DDOE issued a letter to each LEA in June 2018, documenting these findings. The DDOE directed each noncompliant LEA to develop a Corrective Action Plan that included the correction of individual student records of noncompliance and provision of professional development related to the areas of noncompliance. For FFY 17, utilizing updated data, staff from DDOE conducted a review of records of individual students who contributed to the noncompliance, to verify that each area of noncompliance was 100% corrected unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the district. 

During the 2018-2019 school year, the three LEAs put actions into place to correct policies, practices and procedures relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, based on the findings of noncompliance in June 2018, relevant to long term suspension and expulsion data from the 2016-2017 school year. As part of the DDOE’s procedures to verify corrections and to also ensure that the LEAs’ policies, procedures, and practices were compliant with IDEA regulatory requirements, the DDOE conducted a review of professional learning activities and related documentation, interviews with staff, on-site visits and review of communication to parents. This process also included a review of individual student records to confirm systemic changes. 
Official letters documenting the correction of noncompliance were sent to each LEA in June 2019 within the one-year time frame. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For FFY 17, utilizing updated data, staff from DDOE conducted a review of records for individual students who contributed to the noncompliance, to verify that each area of noncompliance was 100% corrected unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the district. Evidence of correction was also verified through on-site visits, staff interviews, review of professional development topics and attendance, review of communication to parents, as well as on-line IEP document reviews through the State's IEP Plus System.
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.
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
	2017
	50.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	12.82%
	0.00%
	4.65%
	100.00%
	50.00%


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.

37

	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

	0
	0
	6
	50.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology


The DDOE defines significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA to the rates for students without disabilities in the same LEA using a rate ratio calculation. These rates are then compared to the State bar which is a rate ratio of 2.0. The DDOE defines “significant discrepancy” as those LEAs with a rate ratio which exceeds the “State bar,” and for which the number of students with disabilities within a racial category are suspended or expelled greater than 10 days equals or exceeds 10 students (state established n size). The DDOE calculates the LEAs’ rate ratio by dividing the percentage of students with disabilities in each race or ethnicity, suspended or expelled greater than 10 days by the percentage of general education students suspended or expelled greater than 10 days within each LEA.

The DDOE examines three consecutive years of data. If an LEA exceeds the n size and rate ratio for each of three consecutive years, the LEA will be identified with Significant Discrepancy. Additionally, any LEA, that has an n size of 5 or more and exceeds the rate ratio of 5.0 within one year, will be identified with Significant Discrepancy.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)


Delaware’s definition of Significant Discrepancy changed starting FFY 18. Based on stakeholder recommendations, the state bar or threshold for Delaware will be a static rate ratio of 2.0, with a state-established n size of 10 for Indicator 4B. 

Stakeholders concluded that increasing the review to three years of longitudinal data will provide the opportunity for LEAs to evaluate and revise their MTSS systems over time, as well as monitor implementation fidelity of those programs. This also provides the DDOE an opportunity to identify consistent systemic issues that may be occurring and hindering student results. Due to these changes to Delaware’s definition, stakeholders did not want to lose sight of LEAs that may be considered outliers or those which exceed the rate ratio by a large margin but do not meet the n size. Delaware has agreed that any LEA, that has an n size of 5 or more and exceeds the rate ratio of 5.0 within one year, will be identified with Significant Discrepancy. The stakeholders concluded that, if an LEA is 5 times more likely to suspend students with disabilities versus students without disabilities, a review of policies, procedures and practices, would be necessary to identify the root cause(s) for the Significant Discrepancy.

Stakeholder groups include the Delaware Positive Behavior Support (DE-PBS) Cadre, with statewide representation including LEA Special Education and Student Services Directors, special education coordinators, school psychologists, DE-PBS coordinators, and school administrators; and the Governor’s Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC), which includes parents and community members and serves as our IDEA 611 & 619 State Advisory group. The DDOE also meets with special education leaders and directors in each county, three times yearly, and reviews relevant Indicator 4 improvement activities and outcome data. 
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 FFY 18, using SY17-18 data, the DDOE did not identify any LEAs with significant discrepancy. Therefore, DDOE did not conduct a review of any LEA's policies, practices and procedures.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	3
	3
	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


For FFY 17, six LEAs were identified with significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension and expulsions of students, in racial or ethnic subgroups, greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs based on 2016-2017 data. DDOE issued letters documenting this determination to each identified LEA in April 2018. Each LEA was directed to conduct a self-assessment of their policies, procedures and practices related to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and support, and procedural safeguards, using a self-assessment developed by DDOE. In addition, LEAs were provided a list of individual students, who contributed to the identification of significant discrepancy, and directed to review each student record as part of the self-assessment. To assist with the self-assessment process and triangulation of data, the DDOE provided data sources. Given multiple data sources, each LEA was supported to identify possible relationships between poor student outcomes, as well as the root causes for the discipline actions for students who were suspended or expelled. 
 After the review of each LEAs self-assessment, DDOE found three LEAs to be noncompliant with policies, procedures and practices. The DDOE issued a letter to each LEA in June 2018, documenting these findings. The DDOE directed each noncompliant LEA to develop a Corrective Action Plan that included the correction of individual student records of noncompliance and provision of professional development related to the areas of noncompliance. For FFY 17, utilizing updated data, staff from DDOE conducted a review of records of individual students who contributed to the noncompliance, to verify that each area of noncompliance was 100% corrected unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the district. 
During the 2018-2019 school year, the three LEAs put actions into place to correct policies, practices and procedures relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, based on the findings of noncompliance in June 2018, relevant to long term suspension and expulsion data from the 2016-2017 school year. As part of the DDOE’s procedures to verify corrections and to also ensure that the LEAs’ policies, procedures, and practices were compliant with IDEA regulatory requirements, the DDOE conducted a review of professional learning activities and related documentation, interviews with staff, on-site visits and review of communication to parents. This process also included a review of individual student records to confirm systemic changes. 
Official letters documenting the correction of noncompliance were sent to each LEA in June 2019 within the one-year time frame. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For FFY 17, utilizing updated data, staff from DDOE conducted a review of records for individual students who contributed to the noncompliance, to verify that each area of noncompliance was 100% corrected unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the district. Evidence of correction was also verified through on-site visits, staff interviews, review of professional development topics and attendance, review of communication to parents, as well as on-line IEP document reviews through the State's IEP Plus System.
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
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
	2013
	Target >=
	67.00%
	68.00%
	69.00%
	70.00%
	71.00%

	A
	67.20%
	Data
	67.20%
	67.68%
	66.18%
	65.72%
	65.74%

	B
	2013
	Target <=
	15.60%
	15.50%
	15.30%
	15.10%
	14.90%

	B
	15.54%
	Data
	15.54%
	15.10%
	14.96%
	14.96%
	14.94%

	C
	2013
	Target <=
	5.20%
	5.00%
	4.80%
	4.50%
	4.00%

	C
	5.16%
	Data
	5.16%
	5.43%
	5.64%
	5.46%
	5.22%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	72.00%
	72.00%

	Target B <=
	14.70%
	14.70%

	Target C <=
	3.50%
	3.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Targets for this indicator were set through advisement with multiple stakeholder groups. The Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) presented trend data and targets from FFY 2013 to FFY 2018 to the Access to General Education Committee (AGEC), the advisory committee for SPP/APR Indicators 3 and 5. DDOE also presented trend data and targets to the Special Education Leadership Group, who represent all LEAs. Both groups developed recommendations for the 2019 target and will develop future targets for the new APR package in the Fall of 2020. The trend data and target recommendations were then presented to the Governor's Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC). The stakeholder groups unanimously recommended that the DDOE should keep targets the same for FFY 2019 and reconvene in the Fall of 2020 to discuss changes for the new SPP/APR package.
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
	21,581

	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
	14,023

	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
	3,152

	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
	873

	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
	39

	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
	147


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
	14,023
	21,581
	65.74%
	72.00%
	64.98%
	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
	3,152
	21,581
	14.94%
	14.70%
	14.61%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	1,059
	21,581
	5.22%
	3.50%
	4.91%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
5 - OSEP Response
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
	2012
	Target >=
	45.00%
	46.00%
	47.00%
	48.50%
	49.00%

	A
	43.50%
	Data
	45.52%
	50.20%
	49.01%
	47.46%
	49.24%

	B
	2012
	Target <=
	35.00%
	35.00%
	34.00%
	33.50%
	32.00%

	B
	37.70%
	Data
	35.43%
	32.59%
	33.73%
	34.78%
	34.59%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	50.50%
	50.50%

	Target B <=
	31.00%
	31.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Stakeholders, LEAs Part B 619 personnel, engaged in an activity to set targets for FFY19. Their recommendation was to keep the target the same as the FFY 18 targets. The Governor's Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens, the IDEA state advisory panel, which includes parents, was also in agreement with this recommendation.
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
	2,801

	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
	1,342

	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
	938

	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
	109

	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
	1,342

	2,801
	49.24%
	50.50%
	47.91%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	1,047
	2,801
	34.59%
	31.00%
	37.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Given the significant child count increase of 185 children over the prior year and factors such as static federal 619 funding and minimal state funding for public preschool, the LEAs find it challenging to serve children in inclusive settings. This has resulted in a 1.23 percent decrease in children served in regular early childhood settings. In December 2017, Delaware’s Early Childhood Inclusion Committee completed the ECTA Center’s tool: the state early childhood inclusion self-assessment, which was newly developed in mid-2017. The self-assessment confirmed that serving children in regular early childhood settings continues to be difficult.  In August of 2019, the Delaware Early Childhood Council created a new standing subcommittee by formally bringing the long standing early childhood inclusion committee under its committee structure. With this structural change, there has been a surge in membership and renewed momentum to improve early childhood inclusion in Delaware. This group will be planning how to use the technical assistance guidance provided by the ECTA center to improve inclusive opportunities for young children, including applying to be in the newly proposed state inclusion cohort project.  

	B
	Given that there has been an increase of 185 identified children, many of whom have more significant disabilities such as Autism, the individualized IEP team decisions show that more children are being placed in separate special education classes. Reasons for 6a slippage also factor into 6b slippage since the significant increase in identified children has taxed the LEAs to both serve eligible children and also to serve those eligible children in the LRE. Given the combination of serving more children with higher needs and a lack of resources to significantly increase access to inclusive opportunities, the data show an increase in identified pre-school children served in separate classes.


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
	2008
	Target >=
	85.00%
	86.20%
	87.40%
	88.60%
	89.80%

	A1
	90.50%
	Data
	86.14%
	85.86%
	89.27%
	89.89%
	91.25%

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	54.00%
	55.30%
	56.70%
	58.00%
	59.30%

	A2
	60.20%
	Data
	48.18%
	50.32%
	51.47%
	51.26%
	51.06%

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	88.00%
	89.00%
	90.00%
	91.10%
	92.20%

	B1
	92.90%
	Data
	86.63%
	87.18%
	85.60%
	87.36%
	88.14%

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	50.00%
	50.90%
	51.80%
	52.70%
	53.70%

	B2
	54.30%
	Data
	45.39%
	47.06%
	48.42%
	48.60%
	46.86%

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	87.00%
	88.10%
	89.20%
	90.20%
	91.30%

	C1
	91.80%
	Data
	85.60%
	87.16%
	86.91%
	88.19%
	89.60%

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	65.00%
	65.00%
	65.20%
	65.30%
	65.40%

	C2
	64.80%
	Data
	61.51%
	63.58%
	64.27%
	64.31%
	63.58%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	91.00%
	91.00%

	Target A2 >=
	60.70%
	60.70%

	Target B1 >=
	93.40%
	93.40%

	Target B2 >=
	54.80%
	54.80%

	Target C1 >=
	92.30%
	92.30%

	Target C2 >=
	65.50%
	65.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Stakeholders, LEAs Part B 619 personnel, engaged in an activity to set targets for FFY19. Their recommendation was to keep the target the same as the FFY 18 targets. The Governor's Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens, the IDEA state advisory panel, which includes parents, was also in agreement with this recommendation.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

1,110
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	2
	0.18%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	94
	8.52%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	445
	40.34%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	398
	36.08%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	164
	14.87%


	
	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)
	843
	939
	91.25%
	91.00%
	89.78%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	562
	1,103
	51.06%
	60.70%
	50.95%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	3
	0.27%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	115
	10.38%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	454
	40.97%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	453
	40.88%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	83
	7.49%


	
	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)
	907
	1,025
	88.14%
	93.40%
	88.49%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	536
	1,108
	46.86%
	54.80%
	48.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	1
	0.09%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	93
	8.43%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	337
	30.55%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	451
	40.89%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	221
	20.04%


	
	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. 
	788
	882
	89.60%
	92.30%
	89.34%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	672
	1,103
	63.58%
	65.50%
	60.92%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A1
	LEAs report continuing increases in the numbers of children entering their programs with significant social-emotional delays and challenging behaviors that are associated with adverse childhood experiences. Given the level of delays that children demonstrate upon entering the programs, making substantial progress in this outcome is difficult.

	C2
	Given that so many more children are entering programs with significantly delayed social emotional skills, instructional time is often compromised in lieu of addressing these social- emotional components.  These components are directly connected to making progress on using appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. Many children enter the programs lacking the immediate foundational skills such that even though they make progress, it is not enough to be at age expectations upon exit from the program.


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.

Delaware Child Outcomes Summary Assessment Tools:  APR Indicator B 7
Adaptive Behavior Assessment System (ABAS)
• Ages and Stages Questionnaire-3 AND Ages and Stages SE-2 (referred to as ASQ on the COS form). May only be used for children identified with Preschool Speech Delay, OR receiving itinerant services (if the program is not already using another approved assessment)
• Assessment of Basic Language and Learning Skills (ABLLS-R)
• Callier Azusa Scale
• Carolina Curriculum Assessment for Infants and Toddlers with Special Needs
• Carolina Curriculum Assessment for Preschoolers with Special Needs
• Creative Curriculum
• Developmental Assessment for the Severely Handicapped (DASH-3)
• Early Learning Survey
• Early Start Denver Model (ESDM) checklist (in conjunction with TSG)
• Evaluation Summary Report (to be used for entry COS only)
• Goldman Fristoe Test of Articulation-3 (GFTA-3) For children identified with Preschool Speech Delay, if GFTA-3 is selected as the primary assessment, a secondary assessment must also be used so all 3 Outcomes are addressed.
• Record Review for Transfers Only
• The Ounce Scale
• The Photo Articulation Test – Third Edition (PAT-3) – use for outcome #2 ONLY
• Teaching Strategies GOLD-Birth to Five (TSG)
• Verbal Behavior Milestones Assessment and Placement Program (VB-MAPP)
• Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale- 3rd Edition
• Work Sampling
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 Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) engages in ongoing collaboration with stakeholder groups to review data for this indicator. 

The discussion of Indicator 8 and the survey that is sent to parents, provided stakeholders with the opportunity to review and reflect on the state’s data and establish a target for FFY 2019. The DDOE prepared a presentation and engaged in target setting activities with several advisory/stakeholder groups at a recent Leadership Meeting. Input was also solicited during other meetings held with various stakeholder groups in the state. The stakeholder groups included local education agency (LEA) special education directors and charter school special education coordinators representing each county in the state, the Parent Information Center, Inc. (PIC), the Governor’s Advisory Counsel for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC), the Delaware Network for Excellence in Autism (DNEA), the Center for Disabilities Studies (CDS), Therapy Services, the Statewide Autism Program (DAP), the Division of the Visually Impaired (DVI) and the Statewide Program for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing. 

A description of Indicator 8, as well as historical data were provided to the advisory/stakeholder groups. Target setting activities also included discussions as to what the individual stakeholder groups have done to increase parents’ meaningful participation in the IEP process and if they are seeing the results of their efforts, as well as brainstorming ways to to increase parents' meaningful participation. Discussions also focused on whether the target should increase or remain the same as the target for FFY 2018. It was decided the target will remain the same. The DDOE will reconvene stakeholder groups in the Fall of 2020 to review data and set targets for the new APR package.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2006
	83.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	87.00%
	87.00%
	87.00%
	88.00%
	89.00%

	Data
	90.97%
	88.24%
	90.67%
	89.18%
	89.54%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	90.00%
	90.00%


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

	1,598
	1,709
	89.54%
	90.00%
	93.50%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
25,487

Percentage of respondent parents

6.71%

Since the State did not report preschool children separately, discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool surveys in a manner that is valid and reliable.

The DDOE distributes a parent survey to families of ALL students with IEPs including both preschool and school aged children. LEAs are required to enter and maintain data, within Delaware's electronic statewide pupil accounting system, regarding special education and related services such as the date eligibility is determined, disability code, and IEP meeting, initiation, and end dates. By requiring all LEAs to enter information into the statewide pupil accounting system, the DDOE is able to identify both preschool and school aged children receiving special education and related services and include ALL families in the distribution of the parent survey. Validity and reliability of this data is ensured by the DDOE, in collaboration with LEAs, through procedures and practices instituted for data collection processes such as the December 1st child count.

	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 DDOE is working with stakeholder groups including the Governor's Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC), the Parent Information Center, Inc. (PIC), Special Education Leadership (LEA staff, advocacy groups, state agencies, etc.) and LEA Special Education Directors to increase communication with families of students with disabilities through a variety of communication formats and modalities. In the past, the number of questions in the survey was reduced to eliminate any redundancy based on stakeholder input. The cover letter that accompanied the survey, included resources for families requiring assistance such as translation and accommodations for access to print. The distribution calendar was adjusted so that parents received the survey closer to the date of the student's annual IEP meeting.

In the DDOE's continued effort to increase response rate and to ensure parent responses are representative  of the demographics of the children receiving special education services, a pilot was implemented during the 2018-2019 school year. The DDOE used two methodologies to gather parent survey data which included  a pilot study involving completion of an online survey and a pencil and paper survey. The pilot included four LEAs, preschool through grade 12. Parents in participating LEAs received a post card, with the theme "You Voice Matters," at the conclusion of their child's annual IEP meeting. The post card included a link and password for the parent to complete the survey online which was accessible on multiple mobile devices. Information from the cover letter regarding translation and access to accommodations was also included.

The parents that were not in the pilot received the pencil and paper surveys. The majority of parents were mailed a pencil and paper survey to complete. Parents of students who had IEP initiation dates from 7/1/18 through 12/31/18 were mailed the pencil and paper survey in January 2019. Parents of students who had IEP initiation dates from 1/1/2019 through 6/30/19 were mailed the paper and pencil survey in July 2019. Analysis of the data indicates that the response rate of those involved in the pilot was about 50% less than the response rate of those who participated in the pencil and paper survey group.

In an effort to conduct a more comprehensive root cause analysis the DDOE plans to do an expanded data dive to explore other differences in demographics related to the response data. The DDOE plans to solicit input from stakeholders with respect to identifying the data elements to be explored and determining a root cause. Next steps forward will be discussed and explored with stakeholders as the DDOE engages in this continuous improvement process with them.
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.

Please refer to Table 1 which compares the statewide representation of disability categories to the representation of survey respondents. A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between disability categories of surveyed parents and the children receiving special education services. The relation between these variables was significant, therefore, they are not representative, X2(14, N=25,985) = 200.8, p < .001. Respondents with disability category left blank were excluded from this analysis.

Please refer to Table 2 which compares the statewide representation of race/ethnicity to the representation of survey respondents. A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between race/ethnicity categories of surveyed parents and the children receiving special education services. The relation between these variables was significant, therefore, they are not representative, X2(6, N=25,806) = 190.7, p < .001. Respondents with race/ethnicity not reported were excluded from this analysis.

The DDOE is working with stakeholder groups including LEA Special Education Directors, PIC, and the GACEC to increase communication with families of students with disabilities through a variety of communication formats and modalities.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2018 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR
Analysis of the 2017-2018 data that was reported in the FFY 2017 APR indicated that the data of the response group was not representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. As a result, the state took steps to address this, as well as to increase the response rate by using two methodologies to collect parent survey data during the 2018-2019 school year which is the data reported in this FFY 2018 APR. The methodologies included a pilot that consisted of four LEAs, preschool through grade 12. Parents in participating LEAs received a post card, with the theme "You Voice Matters," at the conclusion of their child's annual IEP meeting. The post card included a link and password for the parent to complete the survey online which was accessible on multiple mobile devices. Information from the cover letter regarding translation and access to accommodations was also included.

The parents that were not in the pilot received the pencil and paper surveys. The majority of parents were mailed a pencil and paper survey to complete. Parents of students who had IEP initiation dates from 7/1/18 through 12/31/18 were mailed the pencil and paper survey in January 2019. Parents of students who had IEP initiation dates from 1/1/2019 through 6/30/19 were mailed the paper and pencil survey in July 2019. Analysis of the data indicates that the response rate of those involved in the pilot was about 50% less than the response rate of those who participated in the pencil and paper survey group.

The FFY 2018 data, from the 2018-2019 school year, is from a response group that is not completely representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services as provided in the attached Table 1 and Table 2, as well as in the narrative analysis provided.

In order to address this issue, the DDOE will be taking steps to conduct a more comprehensive root cause analysis. More specifically, the DDOE plans to do an expanded data dive to explore other differences in demographics related to the response data. The DDOE plans to solicit input from stakeholders with respect to identifying the data elements to be explored and determining a root cause. Next steps forward will be discussed and explored with stakeholders as the DDOE engages in this continuous improvement process with them.
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.  
8 - State Attachments 

The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.
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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
	17.50%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	4.65%
	2.33%
	0.00%
	17.50%
	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.

3

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

	10
	2
	39
	0.00%
	0%
	5.13%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The DDOE has continued to provide targeted professional development and technical assistance relating to child find, referral, evaluation, and identification of children for special education, through state-wide and regional special education leadership meetings and at the individual LEA level. These efforts have resulted in improving and creating a more thorough review of policies, practices, and procedures by the LEA and DDOE related to child find, referral, evaluation, and identification for special education.
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). 
The Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) used its Child Count 2019 data for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission for this indicator. 

The relative risk ratio methodology is what Delaware uses to determine whether there is disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education. In the relative risk ratio method, the total enrollment of all students is compared to the number of special education students. The DDOE uses a minimum n size of 15 students in this calculation. The data being reviewed is within a one year period.
Relative Risk Ratio - Calculated by comparing one ethnic group’s risk of being identified for a disability with that of a comparison group (all other students) Please see below:

Numerator:
# of SWD in X ethnic/racial group
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Total # X ethnic/racial group in the school population
______________________________________________________________
Denominator:
# all other Non-X SWD
----------------------------------------------------------------
Total # of Non-X in the school population

After the relative risk ratio is calculated, the ratio is compared to the state “bar”, and if the LEA’s risk ratio is greater than or equal to the state “bar”, the LEA is identified as having disproportionate representation. The “bar” was informed by aggregate data from all LEAs as well as input from stakeholder groups. The state “bar” is set at a relative risk ratio of 1.46

or FFY 2018, 10 LEAs exceeded the relative risk ratio and were required to complete a state developed self-assessment of their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the identification of students with disabilities. 
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.


The Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) applies a formula to calculate disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education using December 1st child count data. For FFY 18, 10 LEAs exceeded the risk ratio and were required to complete a State developed self-assessment of their policies, procedures and practices related to child find, evaluation, and special education eligibility requirements. In addition, they were provided a list of individual students who contributed to the disproportionate representation identification, to review as part of that assessment. 

DDOE conducted a review of the 10 LEA self-assessments, including a review of a sample of records of individual students who contributed to the disproportionate representation. This was verified via reviews of individual student Evaluation Summary Reports, through the State's IEP Plus System utilizing the LEA self-assessments. After DDOE conducted this review, 2 LEAs had findings of non-compliance identified and letters of findings were issued. Before the state issued a written finding of non-compliance, 1 LEA immediately corrected non-compliance and provided documentation of the correction. Utilizing this updated data, DDOE verified the correction of non-compliance. The other LEA was identified with noncompliance concerning the identification and eligibility determination of children with disabilities.
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

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

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

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
	18.92%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	4.65%
	2.33%
	0.00%
	18.92%
	2.70%


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.

3

	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

	20
	2
	39
	2.70%
	0%
	5.13%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The DDOE has continued to provide targeted professional development and technical assistance relating to child find, referral, evaluation, and identification of children for special education, through state-wide and regional special education leadership meetings and at the individual LEA level. These efforts have resulted in improving and creating a more thorough review of policies, practices, and procedures by the LEA and DDOE related to child find, referral, evaluation, and identification for special education.
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). 

The Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) used its Child Count 2019 data for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission for this indicator. 

Delaware uses the relative risk ratio method to determine whether there is disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification in special education. The DDOE uses a minimum cell size of 10 for the calculation of students with disabilities in racial/ethnic groups and disability categories. After the LEA data is populated and the relative risk ratio is calculated, the LEA data is then compared to the state bar of 1.50. The data being reviewed is within a one year period. 

The calculation for determining the relative risk ratio is as follows:

# of students in X ethnic/racial group in Y disability category
Total # of students in X ethnic/racial group in the school
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
# of Other students in Y disability category 
Total # of Other students in the school population

After the relative risk ratio is calculated, the ratio is compared to the State “bar,” and if the LEA’s risk ratio is greater than or equal to the State “bar,” the LEA is identified as having disproportionate representation. The “bar” was informed by aggregate data from all LEAs, as well as input from stakeholder groups. For FFY 2018, the State “bar” was set at a relative risk ratio of 1.50. 

For FFY 2018, 20 LEAs exceeded the risk ratio and were required to complete a state developed self-assessment of their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the identification of students with disabilities. 
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.


For FFY 2018, 20 LEAs exceeded the risk ratio and were required to complete a state developed self-assessment of their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the identification of students with disabilities. For this reporting period, 1 LEA, although identified with disproportionate representation, closed June 2019 and was not able to complete a self-assessment. The DDOE reviewed all other 19 LEA self-assessments by and, in addition, the DDOE reviewed a sample of records of individual students who contributed to the disproportionate representation, verified them via reviews of individual student Evaluation Summary Reports and through the State's IEP Plus System. 
After DDOE conducted this review, 2 LEAs had findings of non-compliance identified and letters were issued. Before the state issued a written finding of non-compliance, 1 LEA immediately corrected non-compliance and provided documentation of the correction. Utilizing this current/updated data DDOE verified the correction of non-compliance. The other LEA was identified with noncompliance concerning the identification and eligibility determination of children with disabilities. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	1
	1
	0
	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
Upon identification of non-compliance, DDOE provided intensive support and technical assistance to the LEA identified with disproportionate representation, however, the LEA officially closed June 2019. 

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

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

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

Indicator 11: Child Find

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 
	2006
	91.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.79%
	99.46%
	97.01%
	98.97%
	99.36%


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

	2,764
	2,743
	99.36%
	100%
	99.24%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)

21

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 Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) reviewed data regarding timeline of initial evaluations and found 21 students in 7 LEAs that were noncompliant. Delaware's timeline for initial evaluations is forty-five (45) school days or ninety (90) calendar days, whichever is less, of receiving written parental consent.

Root causes that contributed to the noncompliance were identified as staff turnover, staff shortage, scheduling difficulties, and limited access to some students due to absences, suspensions, and tardiness.

The number of school days that exceeded the state timeline of 45 school days for initial evaluations ranged from 4 to 64 days over the state timeline. The number of calendar days that exceeded the state timeline of 90 calendar days for initial evaluations ranged from 1 to 197 days over the state timeline.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

The State established a timeline within which the evaluation must be conducted

What is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations? If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in (b).
Delaware's timeline for initial evaluations is detailed in 14 DE Admin Code § 925.2.3: Within forty-five (45) school days or ninety (90) calendar days, whichever is less, of receiving written parental consent, the initial evaluation shall be conducted; and the child's eligibility for special education and related services must be determined at a meeting convened for that purpose.
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. 

LEAs are required to enter and maintain data within Delaware's electronic statewide pupil accounting system, regarding the date on which the parent's informed written consent for initial evaluation is received and the date on which eligibility is determined. The eligibility date is the end date used in the calculation to determine whether initial evaluations are conducted within the State established timeline. By requiring all LEAs to enter information into the electronic student tracking system, the DDOE is able to monitor the completion of initial evaluations including any initial evaluations completed outside of the timeline.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The DDOE has received technical assistance from the IDEA Data Center for Indicator 11. The IDEA Data Center continues to provide support to the DDOE with reviewing and revising the protocol for Indicator 11. The DDOE Exceptional Children Resources Workgroup engages in continued conversations and collaboration with the LEAs who collect and input the data for this indicator into the state system, as well as with the DDOE members of the Technology Operations Workgroup and Data Management Workgroup who maintain the state system and pull the data.

The number of students reported to have been evaluated in the FFY 2018 APR is greater than the number of students reported in the FFY 2017 APR as the DDOE has been providing technical assistance to LEAs to ensure more accurate data reporting. More specifically, the DDOE has equipped the LEAs with the tools necessary to run a data report enabling LEAs to view their data at any time. In addition, the DDOE provided LEAs a guidance document that includes key definitions and explanations of various scenarios, as well as step by step instructions of how to enter the data into the system. A webinar containing this information has also been posted online in the state's learning management system which can be accessed at any time.
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

	5
	5
	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
The DDOE identified 5 students in 2 LEAs with noncompliance relating to the timeliness of initial evaluations. The LEAs were directed to develop a Corrective Action Plan including steps to ensure correction of individual student noncompliance, as well as to ensure that all staff responsible for initial evaluations are adequately trained and properly implementing regulations related to the provision of timely evaluations. In order to verify individual student corrections, the DDOE reviewed the 2 LEAs' submission of 5 student records and conducted record reviews to verify 100% correction of individual cases of noncompliance. LEAs also submitted documentation of professional development provided to staff responsible for initial evaluations including sign-in sheets, agendas, and presentation materials.

Targeted technical assistance regarding the timeline for initial evaluations was provided by the DDOE directly to the 2 individual LEAs. In addition, technical assistance was provided during statewide Leadership meetings and county Special Education Director meetings.

Utilizing updated data, the DDOE verified that the 2 LEAs with noncompliance were 100% compliant with IDEA regulatory requirements and confirmed systemic changes.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Utilizing updated data, staff from DDOE conducted a review of updated data including 5 records of individual students who contributed to the noncompliance, to verify that each area of noncompliance was 100% corrected. Evidence of correction was also verified through staff interviews, review of professional development topics and attendance, review of communication to parents, as well as online IEP document reviews through the State's IEPPLUS System. DDOE staff provided technical assistance to staff in each LEA regarding processes for timely evaluations.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


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
	81.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.00%
	97.84%
	98.86%
	98.55%
	89.11%


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. 
	973

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	71

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	623

	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. 
	207

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	30

	f. Number of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.
	0


	
	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.
	 623
	665
	89.11%
	100%
	93.68%
	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

42

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.
42 children were beyond the timeline for IEP development and implementation.  The LEAs cite lack of capacity to conduct timely evaluations and to conduct timely team meetings as a primary reason for going beyond the third birthday.  The range of days beyond the third birthday were from one day up to 148 days.
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. 

Through technical assistance from the DaSy Center, Delaware has improved the statewide process for collection and analysis of early childhood transition data. At the end of each school year, LEAs are required to pull the data from the statewide data system into a B12 data collection spreadsheet and submit it to the SEA for APR reporting. This spreadsheet includes: the total number of referrals to the LEA from the Part C program, the numbers of children found not eligible for Part B, 619 prior to age 3 and the number of children with IEPs that were implemented by the third birthday and the number of parent refusals, including details about the parent refusal. Data for box e (children referred to Part C less than 90 days prior to third birthday) are collected as part of the monthly statewide transition notification/referral process from Part C to Part B. LEAs are required to provide supplemental documentation and detailed explanations for children who had an IEP implemented after the third birthdays (such as parent refusals, summer birthdays, critical illness, extended travel out of the country, etc.) including the date of IEP meeting and initiation dates of the IEP.
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

	44
	44
	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
The SEA verified that required actions in the letters of findings were carried out, with documentation sent to the SEA for review. Utilizing updated data, the DDOE completed a subsequent review of a random sample of child records after completion of the required professional development and found no further instances of non-compliance.  The school districts were notified by letter that the district was now in compliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The child records were reviewed and documentation supports that in each case,  the child was evaluated and those that were eligible received an IEP, although late. As well, children who had an IEP developed, yet not implemented by age three did start services although also late.
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
	88.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	48.43%
	98.15%
	99.23%
	99.24%
	100.00%


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

	8,027
	8,318
	100.00%
	100%
	96.50%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
In an analysis of the reporting data, all noncompliance occurred within one LEA.  Upon examining the LEA, it was determined there was a high level of turnover within educational diagnosticians, teachers (case managers) and administrators.  In follow-up discussions with the LEA, the LEA was determined to have insufficient policies and procedures to onboard new staff to state/federal regulations including transition.  
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. 

Delaware, Indicator 13 reviews include all students age 14 or who have entered the eighth (8th) grade and up.

Through analysis of the historical data after the 2013-2014 SY, with input provided by stakeholder groups, the DDOE determined that the representative sample used in previous years did not provide a true representation of transition planning state-wide. In addition, the DDOE had moved to a cyclical monitoring process, thus our sample size decreased. After discussions internally at DDOE and with stakeholder groups, it was determined the DDOE needed to increase the data pool to provide a true state-wide representation. The decision was made that beginning with the 2014-2015 SY, the DDOE would begin implementing a new monitoring process for Indicator 13. Through this process, all districts and charters having transition age (age 14 or in the 8th grade) students are monitored for Indicator 13 each year. This process has been implemented in a two-phase process:

Phase 1 – LEA Self-Assessment

LEAs will be required to conduct a self-assessment of all student records for students age 14 or in the 8th grade and above.
DDOE will provide LEAs with an electronic spreadsheet to capture all data. Self-Assessment will be sent to DDOE.

Phase 2 – DDOE validation of LEA submitted data

DDOE will review a randomly selected sample of the submitted data for validation. The data reviewed will represent all schools within the LEA.
All disability categories will be proportionately represented.

At the completion of the DDOE validation of LEA submitted data, if any individual non-compliance is found, the DDOE issues a findings letter directing corrective action in two phases. The LEA is required to develop a Corrective Action Plan including a Root Cause Analysis, correction of individual student noncompliance, and provision of professional development in all regulatory areas of noncompliance. Once the LEA reports all corrective action has been completed, utilizing updated data, the DDOE reviews each individual record who was identified with noncompliance to ensure the record is compliant and documentation of provision of professional development to verify compliance. After the correction of all individual noncompliance and conclusion of professional development around noncompliant area, utilizing updated data, the DDOE subsequently reviews new randomly selected student records to verify compliance with IDEA regulations and compliance across the system.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	YES

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

	If yes, at what age are youth included in the data for this indicator
	14


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

	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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
13 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
13 - Required Actions
Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

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

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

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

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

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

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


higher education or competitively employed);


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	21.00%
	25.00%
	29.00%
	33.00%
	37.00%

	A
	24.40%
	Data
	19.74%
	62.86%
	63.11%
	49.47%
	41.39%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	52.00%
	56.00%
	60.00%
	64.00%
	68.00%

	B
	71.00%
	Data
	52.56%
	78.68%
	81.27%
	82.59%
	62.16%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	C
	100.00%
	Data
	65.64%
	82.64%
	85.88%
	86.20%
	81.56%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	41.00%
	45.00%

	Target B >=
	72.00%
	76.00%

	Target C >=
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) annually meets with various stakeholder groups to review historical and current post school data to determine trends and actual progress based on the set targets within the APR. These groups include: National Technical Assistant Center on Transition (NTACT) State Team, State Transition Cadre, Governor’s Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC), state transition council, Special Education Leadership Group, and County Special Education Directors. Members of these groups include students, parents, teachers, transition specialists, special education directors, State agency representatives, community service providers, and other community members.

The aforementioned groups were involved in setting of targets entering FFY 2010 and continue to provide feedback on data presented each year.  DDOE met with stakeholders during FFY 18 to determine targets for FFY 19.  Stakeholders will continue to provide input as DDOE prepares to set long term targets during FFY 19.
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
	616

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	281

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	172

	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)
	41

	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).
	5


	
	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)
	281
	616
	41.39%
	41.00%
	45.62%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	453
	616
	62.16%
	72.00%
	73.54%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment (1+2+3+4)
	499
	616
	81.56%
	100.00%
	81.01%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
Through the data collection process DDOE strives to ensure the response group is representative of the population. The data collection process consists of various collection methods. Level one collection is through phone calls to all exiters to discuss post school outcome survey questions. Level two is a mailed survey to all exiters not captured through phone survey. Level three involves collaboration through our Higher Education Workgroup to ensure phone call responses are accurate and potentially capture any student who was not reached by phone or written survey. Level four consists of analyzing data obtained through our MOU with Delaware Department of Labor to validate data gathered through phone call responses and potentially capture any student who was not reached by phone or written survey. After collecting responses through our varied levels of collection an analysis is conducted to ensure the response group is representative of the population. If the response group is not representative of the population, DDOE works with other collaborating state agencies (Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, Division of Developmental Disabilities, Division of Visual Impairments, etc.) in an attempt to reach a representativeness.

For disability categories, the response data were not consistent/within consistent range of statewide exiter representation of disability categories (see table 1).

For race/ethnicity, the response data were consistent/within consistent range of statewide exiter representation of all ethnicity categories (see table 2).
	Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? 
	NO


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
The SEA will continue to discuss and analyze collection methods with stakeholders and partner agencies to ensure the possibility  all disability categories are in range with exiter responses.  Focused attention will be placed on those under-represented categories. 
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

In response to FFY17 required actions, DDOE ensured the representative comparison analyzed representation of exiters and exiter respondents for FFY18.

Through the analysis of the 2017-2018 data being reported within this APR, FFY 2018, is from a response group not completely representative of the demographics of children who exited secondary education.  As provided in the attached Table 1 and Table 2, as well as the narrative analysis provided the data is not representative of disability category for exiters but is representative of race/ethnicity for exiters.  

In order to address this issue, the DDOE will be taking steps to conduct a more comprehensive root cause analysis.  More specifically, the DDOE plans to do an expanded data dive to explore other differences in demographics related to response data.  The DDOE plans to solicit input from stakeholders with respect to identifying the data elements to be explored and determining a root cause.  Next steps forward will be discussed and explored with stakeholders as the DDOE engages in this continuous improvement process with them.
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. 
14 - State Attachments 

The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.
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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
	4

	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
	3


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

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In order to establish targets for FFY 2019, the Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) prepared a presentation and engaged in target setting activities with several advisory/stakeholder groups at a recent Leadership Meeting. Input was also solicited during other meetings held with various stakeholder groups in the state. The stakeholder groups included local education agency (LEA) special education directors and charter school special education coordinators representing each county in the state, the Special Education Partnership for the Amicable Resolution of Conflict (SPARC) at the Conflict Resolution Program (CRP), the Parent Information Center, Inc. (PIC), the Governor’s Advisory Counsel for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC), the Delaware Network for Excellence in Autism (DNEA), the Center for Disabilities Studies (CDS), Therapy Services, the Statewide Autism Program (DAP), Division of the Visually Impaired (DVI) and the Statewide Program for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing. 

A description of Indicator 15, as well as historical data were provided to the advisory/stakeholder groups. The groups were informed that a target does not need to be set when there are fewer than 10 resolution sessions held; however, the groups agreed to set a target for FFY 2019. Target setting activities involved discussions as to whether to set the target using a single number or a range. It was decided that the target will remain a range. Discussions also focused on whether the target should increase or remain stable. It was decided the target will remain stable. The DDOE will engage stakeholders again in the Fall of 2020 to review data and set targets for the new APR package.

The DDOE will continue to provide technical assistance by educating parents and LEAs about conflict resolution, early conflict resolution via IEP Facilitation, and through statewide and regional meetings.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2015
	50.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	
	
	
	50.00%
	50.00% - 60.00%

	Data
	100.00%
	25.00%
	50.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%


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

	Target
	50.00%
	60.00%
	50.00%
	60.00%


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

	3
	4
	100.00%
	50.00%
	60.00%
	75.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Although Delaware has established targets for this indicator, the state is not required to establish a target for FFY 2018 because the number of resolution sessions is less than 10.
Delaware submitted an application and later engaged in an interview process to become members of the Center for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education’s (CADRE) Written State Complaint Intensive Technical Assistance Workgroup. Delaware was one of nine states selected to participate in this intensive technical assistance workgroup. Delaware completed a self-assessment. Next steps include the following: completing a logic model, providing quarterly progress reports, engaging in quarterly workgroup calls, networking  resource sharing, and accessing individual state technical assistance as needed.
15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2018. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held.
 
15 - Required Actions
Indicator 16: Mediation

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
	9

	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
	5


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 Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) engages in ongoing collaboration with stakeholder groups to review data for this indicator. 

Discussing the dispute resolution system, provided stakeholders with the opportunity to review and reflect on the state’s data and establish a target for FFY 2019. The DDOE prepared a presentation and engaged in target setting activities with several advisory/stakeholder groups at a recent Leadership Meeting. Input was also solicited during other meetings held with various stakeholder groups in the state. The stakeholder groups included local education agency (LEA) special education directors and charter school special education coordinators representing each county in the state, the Special Education Partnership for the Amicable Resolution of Conflict (SPARC) at the Conflict Resolution Program (CRP), the Parent Information Center, Inc. (PIC), the Governor’s Advisory Counsel for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC), the Delaware Network for Excellence in Autism (DNEA), the Center for Disabilities Studies (CDS), Therapy Services, the Statewide Autism Program (DAP), Division of the Visually Impaired (DVI) and the Statewide Program for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing. 

A description of Indicator 16, as well as historical data were provided to the advisory/stakeholder groups. The groups were informed that a target does not need to be set when there are fewer than 10 mediation sessions held; however, the groups agreed to set a target for FFY 2019. Target setting activities involved discussions as to whether to set the target using a single number or a range. Discussions also focused on whether the target should increase or remain stable. It was decided the target will remain as a stable range. The DDOE will reconvene stakeholder groups in the Fall of 2020 to review data and set targets for the new APR package.

The DDOE will continue to provide technical assistance by educating parents and LEAs about conflict resolution, early conflict resolution via IEP Facilitation and through statewide and regional meetings.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	64.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	
	88.00%
	88.00%
	89.00%
	70.00% - 80.00%

	Data
	62.50%
	90.91%
	76.92%
	50.00%
	88.89%


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

	Target
	70.00%
	80.00%
	70.00%
	80.00%


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
	5
	9
	88.89%
	70.00%
	80.00%
	77.78%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Although Delaware has established targets for this indicator, the state is not required to establish a target for FFY 2018 because the number of mediations is less than 10.
Delaware submitted an application and later engaged in an interview process to become members of the Center for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education’s (CADRE) Written State Complaint Intensive Technical Assistance Workgroup. Delaware was one of nine states selected to participate in this intensive technical assistance workgroup. Delaware completed a self-assessment. Next steps include the following: completing a logic model, providing quarterly progress reports, engaging in quarterly workgroup calls, networking and resource sharing, and accessing individual state technical assistance as needed.
16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

The State reported fewer than ten mediations held in FFY 2018. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more mediations were held.
  
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan 
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Certification
Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify

I certify that I am the Chief State School Officer of the State, or his or her designee, and that the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report is accurate.

Select the certifier’s role:
Designated by the Chief State School Officer to certify
Name and title of the individual certifying the accuracy of the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report.

Name: 

Mary Ann Mieczkowski
Title: 
Director, Exceptional Children Resources, Delaware Department of Education
Email: 
maryann.mieczkowski@doe.k12.de.us
Phone:
302-735-4210
Submitted on:
04/29/20  2:08:49 PM 
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Introduction 
This report provides data and analyses on professional learning activities for the 2018-19 


school year, as well as activities from July through December 2019. This report was developed 
through collaboration with the DE Department of Education (DE DOE), Garrett Consulting, LLC (the 
SSIP external evaluator), and the SSIP professional learning providers from the American Institutes 
for Research (AIR). 


A. 2020 Summary of Phase III 


A.1: Theory of action or logic model for the SSIP, including the SIMR  


The Delaware  State-identified Measurable Result (SIMR) is to increase the literacy proficiency 
of students with disabilities in K-3rd grade, as measured by a decrease in the percentage of 3rd 
grade students with disabilities scoring below proficiency on Delaware’s statewide assessments. To 
accomplish this goal, the DE SSIP Theory of Action developed in Phase 1 (Appendix A) focuses on 
four strands: school leadership, Common Core, transparent data, and supports for struggling 
schools. Eight improvement strategies were identified to address the four strands. They included 
(1) use of diagnostic and assessment tools to guide learning, (2) infusing cultural competency into 
all activities, (3) ensuring high expectations for all students, (4) transparent data systems, (5) 
infusing family involvement in all activities, (6) quality professional learning systems, (7) use of 
Implementation Science principles, and (8) support for struggling schools. 


During Phase II, eight logic models were developed to determine the inputs, outputs, and 
outcomes expected for each of the eight improvement strategies. A project-level logic model was 
then developed to eliminate redundancy across improvement strategies and to prioritize outcomes 
to address in Phase III (included in previous Phase III reports). Data collection tools have been 
developed to assess the impact of the DE SSIP on those intended outcomes.  


A.2: The coherent improvement strategies or principle activities employed during 
the year, including infrastructure improvement strategies  


Each of the eight improvement strategies discussed above were implemented to various 
degrees during Phase III. Most of the SSIP focus during this reporting period was on the third and 
fourth years of implementation of the Delaware Early Literacy Initiative (DELI). DELI focuses on 
improving the implementation of evidence-based literacy instruction within a multi-tiered system 
of support (MTSS). DELI is implemented through a cohort model in which each cohort receives 
three years of professional learning support. Cohort 1 consisted of three schools and began in the 
2016-17 schoolyear, while Cohort 2 consisted of four schools and began in the 2017-18 schoolyear. 
In 2018-19, DELI added a third cohort of four schools, three from one school district and the fourth 
was a charter school. Cohort 4 started in fall 2019 with one elementary charter school.  


The components of DELI include the development of school implementation teams, an MTSS 
needs assessment that guided the creation of action plans, Literacy Institutes, and job-embedded 
coaching. The professional learning system is based on implementation science, addresses cultural 
competence, and infuses high expectations for all students into all professional learning. 
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Professional learning activities have been aligned with the Learning Forward Professional 
Development Standards and Guskey’s five levels of professional development evaluation. The 
following sections provide detail about the components of the professional learning system.  


Implementation Teams. Implementation teams are important drivers of change at the school 
level that lead the implementation and development of evidence-based practices (Fixsen, Naoom, 
Blase, & Friedman, 2005). DELI schools develop an implementation team composed of key school 
and district staff, including both special education and general education teachers, reading 
specialists, and building administrators. These teams are supported by a project coach for that 
building. The teams lead the work of implementing evidence-based practices at each school site and 
oversee problem solving, ensuring alignment of strategies, and enhancing communication at the 
school site.  


Figure 1. Overview of DELI Activities 


 
 
Needs Assessment and Action Planning. In all cohorts, each school begins their work with DELI 
by engaging in a needs assessment and action planning process. At the beginning of the 2018-19 
school year, the four Cohort 3 schools each conducted a comprehensive needs assessment (using a 
modified version of the Center for RTI Integrity Rubric and Worksheet) focused on gathering and 
analyzing data in the following areas: assessments, data-based decision making, multilevel 
instruction, infrastructure and support mechanisms, and fidelity and evaluation.  The needs 
assessments were facilitated by the AIR coach.  


Following the needs assessment at each school, action plan meetings were conducted with the 
implementation team at each school. The teams used data from the needs assessments as a starting 
point for a discussion about how professional development activities from AIR professional 
development providers could best support the language and literacy progress of K–3 students. 
Based on the needs assessment data and this discussion, implementation teams identified two to 
three priority areas relating to language and literacy development in Grades K–3 and literacy 
instruction within MTSS structures, and agreed upon goals that would address these priority areas. 
For each school, AIR coaches completed an action plan template, which reflects these goals and 







3 
 


includes additional details about how the goals are to be accomplished. Common action plan 
activities across SSIP sites included increasing the effective use of evidence-based early literacy 
practices, better implementation of tiered interventions, more use of formative, summative, and 
progress monitoring data to assess student performance, enhanced use of student writing, and 
improved school leadership team functioning. While the action plans were originally completed in 
the fall of 2018 for Cohort 3 schools, these plans were revised in fall of 2019 based on the schools’ 
current needs.  


Literacy Institutes. During this reporting period, eight early literacy workshops for K–3 
teachers were held, impacting the four Cohort 3 and one Cohort 4 schools. The workshops were 
informed by evidence-based professional learning practices and principles of adult learning. 
Research demonstrates that effective professional learning initiatives for teachers include a focus 
on implementing evidence-based instructional practices, integrating active learning, and providing 
teachers with opportunities to adapt practices for their own classroom (Guskey & Yoon, 2009).  


The Literacy Institutes focused on essential elements of MTSS and evidence-based language and 
literacy instruction within MTSS. During the eight Literacy Institutes conducted during this 
reporting period, participants engaged in learning related to the core components of MTSS 
including screening, multi-tiered prevention system, progress monitoring, and data-based decision 
making. Participants learned about using data to inform instructional decision making for students 
and were introduced to a variety of strategies to intensify literacy instruction for those students 
who are not making adequate progress. These strategies included key instructional principles such 
as providing more explicit and systematic instruction, the use of language supports of English 
Learners, and increasing the amount of opportunities for students to respond to instruction and 
receive feedback.  


Participants engaged in discussions and activities related to assessment and instruction in 
MTSS, the building blocks of literacy, and support of struggling learners in core literacy instruction. 
Participants connected their learning and teaching practice through goal-setting activities and 
lesson plan analysis during the workshop.  


Job-Embedded Coaching. A subset of teachers and leaders also took part in job-embedded 
coaching activities, including individual teacher coaching using structured observations and plan-
do-study-act cycles; and, group coaching events, such as topical PLC meetings, data team meetings, 
and engagement with lesson study groups. Job-embedded coaching is individualized to meet the 
needs of participating teachers and focuses on improving teachers’ ability to deliver high-quality 
literacy instruction. 


Formation of the MTSS Leadership Team. A state-level MTSS Leadership Team was formed 
in the 2017-18 school year to lead the implementation of MTSS in the state. The team includes 
personnel with academic and behavioral expertise, key DDOE leadership personnel, and 
professional learning partners. The team met seven times during this reporting period. The primary 
focus of the MTSS Leadership Team over the last year has been on the defining of MTSS and on the 
alignment between the work of academic and behavior initiatives in the state. 
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A.3: The specific evidence-based practices that have been implemented to date. 


MTSS Implementation  


All four schools implemented key elements of MTSS in reading during this reporting period. 
Each school used a screening process three times per year to identify students at risk for poor 
reading outcomes. In addition, each school used screening and diagnostic data to inform the 
development of intervention groups for students identified as needing support in reading. Schools 
varied in their processes for making data-based decisions, providing reading intervention, and 
progress monitoring. All school sites used MTSS teams to review student data and make decisions 
about intervention and instruction. Ratings on the MTSS fidelity of implementation rubric 
demonstrate that Cohort 3 schools had a moderate degree of MTSS implementation in fall 2018.  


Evidence-Based Early Literacy Instruction 


Classroom observations during this reporting period indicate that participating teachers 
implemented several evidence-based practices for early literacy instruction The Florida Center for 
Reading Research (FCRR) Principal Walkthrough Checklists were used to collect data on the 
implementation of evidence-based early literacy practices. Data collected in fall and winter of 2019-
20 indicate that teachers were implementing literacy practices with fidelity. For example, in the 
Teacher Instruction domain, 66% of second grade teachers observed implemented the practices 
with fidelity.  


Evidence-Based Professional Learning Practices 


The eight Literacy Institutes and follow-up coaching were informed by evidence-based 
practices for professional learning and adult learning principles. At the Literacy Institutes, 
participants had opportunities to reflect on evidence-based instructional practices and consider 
ways that these practices could be adapted to fit their classroom context. Survey data from the 
Literacy Institutes indicate that participants largely felt that their learning needs were met. 
Similarly, observations of trainers indicate that the elements of high-quality professional 
development were implemented with fidelity.  


A.4: Brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes  


Below is a brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes below, 
with more detail provided in Section B.  


Evaluation Coordination 


Evaluation was a standing item at each of the eight MTSS Leadership Team meeting conducted 
during this reporting period. Topics included an ongoing review of the status of the SSIP evaluation 
plan, drafting/revising data collection instruments, examining output and outcome data, and 
preparing for the Phase III report submission. The external evaluator at Garrett Consulting, LLC 
facilitated the evaluation discussions, with involvement with AIR and DDOE staff.  


More specifically, there is ongoing coordination between the external evaluator and with the 
AIR internal evaluator. They communicate by phone and e-mail on an ongoing basis, many times a 
month. The AIR evaluator serves as a conduit of information and specific data between the AIR 
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coaches and the external evaluator, making sure there is clear communication on expectations and 
responsibilities related to evaluation.  


Training Evaluation & Fidelity Materials 


To assess the impact of SSIP Literacy Institutes, pre/post-tests were used for four of the eight 
DELI Institutes during this reporting period, with two additional Institutes just using a post-test. 
The amount of time available for Institutes has been shortened from full-day Institutes with Cohort 
1, to half-day Institutes or less. As a result, we are transitioning from using pre/post tests for these 
shorter Institutes. Instead, on the year-end Teacher Impact Survey, we will include a retrospective 
pre/post-test to gain data on the impact of training on participants’ knowledge and skills of the 
Institutes content. Data on the use of adult learning skills and overall satisfaction are also collected. 
Open-ended items were used to gain a qualitative perspective on the quality and impact of the 
Institutes on participants, as well as to gather suggestions for improving the Institutes. The Literacy 
Institute data are displayed in Section B.1(a). Full evaluation reports and corresponding 
InfoGraphics were developed and disseminated to key stakeholders.  


To make certain the Literacy Institutes were conducted with best practices for training and are 
aligned to the DELI content, AIR trainers were observed by a colleague to assess the degree to 
which the Institutes was implemented with fidelity. The High-Quality Professional Development 
Training (HQPD)1 was used to assess training fidelity.  The results of the observations were 
reviewed with the Institute trainers as a reflection opportunity, and also shared with the DE SSIP 
Coordinator and external evaluator. Future training fidelity data will be collected when new 
trainers, or new trainings, are introduced.  


Coaching Evaluation & Fidelity Materials 


The Coaching Observation Checklist2, created by University of Kansas researchers will be used 
to assess the quality and alignment of DELI coaching beginning in fall 2020. Using this tool, DDOE 
and AIR leadership staff will observe each coach once each school year to determine if coaching is 
conducted with fidelity. After each observation, the results are shared, along with feedback to the 
coaches. Coaching is also evaluated through the annual Teacher Impact Survey.  


Fidelity of Intervention – MTSS Components 


The MTSS Leadership Team adopted the National Center on Response to Intervention (RTI) 
Fidelity of Implementation Rubric as the instrument and process to measure fidelity of 
implementation of the essential components of MTSS at the school level, beginning with the Cohort 
3 schools. The RTI Fidelity of Implementation Rubric is for use by individuals who are responsible 
for monitoring school-level fidelity of RTI or MTSS implementation. The rubric is aligned with the 
essential components of MTSS and the infrastructure that is necessary for successful 
implementation. It is accompanied by a worksheet with guiding questions and score points for use 
in an interview with a school’s MTSS leadership team. Baseline data were collected from all Cohort 
3 schools in fall 2018. Two rounds of data collection have occurred with the three Cohort 3 schools. 


                                                             
1 High-Quality Professional Development Training (HQPD). 2015. Noonan, Gaumer-Erickson, Brussow, & 
Langham, University of Kansas. 
2 http://www.researchcollaboration.org/page/coaching-observation-checklist 



http://www.researchcollaboration.org/page/coaching-observation-checklist
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The results are shared in Section B.1(a). A final administration for Cohort 3 will occur in spring 
2020 to determine growth in the fidelity of MTSS implementation. 


Fidelity of Intervention – Early Literacy  


In 2017-18, the Recognizing Effective Special Education Teachers (RESET) Rubrics were used 
as the early literacy fidelity tool. The rubrics had a strong evidence based supporting its use, but the 
rubrics were not sufficiently aligned with the DELI professional learning provided. In fall 2019, AIR 
staff and the project evaluator transitioned to the use of the Florida Center on Reading Research’s 
(FCRR) Principal Reading Walk through Checklists. The same teachers are observed at multiple 
times throughout the year.  


Teacher/Implementation Team Impact Data 


To assess the impact of the professional learning on teachers and School Implementation Teams 
(SIT), the Teacher Impact Survey (which also addresses the SIT) was developed initially in fall 2016 
and administered in May 2017, 2018, and 2019. This survey is based on outcomes identified in the 
DE SSIP logic model developed in Phase II. Data from the May 2019 Teacher Impact Survey are 
included in section B.1(a). 


Student Data 


Third-grade reading results from the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) and the 
Delaware System of Student Assessment (DeSSA) Alternate Assessments were used to measure 
DE’S SIMR. The 2018-19 assessment results are presented on page 31-33 of this report. Academic 
screening data for K-3 students have been collected from participating elementary schools 
(discussed on pages 29-30).  


A.5: Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies  


Throughout the process of planning the Literacy Institutes and coaching activities, feedback 
from participating schools has allowed the professional learning activities to be tailored to schools’ 
specific needs. During the 2018–19 school year, school leadership provided input regarding the 
topics for each Literacy Institute to make sure they were tailored to the needs of the participants. A 
new literacy institute was developed based on two IES What Works Clearinghouse Practice Guides 
(Foorman et al., 2016 and Baker et al., 2014). Last, at one dual language school, there was a need to 
focus on improving Spanish language literacy instruction, so a coach with expertise in dual 
language instruction was brought onto the project.  
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B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP 


B. 1 Description of the State’s SSIP implementation progress 


In this section, we provide updates on project timelines and the fidelity of implementation of DE 
SSIP activities. The data collection timeline is presented in Appendix B. For the current Cohort 3 
schools, all activities are meeting project timelines. Most slippage has been related to the 
recruitment of schools. During the first two years, there was some slippage with Cohort 1 and 2 
schools due to school recruiting and contractual issues between the DDOE and AIR, the primary 
professional learning provider. Data are provided in this section on site selection activities, outputs 
and outcomes from the SSIP Literacy Institutes and follow-up coaching, and fidelity of 
implementation data. 


School Selection 
Prior to the present reporting period, five elementary schools and one preschool from one 


school district and an elementary charter school were selected to participate in the DELI in fall 
2017. In fall 2018, a second charter and four elementary schools from a new school district began 
DELI implementation. Cohort 3 consisted of three elementary schools from the Indian River School 
District and a charter school. There is one Cohort 4 charter school.   


Table 1: DELI Schools and Districts 


Cohort School Cohort School 


Cohort 1 
Fall 2016 


Thomas Edison Charter  
HOB Elementary (CH) 


Milton Elementary (CH) 


Cohort 2 
Spring 2017 


Rehoboth Elementary (CH) 
Shields Elementary (CH) 


Love Creek Elementary (CH) 
Little Vikings Preschool (CH) 


Cohort 3 
Fall 2018 


Academia Antonia Alonso Charter 
Georgetown Elementary (IR) 


North Georgetown Elementary (IR) 
Showell Elementary (IR)  


Cohort 4 
Fall 2019 EastSide Charter School 


CH = Cape Henlopen School District, IR = Indian River School District 


Literacy Institutes 
Table 2 (on the next page) lists when each cohort’s Literacy Institutes were held. During this 


reporting period, five schools participated in DELI training. At some Institutes, two sessions were 
held to minimize the burden on the schools having multiple teachers out of the building at one time. 
Participants included administrators, literacy coaches, and general and special education teachers. 
On average, there were 32 participants at each Institute. 
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Table 2: DELI Literacy Institute Schedule 


Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 Cohort 4 
2016-17 
2018-19 


Spring 2017 
2018-19 


2018-19 
2019-20 


2019-20 


Three sets of training data were collected to assess the impact of each Literacy Institute. Initially, 
we used a pre/post assessment, developed by AIR staff and reviewed by the external evaluator, that 
was administered prior to, and after each Institute. As discussed below, now we are using a 
retrospective pre/post survey on the year-end Teacher Impact Survey. Second, the post-assessment 
also includes formative questions about the quality of the Institutes and the degree their adult 
learning needs were addressed. Open-ended items were also provided to gather qualitative 
feedback. Third, a sample of Institutes were observed by DDOE or AIR staff to insure the fidelity of 
training with the stated objectives and processes. 


Cohort 3 and 4 Institute Evaluation Results 


1.  Change in Knowledge of Early Literacy 


Pre/post-tests were used for four of the eight DELI Institutes during this reporting period, with 
two additional Institutes just using a post-test. The amount of time available for Institutes has been 
shortened from full-day Institutes with Cohort 1, to half-day Institutes or less. As a result, we are 
transitioning from using pre/post tests for these shorter Institutes. Instead, on the year-end 
Teacher Impact Survey, we will include a retrospective pre/post-test to gain data on the impact of 
training on participants’ knowledge and skills of the Institutes’ content.  


Chart 1 displays the results for the four Institutes that used a pre/post-test. On average, scores 
increased by 38%, from 43% at pre-test to 71% at post-test. For the two Institutes that only used a 
post-test, the average score was 80% (Chart 2). The content of these Institutes varied, as did the 
pre/post-tests so care must be taken interpreting these results. 


Chart 1: Percentage of Correct Items on Pre/Post Knowledge Assessment 


43%


71%


Pre-Test Post-Test  
Chart 2: Percentage of Correct Items on Post Knowledge Assessment 


 


80%
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To gather data on the impact of the Institutes on the knowledge of the training topics from staff 
at the one participating preschool, on the May 2019 Teacher Impact Survey, we used retrospective 
pre/post items (see Chart 3 on the next page). Teachers perceived growth in their knowledge from 
prior to the 2018-19 Institutes to afterwards. Teachers felt more knowledgeable of each item after 
the training series, with slightly lower rating for dialogic ready to support students’ comprehension 
of text. The most change from prior to after the Institutes was perceived to be (1) strategies to 
support reading comprehension in preschool students and (2) stages of emergent writing. 


Chart 3: Pre-School Teachers’ Pre/Post Perceptions of Training Content Knowledge 
(Scale: 1 = No Knowledge, 2 = Little Knowledge, 3 = Knowledgeable, 4 = Very Knowledgeable) 
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Average


Prior to Training After Training  
2.  Use of Adult Learning Strategies 


Participants were asked to rate the degree to which the Institutes addressed their individual 
learning styles, specifically if: they perceived increased knowledge of the topics presented, they 
gained instructional practices for application, there was sufficient time for discussion, there was 
sufficient research background presented, the materials enhanced their understanding of the 
topics, and if the objectives and expected outcomes were clear. They were also asked to rate their 
agreement with the statements below.  


• Increased knowledge of the topics presented. 
• Learned about practices that will be used in their work. 
• Overall, I was satisfied with the training. 


Generally, all participants “Agreed” that their learning styles were met, they were 
knowledgeable of the topics and practices addressed, and they were satisfied with the Institutes 
(Chart 4 on the next page). Although the average results for the two items in Chart 4 are identical, 
the results varied from training to training.  
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Chart 4: Adult Learning Needs and Satisfaction Results 
(Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, 4=Strongly Agree) 
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Adult Learning Needs Satisfaction   


The May 2019 Teacher Impact Survey was administered to all Cohort 1 and 2 participants who 
participated in professional learning during the 2018-19 school year. Due to an error in survey 
development and administration, Cohort 3 participants were not asked this question on the 
Teacher Impact Survey. Of the 135 educators identified as receiving DELI professional learning in 
2018-19, 45 (33%) responded to the survey. On average, DELI teachers generally agreed that the 
Institutes were high quality, relevant, useful, and increased their knowledge of MTSS and early 
literacy (Chart 5). However, Cohort 2 respondents were in greater agreement regarding these 
outcomes than those in Cohort 1. 


Chart 5: Literacy Institute Outcomes for Cohorts 1 and 2 
(Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree) 
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Fidelity of Implementation 
Below, we describe the first two rounds of data collection for our MTSS fidelity instruments and 


the transition to a new literacy fidelity tool, with baseline data. The fidelity instruments also served 
as needs assessments, which were the foundation for the action plans developed after the 
completion of the fidelity instruments.  


Fidelity of Implementation - MTSS 
The MTSS Fidelity of Implementation Rubric is comprised of eight domains. Each domain is 


made up of three to eight items. The Rubric uses a five-point scale, with a one indicting little or no 
implementation and a five meaning complete and consistent implementation. The DELI coaches 
facilitated the completion of the Rubrics.  
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In fall and winter 2018, DELI coaches facilitated the completion of the MTSS Fidelity of 
Implementation Rubric with Cohort 3 School Implementation Teams (SIT) to inform each school’s 
action plans regarding MTSS and early literacy. The fidelity/needs assessment data collected from 
Cohort 1 and 2 schools were not compatible with data from the new instrument and are not 
included here. They are available in the 2018 DE Phase III report.  


In an effort to reduce the burden of SIT teams meeting to review the fidelity rubric again at the 
end of the 2018-19 school year, we created a parallel online survey that could be completed by 
individual team members at their convenience. In spring 2020, the Cohort 3 SIT teams will be 
convened to review the fidelity rubric and assess their current MTSS implementation, facilitated by 
a DELI coach.  


As shown in Chart 6, the average spring 2019 ratings were much higher than in fall 2018. As 
stated above, the spring 2019 ratings came from individual respondents, while the fall 2018 ratings 
came from a group discussion, facilitated by a DELI coach. Our assumption is that the spring 2019 
ratings are higher than they would have been in a group format. At the same time, with the 
exception of the ratings for Data-Based Decision Making and Tier 2 interventions, the relative 
ratings for each component stayed consistent across the two data collection periods. Both in fall 
2019 and spring 2019, Screening Assessments was the highest rated component and Fidelity and 
Evaluation was rated the lowest both times. All but the two items mentioned above followed the 
same trend. 


Chart 6: 2018-19 Implementation of MTSS Components 
(Scale: 1 = Low Implementation, 5 = High Implementation) 
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There was not a lot of variation in the fall 2019 MTSS fidelity scores across the three Cohort 3 
schools (Chart 7 on the next page), as ratings varied from 3.03 to 3.18. There was more variation in 
the spring 2019 ratings, with respondents from School 2 perceiving higher levels of MTSS 
implementation than the other two schools.  


  







12 
 


Chart 7: DELI School's Growth in MTSS Implementation 
(Scale: 1 = Low Implementation, 5 = High Implementation) 
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Fidelity of Intervention – Early Literacy 
In 2017-18, we selected the Recognizing Effective Special Education Teachers (RESET) Rubrics 


to assess the fidelity of early literacy instruction. While the rubrics had a strong evidence based 
supporting its use, the rubrics were not sufficiently aligned with the early literacy professional 
learning provided. As a result, in fall 2019 we transitioned to the use of the Florida Center on 
Reading Research’s (FCRR) Principal Reading Walkthrough Checklists. The Principal Walkthrough 
Checklists provide a tool for principals working with Kindergarten through fifth grade teachers to 
effectively structure classroom visits to observe reading instruction. This tool provides a snapshot 
of classroom organization, instruction, and learning opportunities in the reading classroom. 
Indicators focus on the learning environment and include instructional strategies essential for 
reading including phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension. 


The Principal Walkthrough Checklists were designed to provide yes/no results. After the first 
set of observations, we had minimal variability across observed teachers with very few “no’s.” As a 
result, we changed the instrument to a three-point scale, measuring if the practice was not in place, 
partially in place, or fully in place to. Observers could also indicate that there was not an 
opportunity for the practice to occur, in which case that items would not be rated. So, when 
reviewing Chart 8 (on the next page), it is important to remember that a low percentage does not 
necessarily indicate that a practice was not implemented well, nor implemented partially. It can 
also indicate there was not the opportunity to observe the practice or the practice was not relevant 
at the time of the observation.  


The four literacy practices in Chart 8, with the exception of Instructional Materials were 
observed most frequently in third grade classrooms. Conversely, there was less evidence of these 
practices conducted in kindergarten classrooms.  
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Chart 8: Frequency of FCRR Literacy Practices Observed (Baseline) 
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Training Fidelity 
To make certain the Institutes were conducted using best practices for training and were 


aligned to the DELI content, we used the HQPD training observation tool to assess training fidelity, 
Two AIR trainers were observed by a colleague during this reporting period. Chart 9 displays the 
average results for the three DELI K-3 Literacy Institute observations. With such a small sample 
size, care must be taken in interpreting these results. The Introduction, Demonstration, and 
Mastery components of the HQPD were implemented with full fidelity.  


Chart 9: High Quality Professional Development Training Results (n=3) 


 


92%
100% 100%


92% 89%
100% 95%


Preparation Introduction Demonstration Engagement Evaluation Mastery Average


Coaching Fidelity 
As discussed in the previous section, the Coaching Observation Checklist is the identified 


fidelity tool for evaluating the quality and alignment of DELI coaching. Using the Coaching 
Observation Checklist, DDOE and AIR leadership staff will observe each coach once each school 
year, provided coaching is conducted with fidelity. For instances when coaching is not at fidelity, an 
action plan and follow-up observation will be scheduled. After each observation, the results will be 
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provided, along with feedback to the coaches. A schedule has been developed to ensure that each 
coach is observed prior to the end of this school year.  


Coaching Outputs 
Based on the action plan goals developed after the completion of the MTSS Fidelity of 


Implementation Rubric, subsequent coaching visits were planned and implemented. The following 
sets of charts provide a summary of primarily face-to-face coaching activities conducted by DELI 
coaches during the 2018-19 school year. 


2018-19 Output Data 
During the 2018-19 school year, DELI coaches made 93 visits to participating SSIP schools. On 


these 93 visits, there were 176 distinct coaching activities. As shown in Chart 10, the largest 
number of coaching activities lasted from 31-60 minutes (n=60). Most of the coaching activities 
focused on seven or more people (n=69) (see Chart 11).  


Chart 10: Number of Activities, by Duration 
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Chart 11: Number of Personnel Involved in Each Coaching Activity 
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As shown in Chart 12 (on the next page), the most frequent type of coaching was observation 
(n=46). Coaching also frequently included facilitating (n=24) or supporting (n=24) PLC meetings 
and debriefing with teachers after an observation (n=22). Most coaching contacts have focused on 
general (n=114) and special (n=99) education teachers (Chart 13 on the next page). This is a 
duplicated count of coaching participants, indicating the number of contacts, not the number of 
people coached.  
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Chart 12: Type of Coaching in 2018-19 
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Chart 13: Role and Frequency of Personnel Coached 
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Fall 2019 Output Data 
Below are the coaching output data for July through December 2019. There were a total of 32 


coaching visits to SSIP schools, with 33 distinct coaching activities. Chart 14 shows that more than 
half of coaching activities impacted seven or more participants (n=18 on the next page). Half of the 
coaching activities (n=16) lasted more than two hours (Chart 15 on the next page).  
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Chart 14: Number of Coaching Recipients, per Activity 
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Chart 15: Percent of the Duration Coaching Activities 
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The most frequent coaching activities during fall 2019 were planning for ongoing professional 
learning (n=10) and observing instruction (n=8) (see Chart 16). Administrators (n=25) and general 
education teachers (n=22) were the largest audience of the fall 2019 coaching visits (Chart 17 on 
the next page). This is a duplicated count of coaching participants, indicating the number of 
contacts, not the number of people coached. 


Chart 16: Number of Coaching Visits, by Activity 
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Chart 17: Number of Coaching Recipients 
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The May 2019 Teacher Impact Survey was administered to all Cohort 1 and 2 participants who 


participated in professional learning during the 2018-19 school year. Due to an error in survey 
development and administration, Cohort 3 participants were not asked these question on the 
Teacher Impact Survey. Of the 135 educators identified as receiving DELI professional learning in 
2018-19, 45 (33%) responded to the survey.  


On average, DELI teachers generally agreed that the coaching was high quality, relevant, useful, 
and increased their knowledge of MTSS and early literacy (Chart 18). However, Cohort 2 
respondents were in greater agreement regarding the quality, relevance, usefulness, and impact on 
their skills than the Cohort 1 respondents. The lowest rate impact for each cohort was impact on 
their skills to implement MTSS. 


Chart 18: Coaching Outcomes for Cohorts 1 and 2 
(Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree) 
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MTSS Leadership Team Meetings 
The DE MTSS Leadership Team is composed of the two DE DOE SSIP Coordinators, AIR staff, the 


external evaluator, staff from the DE Parent Information Center, and DE DOE curriculum and early 
childhood personnel, who are intimately involved in the DE SSIP and SPDG initiatives. During this 
reporting period, the MTSS Leadership Team met seven times (Table 3). A list of MTSS Leadership 
Team members is in Appendix C.  


Table 3: MTSS Leadership Team Meeting Dates 


Spring 2019 Fall 2019 


February 27, 2019 September 25, 2019 


March 14, 2019 December 2, 2019 


May 14, 2019 December 4, 2019 


July 10, 2019  


MTSS Advisory Council Meetings 
The DE MTSS Advisory Council expanded in February 2017 to include representation from the 


DE RTI Coalition. During the fall 2018, the DE MTSS Advisory Council began to align with DE 
Positive Behavior and Supports Advisory Council. Two MTSS Advisory Council meetings were held 
during this reporting period on May 14 and December 4, 2019. The May 14 meeting focused on the 
alignment of Multi-Tiered Systems of Academic and Behavior Supports and to provide feedback to 
assist the DDOE with communication to LEAs, families, and other stakeholders. The December 4 
Advisory Council meeting explored the possibility of revising the DE SIMR. A list of MTSS Advisory 
Council members is in Appendix D.   


Family Engagement Activities  
Four sets of activities were conducted by the Delaware Parent Information Center (PIC) to 


support family inclusion in DELI activities. These included a family literacy night, a family early 
literacy toolkit, a conference presentation, and dissemination of information and resources through 
a monthly newsletter, weekly Enews bulletin, and the PIC website. During this reporting period, a 
Spanish speaking family consultant was added to the PIC’s SSIP/SPDG contract to improve outreach 
to Delaware’s large Spanish speaking community. 


The primary family engagement activity during this reporting period was a family literacy night 
and book drive on March 21, 2019 at North Georgetown Elementary School, a DELI Cohort 3 school. 
The family literacy night included a presentation on building vocabulary and reading 
comprehension through sharing books, as well as a read-aloud routine. After the formal 
presentation, students were able to select a book so family members could read with their children. 
Eight English-speaking and 52 Spanish-speaking families attended. Over 120 literacy related 
materials were disseminated. 


The DE PIC has developed a draft of a family early literacy toolkit. The Toolkit will consist of 
resources for students, families and professionals to increase literacy skills, support literacy at 
home, and understand interventions and supports used at school to support reading, such as MTSS. 
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The toolkit will contain fact sheets, videos, as well as evidenced-based resources to support literacy 
for all students, including students with reading disabilities. PIC staff reviewed similar resources 
from other states to inform the toolkit, yet has tailored the resources to fit the context of Delaware’s 
families. The toolkit is currently under review by the DDOE. 


On April 6, 2019, PIC staff made a presentation entitled “Engaged Families Make a Difference” at 
the Making a Difference Conference. Included in the presentation were tips and strategies for 
supporting family engagement, with a focus on building early literacy with preschool-age children, 
and creating a home literacy environment.  This conference was sponsored by the Delaware Head 
Start Association and the Delaware Early Childhood Council. A total of 37 people attended the 
session. Evaluation data collected indicated on a 4-point Likert scale, 55 percent of participants 
gave an overall rating of 3-4, indicating that the information was relevant, useful, of high quality, 
and increased their overall understanding. There was also a 39% increase in participants’ 
knowledge according to pre/post event evaluations.  Participants reported they would share the 
information with friends and colleagues, and learned valuable information on supporting their 
child’s education.   


The PIC included an article – “Focusing on Literacy This Summer” in their June-August 2019 
newsletter. Weekly, the PIC sends out an Enews e-mail to a distribution list of 2,567 subscribers, 
including families and other stakeholders in Delaware and surrounding states.  During this 
reporting period, Enews addressed early literacy topics 16 times.  


The DE PIC’s website has one section specifically on literacy resources. This section contains 
links to a webinar on dialogic reading, an early reader checklist, spelling rules, and a presentation 
on the building blocks of reading. A related section of the website focuses on MTSS. Resources in 
the MTSS section include a video on the families in the RTI/MTSS process and Delaware MTSS 
initiatives and resources.  


2.2: Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation  


As addressed on the previous page, the MTSS Leadership Team and MTSS Advisory Council 
were the primary stakeholders with an ongoing voice and input into SSIP implementation. The 
MTSS Leadership Team met seven times and the SSIP Advisory Council met twice during this 
reporting period. Each meeting included informational presentations on the status of SSIP 
activities, as well as time for SSIP MTSS Leadership and Advisory Council members to work in small 
groups to provide input and guidance into SSIP activities.  


SSIP updates are communicated across the DDOE, through various avenues. DDOE SSIP staff 
meet with LEA Special Education Directors in each county. An SSIP update is included in these 
meetings. Similarly, DDOE SSIP staff attend the monthly Communication and Collaboration 
Network, composed of general education curriculum directors and provided SSIP updates. 
Communication with the DE RTI Coalition has led to alignment of their activities with the DE SSIP, 
forming the MTSS Advisory Council. Council members are not just informed but also have a voice in 
guiding SSIP implementation.  



https://picofdel.org/type/literacy-resources/

https://picofdel.org/type/mtss/

https://picofdel.org/type/online-videos-mtss/
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Family stakeholders included representation from the DE Parent Information and Training 
(PTI) Center and the Governor’s Advisory Council on Exceptional Citizens (GACEC). Representatives 
from these groups are part the DE SSIP. SSIP updates were also provided directly to the GACEC.  


C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes 


C.1. How DE has monitored and measured outputs to assess the 
effectiveness of the implementation plan. 


Evaluation activities have supported all aspects of DELI implementation. Evaluation findings 
have been used by the MTSS Leadership Team and MTSS Advisory Council to assess progress on an 
ongoing basis and plan for scale-up and sustainability efforts. These activities have been 
particularly helpful in sharing findings from literacy and MTSS fidelity tools with curriculum 
leaders on the MTSS Leadership Team and MTSS Advisory Council to validate professional learning 
opportunities. 


During Phase II, DE SSIP stakeholders developed a logic model that aligned with the Theory of 
Action developed in Phase I, and a corresponding evaluation plan to collect, analyze, and report on 
the outcomes identified in the SSIP logic model. The evaluation plan has further refined during each 
of the last two years to better meet the needs of those providing professional learning and the 
evaluation team.  


The DE SSIP evaluation plan was developed during SSIP Phase II. It can be found in the 2017, 
2018, or 2019 Delaware Phase III report. It displays the type of data collected, the instrument used 
to gather the data, person responsible, and timelines. The data collection timeline is included in 
Appendix E. It displays the type of data collected, the instrument used to gather the data, person 
responsible, and timelines. A shortened data collection plan (Appendix F) is provided to 
participating districts and schools at the initial orientation. This allows participating districts and 
schools to have a full understanding of expectations and responsibilities regarding data collection 
and reporting. 


The first year of Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) data were collected in 2014-
15 and reported in the DE SSIP Phase II plan to establish a baseline measure. During the 2017-18 
school year, Delaware’s alternate assessment, the DCAS-ALT1, was replaced with the Delaware 
System of Student Assessment (DeSSA) Alternate Assessments, developed by the Dynamic Learning 
Maps (DLM) Consortium. As discussed in greater detail in Section E, the new assessment was more 
rigorous and the percentage of students scoring proficient on the reading assessment dropped 
significantly in the first year of DeSSA. This has required us to consider changing our SIMR target. 
On pages 31-33, we report on both the SBAC and alternate assessment results for 2018-19 and 
previous years.  


A baseline Teacher Impact Survey was administered with each cohort, although the survey has 
been modified since the initial cohort. It has been difficult to track the same participants across 
years, so we cannot examine the data in a true longitudinal manner. In Section D, though, we 
present the results from the May 2019 survey, disaggregated by cohort.  
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Due to the small number of administrators, structured interviews were used, rather than 
surveys to gather feedback from participating principals, curriculum directors, and coaches. The 
first set of interviews occurred in June 2017 with each Cohort 1 school. The second set of principal 
interviews were held with Cohort 1 and 2 administrators in July 2018. The results of those 
interviews are provided in previous Phase III reports. The Cohort 3 interviews are scheduled for 
March 2020. 


Quantitative and qualitative evaluation data were collected after each Institute and were used 
to inform subsequent Institutes. A Teacher Impact Survey has been developed and administered to 
teachers at each participating school. While most of the items addressed teachers’ current level of 
understanding and skills related to early literacy instruction, two items asked about the impact of 
the professional learning provided by the Delaware Early Literacy Initiative. That information was 
shared with AIR staff to inform ongoing professional learning.  


C.2: How DE has demonstrated progress and made modifications to the 
SSIP. 


Delaware used data to inform all aspects of DELI implementation. This included the review of 
training and coaching data, fidelity data, and state assessment data. Training evaluation data have 
been reviewed to plan for and improve subsequent Institutes to ensure that the Literacy Institutes 
better meet participants’ needs. The qualitative Teacher Impact Survey data collected each year 
have been reviewed and shared with DELI coaches to inform their activities. Feedback from 
principal interviews have also been reviewed and used to inform DELI coaching.  


School Implementation Team Survey 


To assess the impact of DELI professional learning on the effectiveness and collaborative nature 
of SITs, SIT members from Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 were surveyed in May 2019. There was little 
variation in responses, with SIT members agreeing that their SITs were collaboratively 
implementing MTSS and early literacy practices in their schools, and that their SITs were effective 
in supporting the implementation of MTSS and early literacy practices (see Chart 19). 


Chart 19: Perceptions on the Capacity of School Implementation Teams 
(Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, 4=Strongly Agree) 
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In examining differences across cohorts, respondents from Cohort 1 were in greater agreement 
that their SITs were collaboratively implementing MTSS and early literacy practices in their 
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schools, and that their SITs were effective in supporting the implementation of MTSS and early 
literacy practices (see Chart 20). Respondents from Cohort 3 SITs, which had only been in place for 
less than one school year, provided the lowest ratings, although they were still in general 
agreement about the capacity of their SITs. 


Chart 20: Perceptions of the Capacity of School Implementation Teams, by Cohort 
(Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, 4=Strongly Agree) 
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Teacher Impact Survey 
The teacher impact surveyed was designed to assess changes in the bulleted items below. Each 


item on the survey corresponded to at least one outcome identified in the DE SSIP logic model.  
• Teachers’ literacy and MTSS knowledge 
• Frequency of use of evidence-based literacy and MTSS practices 
• Parent involvement 
• Administrative support 
• Expectations for students with disabilities 
• School climate for supporting literacy 


The first set of questions collected baseline data on Cohort 3 participants’ perceived knowledge 
of literacy and assessment (see Chart 21 on the next page). On average, respondents felt generally 
knowledgeable of literacy and assessment. Respondents reported the greatest level knowledge of 
progress monitoring, explicit instruction, strategies to support English Language Learner’s access 
the core curriculum, and differentiating literacy instruction. The respondents perceived less 
knowledge of family literacy strategies, culturally competent literacy instruction, and the problem 
solving process when students are not making adequate progress. These data will be collected 
again in May 2020.  
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Chart 21: Cohort 3 Participants' Perceived Knowledge of Literacy Practices (Baseline) 
(Scale: 1 = Not Knowledgeable, 2 - Somewhat Knowledgeable, 3 - Knowledgeable, 4 = Very Knowledgeable) 
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Next, the Cohort 3 respondents were asked to rate their knowledge of the Big 5 reading 


components, as well as writing (see Chart 22). On average, respondents agreed that they were 
knowledgeable of the Big 5 reading components. The respondents felt most knowledgeable about 
reading comprehension and fluency. Less knowledge was perceived for phonics, phonemic 
awareness, and writing. 


Chart 22: Cohort 3 Participants' Perceived Knowledge of the Big Five Reading Practices  
(Scale: 1 = Not Knowledgeable, 2 - Somewhat Knowledgeable, 3 - Knowledgeable, 4 = Very Knowledgeable) 
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Cohort 3 participants then were asked about the frequency they used various literacy practices 


(see Chart 23 on the next page). The most frequently referenced practices were the use of explicit 
instruction, differentiating instruction, providing opportunities for students to practice reading 
fluently, and teaching students to use comprehension strategies. These practices were reported to 
be used almost daily. Practices used less often included the use of culturally responsive practices, 


Strategies to support English Language Learners’ access 
to the core curriculum


Explicit instruction


Progress monitoring


Average
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incorporating behavioral supports into literacy instruction, teaching student to decode works and 
use comprehension strategies. These practices were used between daily and weekly. 


Chart 23: Frequency of Use of Early Literacy Practices of DELI Teachers 
(Scale: 1 = Rarely, 2 = Monthly, 3 = Weekly , 4 = Daily) 
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As shown in Chart 24, on average, teachers from each cohort were confident to very confident 


in their administration’s capacity to support the processes used in the Delaware Early Literacy 
Initiative. Cohort 1 and 2 respondents felt more confident in their administrators’ capacity to 
support them than the Cohort 3 respondents. Within each cohort, there was little variation in 
ratings across the four items.  


Chart 24: Confidence of Delaware Early Literacy Teachers in Administrative Support 
(Scale: 1=Not Confident, 2=Somewhat Confident, 3=Confident, 4=Very Confident) 
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One of the DE SSIP’s improvement strategies is to increase expectations for students with 
disabilities by school personnel and families. On average, the participating teachers felt that there 
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were moderate to very high expectations for students with disabilities, with school administrators 
reported to have higher expectations than other teachers in the schools, as well as families (see 
Chart 25). Cohort 2 respondents perceived the highest expectations across the three cohorts.  


Chart 25: Perceptions of Expectations for Students with Disabilities by Delaware Early 
Literacy Teachers 


(Scale: 1=Very Low, 2=Low, 3=Moderate, 4=Very High) 
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The last set of questions (see Chart 26) addressed teachers’ perceptions of their school’s climate 
related to the quality of teacher and student interactions, and the school’s climate for supporting 
literacy. The teachers who responded felt that quality of interactions between students and 
teachers was moderate to very high. Again, Cohort 2 teachers were more likely to report the quality 
of teacher/student interactions and their school climate were higher than Cohort 1 and 3 
respondents. 


Chart 26: School Climate Ratings by Delaware Early Literacy Teachers 
(Scale: 1=Poor, 2=Low, 3=Moderate, 4, Very High) 
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Last, participants were asked to list one impact that has occurred as a result of their 
participation in DELI (Table 4 on the next page) and one thing that could be done to improve the 
DELI professional learning. All responses are included in Appendix G. The most commonly 
mentioned impacts were on teachers’ reading instructing and the use of resources and strategies 
provided. Other comments included the impact on vocabulary use, RTI and MTSS implementation, 
working with English Language Learners, and student reading. Of the 66 comments left, six (9%) 
DELI participants said there was no impact.  
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Table 4: Professional Learning Impacts 


Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 
Increased Use of Strategies (5) Impact on Teaching Reading (10) Impact on Teaching Reading (13) 
Impact on RTI Implementation 


(3) Impact on Vocabulary Use (4) Resources/Strategies Provided 
(6) 


Has Not Helped (2) Impact on Student Reading (3) Impact on Vocabulary Use (6) 
 Has Not Helped (3) Use of MTSS Practices (4)  


  Working with English Language 
Learners (4) 


  Better Use of PLCs (2) 


  Has Not Helped (1) 


When asked what could be done to improve the DELI professional learning, the most frequent 
suggestions included improved and more professional learning, more modeling, more onsite 
coaching and feedback, more strategies, and a greater focus on student with disabilities and English 
Language Learners (Table 5). 


Table 5: Suggestions for Professional Learning Improvements 


Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 


• More Onsite Coaching 
(4) 


• Improved Professional Learning 
(7) 


• More Modeling (7) 


 • More Professional Learning (4) • Improved Professional 
Learning (6) 


 • More Feedback (3) • More Strategies (5) 


 
• More of a Focus on Students with 


Disabilities (2) 
• More Focus on Students with 


Disabilities and English 
Language Learners (5) 


  • Better Understanding of 
Schools’ Needs (3) 


  • Grade-Level Concerns (3) 
  • Improved Communication (3) 
  • Begin Earlier in the Year (2) 


Quantitative and particularly qualitative data have been used throughout Phase III to inform 
next steps. Training evaluation data provided direction for subsequent Institutes. AIR collected 
fidelity/needs assessment data from each school to inform the coaching to be facilitated at each 
school. Staff from the DDOE and AIR spoke weekly to plan for upcoming professional learning 
activities, using any data available to guide the discussions. SIT team members also discussed 
activities and topics of upcoming Literacy Institutes with the DELI professional learning providers. 
Similarly, DDOE and participating school administrators communicate on a regular basis to plan for 
next steps. These feedback loops have allowed for implementation strategies to be reviewed and 
revised as needed in order to better target participating schools’ needs. 
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C.3. Stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation 


Similar to the information provided in section 2.2, the MTSS Leadership Team and MTSS 
Advisory Council were the primary stakeholders with an ongoing voice and input into SSIP 
evaluation. The MTSS Leadership Team met seven times and the MTSS Advisory Council met twice 
during this reporting period. Each meeting included informational presentations on SSIP status, as 
well as time for the MTSS Leadership Team and Advisory Council members to work in small groups 
to provide input and guidance into SSIP improvement and evaluation activities. These stakeholders 
also provided input into how to align the DE SSIP with the DE SPDG. As part of these discussions, 
they have provided feedback related to intended outcomes, data collection processes, and 
reporting. 


Other stakeholders that are part of the evaluation communication plan include DDOE staff, staff 
from participating schools, SIT teams, LEA Special Education Directors and curriculum specialists, 
the DE Teaching and Learning Cadre composed of general education curriculum directors, the DE 
RTI Coalition, Part C, the DE PTI, and the GACEC.  


D. Data Quality Issues 


D1. Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP and 
achieving the SIMR due to quality of the evaluation data  


We have struggled to develop strong pre/post questions to assess the impact of training on 
participants’ knowledge of literacy and MTSS that accurately measure participants’ knowledge. The 
content areas of literacy and MTSS do not lend themselves well to multiple choice or true/false 
types of questions. We have also been limited in the amount of time available for training. As a 
result, we have moved to the use of retrospective pre/post-surveys to assess the impact of the 
Literacy Institute on participants’ knowledge of MTSS and early literacy.  


We have struggled in finding an appropriate fidelity of intervention instrument for the early 
literacy professional learning. As discussed previously, we switched the fidelity of intervention for 
early literacy in fall 2019. Our MTSS fidelity instrument was identified and administered with 
Cohort 3 initially in fall 2018. A second data round of fidelity data collection occurred in May 2019, 
with a final administration in spring 2020. 


We are still working with participating schools to gather accurate and reliable student 
screening/benchmarking data, as well as the percentage of students receiving tiered instruction to 
complement the statewide SBAC assessment is our only measure of student performance. The 
external evaluator was able to meet with Cohort 3 and 4 schools in early March to validate the data 
they provided. Similar efforts were underway with Cohort 1 and 2 schools, but have been 
postponed due to the current Covid-19 pandemic. 


These data limitations should not significantly impact the ability to assess progress. There are 
other data sources that inform the progress of DELI implementation. Teacher impact survey and 
administrator interview data collected each year have provided stakeholders’ perceptions on the 
impact of the professional learning. The two fidelity of MTSS implementation administrations have 
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provided insight into schools areas of strength and weaknesses. These different data sets were used 
to triangulate the data and to assess implementation quality. The primary student data to be 
collected to assess progress are screening/benchmarking, tiered data, and state assessment data.  


E. Progress toward Achieving Intended Improvements 


E.1. Assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvements  
Significant infrastructure improvements have occurred over the last three years of DE SSIP 


implementation. Prior to the 2016-17 school year, the Delaware RTI Coalition researched MTSS 
systems and made recommendations to the DE DOE to inform RTI policy. In 2016-17, the SSIP 
Advisory Council incorporated members of the Delaware RTI Coalition to create the Delaware 
MTSS Advisory Council. In fall 2017, the SSIP Advisory Council was restructured to become the 
MTSS Advisory Council. Also in fall 2017, Delaware’s SPDG proposal was funded to provide much 
needed resources to fully implement the SSIP improvement strategies.  


The Delaware Positive Behavior Support Project (DE-PBS) project began in 1999 and sustained 
itself for twenty years.  The project began with a focus on supporting individual students, as schools 
would often request assistance in this area. The project utilized a train-the-trainer model with 
representative district level teams. Over the next few years, the focus shifted to supporting schools 
in creating a positive school system so fewer students need individual supports and that these 
individual supports would be more effective because they are implemented in a large system of 
School-wide support. Staff then began to provide more training and technical assistance at the 
school level. In 2002-2003, there was increased development of a larger infrastructure of technical 
assistance and training capacity in Delaware, to work with school teams. A DE-PBS Cadre of 
Coaches from active districts receive training and technical assistance from Project staff so they can 
in turn train and support schools in their district. Through the years that followed, a primary goal 
became to increase local capacity to support the schools implementing MTSS for behavior social-
emotional competencies, and positive school climate. 


The Delaware Department of Education was awarded a School Climate Transformation Grant 
(SCTG) in October 2014 by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Elementary and Secondary 
Education and the Office of Safe and Healthy Students. One of the primary goals of the grant is to 
increase the state’s capacity to provide training and technical assistance to enhance the capacity of 
LEAs to support schools’ implementation of multi-tiered behavioral frameworks (MTBF). Technical 
assistance is provided to district leadership teams in developing a district-wide action plan for 
developing and implementing MTSS in schools.   


Beginning in fall 2018, formal efforts began to align the existing MTSS behavioral initiatives 
with the emerging MTSS academic efforts under the DE SSIP and SPDG. The DE-PBS Project 
Coordinator has always been a member of the DE SSIP Advisory Council, but in fall 2018, she began 
to participate in MTSS Leadership Team meetings as well. The February 2019 MTSS Advisory 
Council meeting focused on the initial attempts to align the initiatives, with an initial step of 
creating one MTSS Advisory Council including members from the existing Advisory Councils related 
to academics and behavior.  
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As the DDOE continues to finalize state regulations related to RTI and MTSS, more stakeholders 
have been involved. DE SSIP staff have coordinated efforts with the MTSS Advisory Council and 
other stakeholders to develop the regulations. DDOE has also enlisted the support of a national 
expert as a consultant to the Leadership Team in developing the statewide MTSS Framework. 
During this reporting period, the Delaware Campaign for Grade Level Reading Committee was 
created to support Governor Carney’s priority of early literacy. The Committee was charged with 
creating a Delaware State Literacy Plan. The four strategic intents of the State Literacy Plan are 
listed are: Standards Aligned Core Instruction, Early Literacy Instruction and Intervention, High 
Quality Instructional Materials, and Educator Support through Institutes of Higher Education.  


Key activities focus on prekindergarten to grade 3, professional learning, transition from early 
childhood education to elementary school, parent and community engagement, and a clearly 
articulated MTSS framework. The planning team comprised of a group of stakeholders from every 
county and various roles, including the state SPDG/SSIP team as active members. The SPDG/SSIP 
staff bring particular knowledge and experience with the focus on early literacy instruction and 
intervention, parent and family engagement, and MTSS frameworks.  


To assess the degree to which the Institutes were implemented with fidelity, the two of the DELI 
Institutes conducted this year were observed by AIR staff. The results of the observations were 
reviewed with the Institute trainers and shared with the DE SSIP Coordinator and external 
evaluator. The coaching fidelity rubric has been identified, but not used at the time of this report. 


Baseline Data 


As discussed in Section B(1a), DELI coaches facilitated the initial completion of a baseline 
administration of the MTSS Fidelity of Implementation Rubric with Cohort 3 School 
Implementation Teams (SIT) and a parallel online survey was administered in spring 2019 for a 
second data point. The fidelity/needs assessment data collected from Cohort 1 and 2 schools were 
not compatible with data from the new instrument and are not included here. They are available in 
the 2018 DE Phase III report. The third administration of the MTSS Fidelity of Implementation 
Rubric will be in May 2020.  


Baseline data was collected in fall 2018 on the Explicit Instruction component of the 
Recognizing Effective Special Education Teachers (RESET) Rubrics, but we switched to the FCRR 
Principal Walkthrough Instrument this year. 


As discussed in Section C, during this reporting period, our primary quantitative data sources 
available to assess project outcomes are professional learning output data, training evaluation data, 
two data points from the MTSS and baseline data on the new literacy fidelity instruments, three 
administrations of the Teacher Impact Survey, administrator interviews from the Cohort 1 and 2 
schools, and state assessment data. For the first time, we have school screening/benchmarking data 
to assess intermediate student growth.  


Screening Data  


The DELI external evaluator and AIR staff have worked with participating schools to obtain 
student screening data. The expectation is that over the course of the year and across years, fewer 
students will be identified as high risk in reading. Schools have struggled to provide reliable data, 
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requiring extensive follow-up with school personnel to make sure the correct data are obtained. In 
early March 2020, the project evaluator met with principals and literacy specialists at each Cohort 3 
and 4 school to review their data. Shortly after those meetings occurred, schools were shut down 
due to the corona virus. We are confident that once schools resume, we will be able to collect the 
remaining needed data.  


Only two DELI schools have provided reliable data over a two year period. Both schools began 
DELI implementation in fall 2018, so the 2017-18 data serve as a baseline. Chart 27 displays the 
percentage of students identified as low, moderate, and high risk who were in first grade in 2017-
18, then in second grade in 2018-19. Chart 28 provides the same data for students who were in 
second grade in 2017-18, then in third grade in 2018-19. Our expectation of a greater percentage of 
students identified as low risk, in the green bars, would increase over time, and those identified as 
high risk, the red bars would increase. However, in Chart 27, the percentage of students identified 
as low risk decreased after one year of DELI implementation. The data from second-third grade 
students showed more promise as there was an increase of students identified as low risk and a 
decrease of students identified as high risk on the spring 2019 assessment. DELI coaches will 
continue to work with schools on strengthening core instruction and their intervention processes, 
as well as methods for strengthening databased decision making processes. These are all elements 
that can help in promoting a more expected distribution of students across the triangle. 


Chart 27: First - Second Grade - All Students 
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Chart 28: Second - Third Grade - All Students 
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Statewide Assessment Results 


In spring 2014, the DDOE and a large group of stakeholders competed Phase I of the SSIP 
process. The DE SSIP SIMR was to increase the percentage of third grade students with IEPs scoring 
proficient or higher on the reading sections of the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium 
(SBAC) and the Delaware Alternate Assessment, based on alternate achievement standards (DCAS-
ALT1). This process included establishing a baseline and targets for to assess Delaware’s SIMR. At 
that time, the SBAC was still in a pilot mode, with no official results to use in establishing the initial 
SIMR baseline and targets. 


During Phase II of the SSIP process, the initial SBAC results for the assessment conducted in 
spring 2015 were released. At that time, in spring 2016, the SIMR baseline and targets for the next 
three years were recalculated to reflect the SBAC scores for Delaware students with IEPs, again 
with the extensive stakeholder input. The DELI initiative would not begin until fall 2016, after the 
second SBAC administration. As a result, both the 2015 and 2016 SBAC results reflect baseline 
measures.  


Over the five years of Delaware’s SBAC administrations, the percentage of all third grade 
students scoring proficient on the SBAC reading assessment has decreased by 3.68% (see Chart 29). 
However, the proficiency rate for third grade students with IEPs taking the SBAC reading 
assessment between year one and year five showed virtually no change, with a decrease by only 
0.33%. The 2018 SBAC data for students with IEPs does not include students only receiving speech 
services, resulting in a much lower proficiency rate. The 2019 proficiency rate for Delaware 
students with IEPs was the highest since the implementation of DELI. It is important to note that at 
the time of this report, only 12 schools have been directly impacted by DELI implementation. 


Chart 29: Percent of Delaware Third Graders Scoring Proficient or Higher on the SBAC 
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After the first year of DELI implementation, during the 2017-18 school year, Delaware’s 
alternate assessment, the DCAS-ALT1, was replaced with the Delaware System of Student 
Assessment (DeSSA) Alternate Assessments, developed by the Dynamic Learning Maps (DLM) 
Consortium. As shown, in Chart 30 (on the next page), the new assessment was more rigorous and 
the percentage of students scoring proficient on the reading assessment dropped significantly, from 
52.78% in the last year of the DCA-ALT1, to 11.94% in the first year of DeSSA.  
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Chart 30: Percent of Delaware Third Graders Scoring Proficient or Higher on the Delaware 
Alternate Assessment 
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Delaware’s SIMR baseline and targets were established based on the DCAS-ALT1 data. As stated 


previously, Delaware’s current SIMR data is based both on the results of students with IEPs on the 
SBAC and on the DCAS-ALT1 (years 2015-2017) and the DeSSA assessment (2018 and 2019). The 
change in the alternate assessment, and the resulting much lower scores, had a negative effect on 
the DE SIMR in 2019. Chart 31 (on the next page) displays the results of students with IEPs on the 
SBAC and the DCAS-ALT1/DeSSA. The impact of alternate assessment results can be observed by 
looking at the 2017 and 2019 SBAC data for students with IEPs in Chart 29 and comparing that to 
the 2017 and 2019 results in Chart 31. While there were a smaller percentage of students with IEPs 
scoring proficient on the 2017 SBAC (21.46% - Chart 29), adding in the 52.78% proficiency rate for 
students on the 2017 DCAS/ALT-1 (Chart 30) increased the overall proficiency rate in 23.89% in 
the 2017 (Chart 31). In comparison, while the 2019 SBAC proficiency rates for students with IEPs 
was higher than in 2017 (Chart 29), the combined proficiency rates was lower in 2019 (21.42% - 
Chart 31). 


Chart 31 presents the statewide assessment averages, as well as the same data for DELI Cohort 
1 – 3 schools. Cohort 1 began in fall 2016, with Cohort 2 schools joining in spring 2017. Cohort 1 
and 2 schools had a large increase on the spring 2017 assessments, followed by a steep decline on 
the spring 2018 assessments. As with the state data discussed previously, the 2018 SBAC data for 
students with IEPs does not include students only receiving speech services. This coupled with a 
new, more rigorous alternate assessment, resulted in a much lower proficiency rate in 2018. 
However, on the spring 2019 assessment, the percentage of Cohort 1 and 2 students scoring 
proficient increased to 34.23%, higher than the baseline data in 2015 and 2016.  


Cohort 3 schools started in fall 2018, so only one assessment period is available to assess the 
impact of DELI professional learning. The 2018 Cohort 3 assessment data was impacted by the 
same factors as the state average and Cohort 1. While the 2019 Cohort 3 assessment results were 
higher than in 2018, the results were lower than in all other previous years.  
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Chart 31: Percent of Delaware Third Grader Students with IEPs Scoring Proficient or Higher 
on the SBAC and Delaware Alternate Assessment 
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Table 6 displays the targets, along with the actual DE third grade assessment results (SBAC and 


alternate assessment), for the five years of the DE SSIP. The data are presented showing the 
percentage of students who did not achieve proficiency.  


Table 6: Percent of DE 3rd Graders with IEPs Scoring below Proficiency on State Assessments 


FFY 2014 2015 2016 2017 FFY 17 FFY 18 FFY 19 
Assessment 


Administration - Spring 
2015 


Spring 
2016 


Spring 
2017 


Spring 
2018 


Spring 
2019 


Spring 
2020 


Number of 
Students Tested - 1,636 1,686 1,854 1,487 1,963 - 


Targets 74.69% 
(Baseline) 74.69% 73.69% 71.69% 69.69% 67.69% 67.69 


Data - 74.69 75.33% 76.11% 87.69% 77.94% - 


Change from 
Baseline - - +0.64% +1.42% +13.00 +3.25 - 


With the realization that the targets set in 2015, with only a year of actual data, are not 
appropriate in light of the annual data collected since then, the DE SSIP has spent the last two MTSS 
Advisory Council meetings focused on the review of assessment data results, the primary 
intervention, and the SIMR targets and actual data. There was discussion at the MTSS Advisory 
Council related to the fact that the alternate assessment changed. However, the stakeholders 
determined to maintain the current SIMR targets. There is agreement on a continued focus on early 
literacy, but the MTSS Advisory Council suggested caution in setting new targets, nor considering 
changes to the SIMR during this fourth Phase III extension year, until additional guidance about the 
SSIP going forward is received by OSEP. As a result, the FF9 target will remain the same as FFY 18. 


F. Plans for Next Year 
At the time of this report, Cohort 3 and 4 DE SSIP schools continue to benefit from professional 


learning activities, including sustained training and coaching, supported by evaluation activities. 
Intended outcomes include increased early literacy instructional capacity of school personnel and 
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improved implementation of MTSS. Next year, Cohort 3 and Cohort 4 schools will continue with 
data driven professional learning institutes as well as group and individual coaching aligned to the 
schools’ action plans. For Cohort 3 schools there will be an emphasis on sustainability as they 
progress into a consultative support model based on the schools’ specific needs. In addition, 
professional learning will build the capacity of district coaches to support early literacy and MTSS 
implementation at the school sites. 


The DDOE is actively planning for sustainability and scalability of our Delaware Early Literacy 
Initiative through collaborative planning with Curriculum, Instruction, and Professional 
Development workgroup at the DDOE. This includes but is not limited to DDOE, LEA, and district 
and school participation in state Literacy Coalition and Literacy Cadre. DELI is a significant 
component of the State Literacy Plan, an initiative of the state in support of reading by third grade. 
This comprehensive approach will ensure our efforts are focused on Delaware specific literacy 
needs and goals while building capacity and planning for sustainability.  


Recruiting efforts are currently a challenge. A new district, with seven elementary schools and 
an additional charter school, began participation in the 2018-2019 school year. Cohort 4, beginning 
in 2019-2020 school year, has increased supports to one charter school. The DDOE SSIP Project 
Directors continue to meet with potential LEAs and is also engaged in work with additional 
workgroups within the DDOE to recruit potential partnerships with Targeted Support and 
Improvement (TSI) or Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI) schools. 


During this reporting period, another challenge was a lack of consistency in the use of school 
implementation teams. While all Cohort 3 and 4 schools engaged a diverse team to participate in 
the needs assessment and action planning phase, these teams did not consistently meet following 
this process to lead the ongoing work. Instead, the sites relied on one or two main contacts at each 
school. For example, at one charter school, the main contacts have been the director of professional 
learning and the executive director, while at other schools, these contacts have been the principals 
or assistant principals. The lack of the use of implementation teams is a challenge that we plan to 
address prior to the 2020-21 schoolyear by meeting with school leaders to clarify expectations 
regarding the use of implementation teams and by supporting schools to develop plans for ensuring 
that an implementation team leads the DELI work at each school.   


The MTSS Leadership Team and Advisory Council will continue to advise the SSIP and the SPDG 
staff and provide feedback regarding implementation of the Delaware Early Literacy Initiative. The 
DE SSIP has been fully aligned with the Delaware’s 2017 SPDG initiative, to enhance SSIP 
implementation. These groups are engaged in work to support the alignment of the academic and 
behavior MTSS initiatives.  This alignment will promote a system that will address the whole child 
to improve outcomes for children with disabilities.  


Delaware will continue the aligned work with the Phase III evaluation plan, based on the logic 
models developed in Phase II. The evaluation plan has been refined during each of the last two 
years to better meet the needs of those providing professional learning and the evaluation team. 
This plan is provided to participating districts and schools at the initial orientation which allows 
participating districts and schools to have a full understanding of expectations and responsibilities 
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regarding data collection and reporting. All forms of data collected are reviewed and used by DDOE 
and AIR at weekly discussions to plan future action steps. 


The primary barrier to date has been LEA recruitment. The DDOE SSIP Project Directors are 
actively meeting with potential LEAs and is engaged in work within the DDOE to support LEAs with 
elementary schools in Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI) or Comprehensive Support and 
Improvement (CSI) status. 


 AIR continues to improve the evaluation process to get a more accurate measure of training 
impact on participant knowledge. The tools themselves are periodically reviewed and refined.  In 
addition, the most effective method of collecting data is assessed. This is evident though the 
continuing work on improving the pre/post Literacy Institute assessments and exploring additional 
data sources to utilize. AIR and the DDOE are also working with the participating schools to look at 
current data collection to determine how these may inform the initiative.   


Throughout Phase I, Phase II, and Phase III, the DDOE has partnered with OSEP technical 
assistance providers including the IDEA Data Center and the National Center for Systemic 
Improvement. This technical assistance has greatly contributed to the success of Delaware’s SSIP.  
The DDOE appreciates the support and looks forward to continuing these partnerships throughout 
Phase III.  







Appendix A 


DE SSIP Theory of Action 
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Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) SSIP Theory of Action 


Strands of Action If Then Then Then 


If DDOE models and provides information to LEA 
leaders about principles of Implementation Science to 
lead change,  


If effective DDOE and LEA leaders model and expect 
culturally competent literacy instruction and sensitivity to 
the needs of students and families, 


If DDOE develops partnerships and effective 
communication among the staff of the DDOE, school 
administrators, teachers and parent support agencies to 
provide early literacy and literacy strategies for 
families, 


Then LEAs and building leaders will model  and provide 
information to staff about change strategies to improve 
instruction in schools; 


Then teachers will demonstrate culturally competent 
literacy instruction with linguistic awareness and 
be more sensitive to students’ social/emotional needs; 


Then families will have access to information and training 
to increase their knowledge and skills to support early 
literacy and literacy practices; 


Then 
appropriate 
evidence-based 
reading 
strategies will 
be selected and 
provided to 
meet the unique 
needs of 
preschool-3rd 
grade SWD. 


. 


Then grade 3 
SWD will 
improve reading 
performance 


If DDOE provides a robust system of PD that supports 
implementation of literacy instruction in the Early 
Literacy Foundations and Common Core Standards 
using multi modal training, coaching, feedback, 
monitoring, data-based decision-making and 
evaluation, 


If DDOE provides training to the LEAs and preschool 
programs on diagnostic processes and alignment with 
instructional strategies including assessments and tools 
for the five components of reading, 


If DDOE communicates and holds high expectations 
for the performance of SWD,  


Then LEAs will provide ongoing PD using this robust 
system to support Early Literacy Foundations and 
Common Core Standards in its schools.  


Then the LEAs will provide training to assessors and 
teachers on these diagnostic processes and selection of 
instructional strategies based on individual student needs; 


Then LEA and building leadership will be accountable for 
higher levels of improved performance for SWD in 
reading; 


If the DDOE expects LEAs to use high quality 
data and data-based decision making, 


Then the State and LEA data management systems 
will be robust, consistent and flexible to accept and 
adapt for multiple sources of data, internal and 
external; 


If DDOE identifies a select subset of LEAs as first 
adopters and collaboratively partners with the LEAs to 
identify root causes to low reading achievement, and 
allocates differentiated, resources as appropriate, 


Then the LEA partners with selected school(s) to identify 
root causes of low reading achievement and combines 
local resources with DDOE’s resources to implement 
evidenced-based strategies with fidelity to address root 
causes;  
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Data Collection Timeline 
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DE SSIP Data Collection Timeline 
 


 July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March April May June 


Site Participant Form     X     X   


DELI Coaching Tracker X X X X X X X X X X X X 


Coaching Observation Checklist    X         


Participating Personnel Survey           X  
MTSS and Early Literacy Implementation Rubric and Needs 
Assessment – Annual Review           X  


MTSS for Early Literacy Survey    X      X   
Florida Center for 
Walkthroughs 


Reading Research Principal Reading    X      X   


Universal Screening Data    X    X    X 


Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) Data   X          


Data Collection Forms Used as Needed:  


• Training Evaluation Form 


• High-Quality Professional Development Checklist 


• Baseline Participant Survey  


• MTSS and Early Literacy Implementation Rubric and Needs Assessment – Baseline - Within two months of initial SIT meeting 
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Appendix C 


MTSS Leadership Team Participant List 
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Delaware Department of Education MTSS Leadership Team  


Name Representing 


Alfaro. Pamela 
Education Associate, Language Arts/Literacy & eLearning 


Curriculum, Instruction and Professional Development 
Delaware Department of Education 


Artzi, Lauren 
Delaware Early Literacy Initiative and MTSS Project Manager 


American Institutes for Research 


Baker-Sheridan, Amy 
Education Associate, English/Language Arts & Literacy 
Curriculum, Instruction and Professional Development 


Delaware Department of Education 


Boyer, Debby University of DE / Center for Disabilities Studies, 
DE-PBIS Co-Director, Director of School Aged Unit 


Garrett, Brent 
External Evaluator 
Garrett Consulting 


Hearn, Sarah 
University of DE / Center for Disabilities Studies, 


Delaware Positive Behavior Support Project 
School Climate & Student Success Project Coordinator 


Kelly, Kathy 
Director, 


Curriculum, Instruction and Professional Development 
Delaware Department of Education 


Marx, Teri 
MTSS Project 


American Institutes for Research 


Mieczkowski, Mary Ann 
Director 


Exceptional Children Resources 
Delaware Department of Education 


Pernol, Jalee 
Education Associate, General Supervision/ IDEA 


Exceptional Children Resources 
Delaware Department of Education 


Smith, Linda 
Education Associate, 


Exceptional Children Resources 
Delaware Department of Education 


Warthan, Donna 
MTSS Project 


American Institutes for Research 


Weingarten, Zachary 
MTSS Project 


American Institutes for Research 
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Appendix D 


MTSS Advisory Council Participant List 
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Delaware Department of Education 


Multi-Tiered System of Academic Supports Advisory Council 


Name 
 


Representing 
Alfaro, Pam Education Associate/ English/Language Arts & Literacy 


Curriculum, Instruction and Professional Development 
Delaware Department of Education 


Alonso, Mercedes Executive Director 
Academia Antonia Alonso Charter School 


Local Education Agency Staff 
Baker-Sheridan, Amy Education Associate/ English/Language Arts & Literacy 


Curriculum, Instruction and Professional Development 
Delaware Department of Education 


Berry, Susan Early Childhood 
Administrator 


Local Education Agency Staff 
Boyer, Debby Center for Disability Studies 


University of Delaware 
State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 


Brown, Cindy Education Associate, IDEA 619/ECAP 
Exceptional Children Resources 


Delaware Department of Education 
Burgoyne, Lawanda District School Improvement Specialist  


Capital School District 
Local Education Agency Staff 


Campbell, Susan Part C Assistant Coordinator 
Social Service Administrator Birth to Three Early Intervention System Part C  


State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 
Carroll, Donna District Coach for MTSS 


Brandywine School District 
Local Education Agency Staff 


Celestin, Sarah Director of Special Education Services 
Red Clay School District 


Local Education Agency Staff 
Corbett, Jessilene Supervisor of Instruction for Secondary Education 


Caesar Rodney School District 
Local Education Agency Staff 


Davis, Jennifer Education Associate 
Student Services and Special Populations 


Delaware Department of Education 
Dowell, Marcia Transition Cadre 


Caesar Rodney School District 
Local Education Agency Staff 


Eller, Karen GACEC/Teacher 
Christina School District 


State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 
Evans, Catherine Kindergarten Teacher/NextGen Lead Science Teacher 


Smyrna School District 
Local Education Agency Staff 
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Name Representing 
Gleason, Caitlin Education Associate 


Office of Early Learning 
Delaware Department of Education 


Haberstroh, Susan Director 
School Support Services 


Delaware Department of Education 
Hearn, Sara Center for Disability Studies 


University of Delaware 
State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 


Hudson, Tracy 


State 


Coordinator 
University of Delaware 
Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 


Huebner, Melody 
In


Math  Specialist 
dian River School District 


State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 
Jackson, Michelle Education Associate:  Special Populations 


Office of Assessment 
Delaware Department of Education 


Kashner, Sarah District Compliance Specialist 
Red Clay School District 


Local Education Agency Staff 
Kelly, Kathy Director 


Curriculum, Instruction and Professional Development 
Delaware Department of Education 


Lancour, Crystal Supervisor of Math Curriculum and Instruction 
Colonial School District 


Local Education Agency Staff 
Lawler, Teri School Psychologist 


Red Clay School District 
Local Education Agency Staff 


Lawson, Lisa Director , Special Education and Student Supports 
Brandywine School District 


State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 
Maxwell, Bernardette Supervisor of Special Programs 


Lake Forest School District 
State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 


Mieczkowski, Mary Ann Director 
Exceptional Children Resources 


Delaware Department of Education 
Norris, Mary Community Member 


Advocate of Students with Disabilities 
Other 


Paxson, Maria Education Associate 
Title III & Migratory Students  


Delaware Department of Education 
Pernol, Jalee Education Associate, Unique 


Exceptional Children Resources 
Delaware Department of Education 


Roberts, Niki Instructional Coach 
University of Delaware 
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Name Representing 
State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 


Saylor, Michael 


Delaw


Education Associate 
Educator Effectiveness 
are Department of Education 


Scannell, Jill Administrator 
Newark Charter School 


Local Education Agency Staff 
Schreiber, Cathy Literacy Specialist 


Capital School District 
Local Education Agency Staff 


Smith, Linda Education Associate, Unique Alternatives & Instructional Behavior Support 
Exceptional Children Resources 


Delaware Department of Education 
Strauss, Wendy Governor’s Advisory Council for Exceptional Citizens 


State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 


Surratte, Meedra Executive Director 
Parent Information Center 


State Agencies/Stakeholder Groups  
Thompson, Verna Community Member 


Advocate of Early Learners 
Other 


Tsatsaronis, Christina 


State 


Instructional Coach 
Christina School District 
Agencies/Stakeholder Groups 


Veenema, Susan Education Associate 
Exceptional Children Resources 


Delaware Department of Education 
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DE SSIP Data Collection Guide 
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DELAWARE SPDG/SSIP 
DE SPDG/SSIP EVALUATION FORMS 


 


Project Management  
 


Form Due Date Process 


Site Participant Form—List of 
participating district and school 
personnel, including the contact 
person for district/school, coach, list of 
participating staff, and roles for each 
participating staff. 


Annually, by 
November 1st 
and updated by 
March 1st 


The Site Participant Form is completed by DELI 
coaches for their respective districts and schools 
each year. Record the individuals implementing 
SPDG initiatives and their role. Coaches submit this 
information to the external evaluator.  


MTSS and DELI Coaching Trackers—An 
online tool for DELI coaches to enter 
information about training, meetings, 
coaching, and other site activities.  


On-going, the 
last day of each 
month 


Coaches and SPDG staff enter SPDG professional 
learning activities (training, meetings, coaching, 
data, etc.) into the MTSS or DELI Coaching Tracker. 
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Professional Learning Evaluation 
Form Due Date Process 


Training Evaluation—Survey On-going Any SPDG training event needs a training evaluation form.  
completed to gauge the degree to 
which the training objectives were 
met, adult learning principles were 
used, participant satisfaction with 
training, and learning measures before 
and after training. 


The person responsible for the training should contact the 
evaluators at least five days prior to the training. An 
agenda and/or a list of objectives is needed to develop the 
evaluation form. The evaluators will create the evaluation 
form, either online or paper-and-pencil. For paper-and-
pencil surveys, the trainer copies the evaluation and 


 administer the survey either before and at the end of the 
training, or at the end of the training. The evaluators will 
provide guidance as to when to administer the surveys. 
If the survey asks participants rate their knowledge before 
and after the training, please note with participants that 
the “After” is first and the “Before” is second. 
Completed surveys and a sign-in sheet should be sent to 
the external evaluator. 


Observation of High-Quality On-going Using the HQPD Checklist, the DDOE SPDG Project 
Professional Development Checklist Directors will observe trainers once a year, or when 
(HQPD Checklist)—A fidelity tool for delivering a new training. After each observation, the 
evaluating the fidelity and quality of observer will share the results of the HQPD Checklist and 
training.  provide feedback.  


Directions for completing the form are found on the HQPD 
Checklist. 


Completed Checklists should be sent to the external 
evaluator following observations. 


Coaching Observation Checklist—A On-going Using the Coaching Observation Checklist, DDOE and AIR 
fidelity tool for evaluating the quality leadership staff will observe each coach once each school 
of coaching. year, provided coaching is conducted with fidelity. For 


instances when coaching is not at fidelity, an action plan 
(http://www.researchcollaboration.org and follow-up observation will be scheduled. After each 
/page/coaching-observation-checklist) observation, the results are provided, along with feedback 


to the coaches.  
Completed observations should be sent to the external 
evaluator following the observation. 


DE SPDG/SSIP Participating Personnel Baseline at The baseline survey will be administered at the start of the 
Survey (PPS) - An online survey to initial training initial training, The baseline survey only includes questions 
provide feedback on (1) participant 
satisfaction and the usefulness, 
quality, and relevance of training, 


Annually, in 
April/May 


about participants’ literacy knowledge and skills, school 
literacy climate, and expectations for students.  
 In late spring each year, the evaluators will send 


coaching, and other SPDG activities individuals who have participated in SPDG activities 
and (2) participant rating of their (school, district, and state staff, parents, etc.) a follow-up 
relevant knowledge and skills, school survey with a link to the online PPS (PPS). Participants who 
literacy climate, and expectations for have not completed the survey will receive one reminder 
students. This includes families, as well message.  
as school personnel.  
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Implementation Evaluation Measures 
Form Due Date Process 


MTSS and Early Literacy Baseline DELI coaches will facilitate the collection of fidelity data 
Implementation Rubric and Needs completed with School Implementation Teams, once during a 
Assessment Interview —A rubric for within two school’s first year and once near the end of the school’s 
monitoring school-level fidelity of months of involvement in the project.  
MTSS implementation. It is 
accompanied by a worksheet with 
guiding questions for a school’s 
leadership team. 


initial contact 
with schools. 


Follow-up 
administration 


The Needs Assessment Interview will be used to gather 
initial fidelity data, prior to the completion of the MTSS 
and Early Literacy Implementation Rubric. Together, the 
team and coach determine the extent of the 


at the end of 
the final year 
of work with a 
school. 


implementation of project activities. The DELI coach will 
then use the findings from the Needs Assessment 
Interview to complete the MTSS and Early Literacy 
Implementation Rubric. 


Scores for each school will be submitted to the external 
evaluator. 


MTSS for Early Literacy Survey Administered 
in the spring of 
the first year, 
of 
participation 
in the project. 


Each spring, an online survey based on the MTSS and 
Early Literacy Implementation Rubric will be 
administered to the School Implementation Team, with 
the results reported on the MTSS and Early Literacy 
Implementation Rubric 


This survey will be completed in the spring of a school’s 
first year of participation in the project. They will provide 
a pulse check for School Implementation Teams. The 
surveys are to be completed through Survey Monkey. 


Florida Center for Reading Research Fall and spring DELI coaches will use these rubrics to conduct 
Principal Reading Walkthroughs each year observations of at least half of the participating 


teachers’ reading instruction twice each year. The same 
teachers will be observed in the fall and the spring. 
Coaches will choose the appropriate rubric depending on 
the focus of coaching at that school and will coordinate 
with the teacher to ensure that the observed lesson 
matches the focus of the rubric that is used.  


Completed rubrics are to be submitted to the external 
evaluator. 
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Outcome Data  


Form Due Date Process 


Universal Screening Data-- After each Schools collect universal screening data for all 
Standardized assessment to show screening students three times a year.  
student progress in reading/ELA for 
all students.  


administration DELI coaches will work with school administrators 
to gather screening data results. Screening data 
should be disaggregated by students with IEPs, ELs, 
and grade level. 


Screening data are to be shared with the external 
evaluator, although all names and student 
identification numbers are to be removed prior to 
sharing.  


Smarter Balanced Assessment Each fall, when The DDOE SPDG/SSIP Project Director will access 
Consortium (SBAC) Data—State SBAC data are third grade SBAC results for students with IEPs in 
assessment administered annually released participating schools.  
to students. Data will be shared with the external evaluator, 


although all names and student identification 
numbers will be removed prior to sharing. 


 
Key Performance Measures 


 
• By the end of the project, 18 schools have been selected and have implemented MTSS. 
• Annually, on the Delaware SPDG participating personnel survey, 80% of school-level 


participating personnel report training was high-quality, relevant, and useful. 
• Annually, on the Delaware SPDG participating personnel survey, 80% of school-level 


participating personnel report the training increased their skills to support MTSS 
implementation. 


• Annually, on the participating personnel survey, 80% of participating school-level coaching 
recipients report the coaching enhanced their knowledge of MTSS. 


• Annually, on the participating personnel survey, 80% of participating school-level coaching 
recipients report the coaching enhanced their skills to support MTSS implementation. 


• Annually, on the participating personnel survey, 80% of school personnel report they are 
more confident to use data (i.e., progress monitoring and benchmarking data) to inform 
instruction. 


• Each year, professional development (training & coaching) is implemented with 90% fidelity. 
• Annually, through the administrator interviews, 80% of participating school administrators 


report they have greater capacity to support and sustain MTSS practices. 
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Data Collection Timeline 
 


 July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March April May June 


Site Participant Form     X     X   


DELI Coaching Tracker X X X X X X X X X X X X 


Coaching Observation Checklist    X         


Participating Personnel Survey           X  
MTSS and Early Literacy Implementation Rubric and Needs 
Assessment – Annual Review           X  


MTSS for Early Literacy Survey    X      X   
Florida Center for 
Walkthroughs 


Reading Research Principal Reading    X      X   


Universal Screening Data    X    X    X 


Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) Data   X          


Data Collection Forms Used as Needed:  


• Training Evaluation Form 


• High-Quality Professional Development Checklist 


• Baseline Participant Survey  


• MTSS and Early Literacy Implementation Rubric and Needs Assessment – Baseline - Within two months of initial SIT meeting 
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Appendix F 


DE SSIP Data Collection Guide for Schools 
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Delaware Early Literacy Initiative (DELI) Evaluation Processes  


September 17, 2019 


 


Purpose 


The purpose of the evaluation is to assess the quality and impact of DELI professional learning. To do so, 
we must collect data from school personnel and students in participating schools. Personally identifiable 
information will not be used in any reporting. Data gathered will not inform or contribute to the school 
or school personnel’s evaluation system.  


Satisfaction and Impact Survey 


DELI Participating Personnel Survey (PPS) – Staff participating in the initiative will receive an online 
survey to gather feedback on the usefulness, quality, and relevance of training, coaching, and other DELI 
activities, as well as their overall satisfaction with these activities. In addition, the survey will contain 
items assessing the fidelity of MTSS and early literacy implementation to be addressed by members of 
the school implementation team. This survey is administered in late February or early March each year. 


Implementation Data 


MTSS and Early Literacy Implementation Rubric and Needs Assessment— The school implementation 
team will work with the DELI coach to complete a needs assessment to inform coaching and training 
activities and provide a baseline measure of MTSS implementation. The baseline measure will be 
completed shortly after the start of professional learning. As discussed in the previous paragraph, an 
interim assessment will be conducted via the PPS. A final needs assessment will be conducted near the 
end of schools’ participation in DELI. 


Student Outcome Data 


Universal Screening Data-- School administrators will report fall, winter, and spring screening data 
results for participating classrooms/grades, including data for the subgroups of students with disabilities 
and English learners (EL). Data will be collected at the end of each screening period. 


Tiered Data – School administrators will report the number/percentage of all students moving across 
and within tiers of intervention. If possible, data for the subgroups of students with disabilities and 
English learners (EL) should also be submitted. Data will be collected after the first and last screening 
period. 
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Appendix G 


May 2019 Teacher Survey Qualitative Feedback 
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Cohort 1 


Please list one impact that has occurred as a result of your participation in DELI? 


Increased Use of Strategies 
• Participation in DELI provided opportunities to learn strategies that helped enhance instruction. 
• Several teachers in special areas - SPED and ELL - have used more effective strategies.  
• Good discussion in PLC- sharing of strategies especially for our ELL population. 
• I have developed and learned different skills to use in the classroom.  
• More strategies used. 


Impact on RTI Implementation 
• I have a better understanding about the process of RTI. 
• I have learned more about the intervention process. 
• Starting an RTI process. 


Has Not Helped 
• We are currently doing weekly PLC's in reading that discuss how to get our kids on reading level 


using different strategies.  The DE Early Literacy Initiative is not something we need during our 
PLC's when he have such amazing resources from The American Reading Company's curriculum 
that our district purchased.  


• It has not helped. 


Miscellaneous 
• Progress monitoring weekly & biweekly— collecting data in an organized and consistent manner  
• The coaching was the most beneficial part, and she provided individualized assistance to 


administration and teachers when she was in the building. 
• Students are held accountable in terms of their personal reading growth over the school year. 
• DELI has made us more effective at addressing the literacy needs of the students we serve. 
• It was several years ago but it did impact my implementation of core curriculum. 


 


What can be done to improve the DELI professional learning? 


More Onsite Coaching 
• Stick to coaching sessions. The time we gathered as a group in Dover was not useful. The 


information was too basic and was not deemed useful by the majority of participants in our 
school. 


• To have the facilitators visit and demonstrate various strategies being taught in the classroom. 
Also continue to observe and provide important feedback to the teacher. 


• Continued support throughout the year for how to properly use interventions. 
• More in person training during the school year. 


Miscellaneous 
• More flexibility in topics that are addressed. We know about multiple tiers; we need to move 


beyond that to more specifics. 
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• Go to schools that don't have the resources or right curriculum to help their students.  
• I wish I knew more about DELI, and implementing the education ideas. 
• Change up the whole program to be beneficial for teachers.  
• More training opportunities. 


 


Cohort 2 


Please list one impact that has occurred as a result of your participation in DELI? 


Impact on Teaching Reading 
• It's helped to expose general classrooms teachers to the concept of academic language and the 


importance of its instruction. It has also helped bridge the conversation that every teacher is a 
language teacher because language is so inextricably tied to content and assessment of content.  


• We are able to see what is missing in the IRLA curriculum framework (5 components of reading 
are not all represented)... Penny was able to share the importance of phonics and phonemic 
awareness at all levels of elementary school.  


• We are more aware of the expectations of early readers and we have been able to obtain the 
curriculum materials and the assessment platform that the district uses for their elementary age 
students.   


• Every student in my class is read to or independently reading, at home, everyday/week night. 
• Being new to school and curriculum, DELI coach helped to focus on individual skills to teach. 
• I prepare visuals and write possible questions before I read a book to my students (daily).  
• Better understanding of strategies to promote early literacy in children. 
• I have added more literacy opportunities within play based activities.  
• Setting literacy goals and following through with them. 
• Increased amount of books read to students.  


Impact on Vocabulary Use 
• I am more aware of vocabulary and teach it more frequently than I did before. 
• More robust vocabulary instruction.  
• Extra emphasis on vocabulary. 
• Vocabulary focus. 


Impact on Student Reading 
• Kids are reading by choice and excited about books and words like never before.  
• Students are reading more often on their own and excited about it.  
• Increased reader engagement and reading culture. 


Has Not Helped 
• I found the DELI program to be redundant.  Having been a teacher for over 20 years, I found it 


demeaning to have administration have someone come in to "help" me integrate literacy into 
my classroom.  I have taught a number of subjects throughout my years of teaching, and I have 
always found a way to include literacy in all of my subjects. I think the DELI program would be 
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very useful to new teachers who have not been teaching for a number of years as they are not 
always aware of the resources available to them.   


• None at this time 


Miscellaneous 
• Validation that the collection and interpretation of data is ongoing and should happen 


frequently and formative data collection has many forms.  
• We participated in a lesson student involving writing and research. 
• Carry over of activities into daily instruction 


 
 
What can be done to improve the DELI professional learning? 


Improved Professional Learning 
• Continue to work with different grade levels in practical strategies to help students of all 


abilities and backgrounds achieve in the classroom.  General language development strategies 
can support all learners in the classroom.  


• Provide the DELI program to newer and younger teachers who do not have experience in 
knowing how to integrate literature into multiple subject areas. 


• Specialists need to work with students 5 days a week. This could be broken into 4 days with Tier 
2 and 3 students and 1 day with Tier 1 advance students. 


•  In addition to observing teachers interacting with students, maybe the coach could plan a 
lesson and show how he/she would do it with students 


• Coaches could be more familiar with the curriculum we are using at our school. 
• Focus on importance of phonemic awareness and phonics in early grades. 
• Less talking at us...maybe model lessons  


More Professional Learning 
• Keep resources and information flowing to the staff. 
• More frequent meetings/coaching. 
• More training and resources. 
• More resources. 


More Feedback 
• More individual feedback from classroom observation on how we can improve upon different 


elements of early literacy. Less handouts during training sessions.  
• I like how our coach gives us feedback from the positive things we do, but I would like her to 


point at the weaknesses I have reading. 
• I would like to get a feedback on what I am doing wrong. Trainer only focuses on the positive. 


More of a Focus on Students with Disabilities 
• I would like more strategies geared toward student with learning disabilities and special needs. 
• Gear instruction more towards students with disabilities (specifically, autism) 
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Miscellaneous 
• Teachers need to have more freedom to change the books being currently used to more 


rigorous reads for the research questions.   
• More time to work with students as well as coach during instruction time  
• Not sure (2) 
• N/A (2) 


 


Cohort 3 


Please list one impact that has occurred as a result of your participation in DELI? 


Impact on Teaching Reading 
• I am able to write my lesson plans with a more explicit literacy format for the students, which 


will guide the lesson from the level at which the students are to where we want them to be. 
• DELI has taught me different ways to differentiate instruction for a wide range of students and 


different progress monitoring strategies to utilize.  
• I am keeping more data that allows me the opportunity to reflect on re-teaching the topics the 


students are struggling with. 
• Resurfaced knowledge of a reading literacy program that I was involved in years ago. 
• I have become more aware on what I need to work on myself and an educator.   
• Learning about early elementary interventions for decoding and fluency.  
• Focus on the importance of early phonics instruction and best practices. 
• Better understanding of students' acquisition of reading skills. 
• Teaching students of all different academic levels effectively. 
• Differentiation has become a daily practice in my classroom. 
• Understanding the components for literacy instruction. 
• Gained focus on phonics instruction.  
• Differentiating phonics instruction. 


Resources/Strategies Provided 
• I have resources and direction which as advanced my ability to teach specific information to 


address/ meet a student's need. 
• I liked the resources that were provided to enhance and strengthen our phonics, fluency, and 


vocabulary instruction.  
• Teacher are using strategies shared by DELI coaches in math to differentiate instruction. Using 


different strategies with EL instruction.  
• New strategies were implemented in working with students of varying abilities.  
• Some new ideas for small group independent instruction.  
• Increased strategies that I can use with students. 


Impact on Vocabulary Use 
• I am using new and specific vocabulary strategies more intentionally during instruction. 
• I have focused on vocabulary strategies more often during my teaching. 
• One new strategy to teach vocabulary. 
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• Direct vocabulary instruction for ELs. 
• Vocabulary implicit instruction. 
• Vocabulary knowledge. 


Working with English Language Learners 
• DELI has been useful for partnering with my co teacher to support cultural aspects second 


language learners.  
• Help with Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) strategies. 
• Multiple strategies to use with students as ELs and spec education. 
• EL support. 


Use of MTSS Practices 
• This year I had students leaving my room for MTSS at various times during the morning.  I was 


very thankful that our reading instructors could take all of them and were flexible in their times. 
• Improved communication between RtI interventions and core reading program. 
• Understanding how to use progress monitoring data to inform instruction. 
• Reevaluated our MTSS process. 


Better Use of PLCs 
• Collaboration between grade level teachers in PLCs. 
• More organized PLCs. 


Has Not Helped 
• It felt the entire program was poorly implemented.  It had no impact on my instruction or my 


students. 


Miscellaneous 
• Comunicación a través de los sonidos e imagenes conjuntamente, para lograr una  mayor fluidez 


en el aprendizaje. (Communication through sounds and images together, to achieve greater 
fluency in learning.) 


• Small groups designed to meet each student's needs were developed. 
• Self-reflection on how I monitor students and give them feedback. 
• The information presented was a good refresher. 
• Florida Center for Reading Research 
• N/A 


 


What can be done to improve the DELI professional learning? 


More Modeling 
• Strong training and modeling for the teachers. Model what you expect to see from the teachers.  
• An improvement would be to model specific and research- based strategies that have already 


been adapted to Benchmark and/or Bridges.  
• More training on DELI and modeling. More classroom support during small groups, example 


having a para.   
• Watching the instructors implement teaching strategies to the classroom.  
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• More time to observe a coach/trainer model a strategy with your class.  
• I would like to see the strategies modeled more in the classroom. 
• Modeling of effective strategies. 


Improved Professional Learning 
• More hands on, more in the moment, I would do well with an instruction period followed by a 


Make-n-Take session to ready the materials for classroom use.   Tangible/ visual materials to use 
directly in the classroom post PD helps me to keep the material learned in mind and more likely 
to use or research other materials to use when I am planning instruction. 


• More teacher time to prepare for re-teaching or data preparation. Maybe a professional 
development meeting one morning and the next morning is time to reflect and collect data or 
make reteach plans.  


• Professional development appeared rushed due to time constraints. Choosing less to cover.  
• Clearly defined goals. Differentiated training. Effective follow-up. 
• Making a focus effort in one area.  
• Real time instruction. 


More Strategies 
• Providing resources and ideas for better implementation.   Something for consistency.  Clear 


evidence of trial and error of success.  What works? 
• Continue giving useful on-line sites for activities and information. 
• Share more strategies that are more relevant to teaching Math! 
• Strategies should be use with all students.  
• More time to practice strategies.  


Better Understanding of Schools’ Needs 
• Find out what we already have implemented so we can move on to other topics we need to 


focus more on. Strategies and techniques tend to be repeated over and over and others are 
never discussed. 


• A lot of group planning time was lost this year because of presentations of material most 
teachers have already been implementing.  


• More customized for individual school needs 


More Focus on Students with Disabilities and English Language Learners 
• How support the students that are not making progress and what interventions are the best to 


use. 
• Provide more support with students with disabilities who also have EL identified difficulties.  
• More of a focus on best practices for ELL. 
• Continue with SIOP implementation. 
• Specifically address ELL learners.  


Grade-Level Concerns 
• More consistency across grade levels and programs....we didn't know what went on in MTSS, 
• Making sure the training can be applicable to all grade levels that are present at the training. 
• More time to collaborate with grade level teachers. 


61







 
 


Improved Communication 
• Involve teachers more in the decision making process and not just a small, select group of admin 


and coordinators who are never actually in the classroom working with students. 
• I believe there needs to be more communication on how MTSS supports the core curriculum. 
• Better/more direct communication with teachers.   


Begin Earlier in the Year 
• I think the only thing I would recommend is that the training and resources provided be given 


more towards the beginning of the year, rather than at the end... Only so that we had more time 
and opportunities to implement the resources that were given to us!  


• Start earlier. 


Miscellaneous 
• Comprometer a los padres y representantes a formar parte del proceso educativo de sus hijos y 


a trabajar en conjunto con las instituciones en pro de la educación efectiva. (Commit parents 
and representatives to be part of the educational process of their children and to work together 
with the institutions in favor of effective education.) 


• Support with grouping our students. Support with assessment modification. 
• More research on brain development and the process of learning to read. 
• More time to actually plan and use resources that tie into our curriculum.   
• Make it relevant.  
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		Introduction 

		This report provides data and analyses on professional learning activities for the 2018-19 school year, as well as activities from July through December 2019. This report was developed through collaboration with the DE Department of Education (DE DOE), Garrett Consulting, LLC (the SSIP external evaluator), and the SSIP professional learning providers from the American Institutes for Research (AIR). 

		A. 2020 Summary of Phase III 

		A.1: Theory of action or logic model for the SSIP, including the SIMR  

		The Delaware  State-identified Measurable Result (SIMR) is to increase the literacy proficiency of students with disabilities in K-3rd grade, as measured by a decrease in the percentage of 3rd grade students with disabilities scoring below proficiency on Delaware’s statewide assessments. To accomplish this goal, the DE SSIP Theory of Action developed in Phase 1 (Appendix A) focuses on four strands: school leadership, Common Core, transparent data, and supports for struggling schools. Eight improvement strat

		During Phase II, eight logic models were developed to determine the inputs, outputs, and outcomes expected for each of the eight improvement strategies. A project-level logic model was then developed to eliminate redundancy across improvement strategies and to prioritize outcomes to address in Phase III (included in previous Phase III reports). Data collection tools have been developed to assess the impact of the DE SSIP on those intended outcomes.  

		A.2: The coherent improvement strategies or principle activities employed during the year, including infrastructure improvement strategies  

		Each of the eight improvement strategies discussed above were implemented to various degrees during Phase III. Most of the SSIP focus during this reporting period was on the third and fourth years of implementation of the Delaware Early Literacy Initiative (DELI). DELI focuses on improving the implementation of evidence-based literacy instruction within a multi-tiered system of support (MTSS). DELI is implemented through a cohort model in which each cohort receives three years of professional learning suppo

		The components of DELI include the development of school implementation teams, an MTSS needs assessment that guided the creation of action plans, Literacy Institutes, and job-embedded coaching. The professional learning system is based on implementation science, addresses cultural competence, and infuses high expectations for all students into all professional learning. 

		Professional learning activities have been aligned with the Learning Forward Professional Development Standards and Guskey’s five levels of professional development evaluation. The following sections provide detail about the components of the professional learning system.  

		Implementation Teams. Implementation teams are important drivers of change at the school level that lead the implementation and development of evidence-based practices (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, & Friedman, 2005). DELI schools develop an implementation team composed of key school and district staff, including both special education and general education teachers, reading specialists, and building administrators. These teams are supported by a project coach for that building. The teams lead the work of implement

		Needs Assessment and Action Planning. In all cohorts, each school begins their work with DELI by engaging in a needs assessment and action planning process. At the beginning of the 2018-19 school year, the four Cohort 3 schools each conducted a comprehensive needs assessment (using a modified version of the Center for RTI Integrity Rubric and Worksheet) focused on gathering and analyzing data in the following areas: assessments, data-based decision making, multilevel instruction, infrastructure and support 

		Figure 1. Overview of DELI Activities   

		Following the needs assessment at each school, action plan meetings were conducted with the implementation team at each school. The teams used data from the needs assessments as a starting point for a discussion about how professional development activities from AIR professional development providers could best support the language and literacy progress of K–3 students. Based on the needs assessment data and this discussion, implementation teams identified two to three priority areas relating to language an

		Literacy Institutes. During this reporting period, eight early literacy workshops for K–3 teachers were held, impacting the four Cohort 3 and one Cohort 4 schools. The workshops were informed by evidence-based professional learning practices and principles of adult learning. Research demonstrates that effective professional learning initiatives for teachers include a focus on implementing evidence-based instructional practices, integrating active learning, and providing teachers with opportunities to adapt 

		The Literacy Institutes focused on essential elements of MTSS and evidence-based language and literacy instruction within MTSS. During the eight Literacy Institutes conducted during this reporting period, participants engaged in learning related to the core components of MTSS including screening, multi-tiered prevention system, progress monitoring, and data-based decision making. Participants learned about using data to inform instructional decision making for students and were introduced to a variety of st

		Participants engaged in discussions and activities related to assessment and instruction in MTSS, the building blocks of literacy, and support of struggling learners in core literacy instruction. Participants connected their learning and teaching practice through goal-setting activities and lesson plan analysis during the workshop.  

		Job-Embedded Coaching. A subset of teachers and leaders also took part in job-embedded coaching activities, including individual teacher coaching using structured observations and plan-do-study-act cycles; and, group coaching events, such as topical PLC meetings, data team meetings, and engagement with lesson study groups. Job-embedded coaching is individualized to meet the needs of participating teachers and focuses on improving teachers’ ability to deliver high-quality literacy instruction. 

		Formation of the MTSS Leadership Team. A state-level MTSS Leadership Team was formed in the 2017-18 school year to lead the implementation of MTSS in the state. The team includes personnel with academic and behavioral expertise, key DDOE leadership personnel, and professional learning partners. The team met seven times during this reporting period. The primary focus of the MTSS Leadership Team over the last year has been on the defining of MTSS and on the alignment between the work of academic and behavior 

		 

		A.3: The specific evidence-based practices that have been implemented to date. 

		MTSS Implementation  

		All four schools implemented key elements of MTSS in reading during this reporting period. Each school used a screening process three times per year to identify students at risk for poor reading outcomes. In addition, each school used screening and diagnostic data to inform the development of intervention groups for students identified as needing support in reading. Schools varied in their processes for making data-based decisions, providing reading intervention, and progress monitoring. All school sites us

		Evidence-Based Early Literacy Instruction 

		Classroom observations during this reporting period indicate that participating teachers implemented several evidence-based practices for early literacy instruction The Florida Center for Reading Research (FCRR) Principal Walkthrough Checklists were used to collect data on the implementation of evidence-based early literacy practices. Data collected in fall and winter of 2019-20 indicate that teachers were implementing literacy practices with fidelity. For example, in the Teacher Instruction domain, 66% of 

		Evidence-Based Professional Learning Practices 

		The eight Literacy Institutes and follow-up coaching were informed by evidence-based practices for professional learning and adult learning principles. At the Literacy Institutes, participants had opportunities to reflect on evidence-based instructional practices and consider ways that these practices could be adapted to fit their classroom context. Survey data from the Literacy Institutes indicate that participants largely felt that their learning needs were met. Similarly, observations of trainers indicat

		A.4: Brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes  

		Below is a brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes below, with more detail provided in Section B.  

		Evaluation Coordination 

		Evaluation was a standing item at each of the eight MTSS Leadership Team meeting conducted during this reporting period. Topics included an ongoing review of the status of the SSIP evaluation plan, drafting/revising data collection instruments, examining output and outcome data, and preparing for the Phase III report submission. The external evaluator at Garrett Consulting, LLC facilitated the evaluation discussions, with involvement with AIR and DDOE staff.  

		More specifically, there is ongoing coordination between the external evaluator and with the AIR internal evaluator. They communicate by phone and e-mail on an ongoing basis, many times a month. The AIR evaluator serves as a conduit of information and specific data between the AIR coaches and the external evaluator, making sure there is clear communication on expectations and responsibilities related to evaluation.  

		Training Evaluation & Fidelity Materials 

		To assess the impact of SSIP Literacy Institutes, pre/post-tests were used for four of the eight DELI Institutes during this reporting period, with two additional Institutes just using a post-test. The amount of time available for Institutes has been shortened from full-day Institutes with Cohort 1, to half-day Institutes or less. As a result, we are transitioning from using pre/post tests for these shorter Institutes. Instead, on the year-end Teacher Impact Survey, we will include a retrospective pre/post-

		To make certain the Literacy Institutes were conducted with best practices for training and are aligned to the DELI content, AIR trainers were observed by a colleague to assess the degree to which the Institutes was implemented with fidelity. The High-Quality Professional Development Training (HQPD) was used to assess training fidelity.  The results of the observations were reviewed with the Institute trainers as a reflection opportunity, and also shared with the DE SSIP Coordinator and external evaluator. 

		1



		1 High-Quality Professional Development Training (HQPD). 2015. Noonan, Gaumer-Erickson, Brussow, & Langham, University of Kansas. 

		1 High-Quality Professional Development Training (HQPD). 2015. Noonan, Gaumer-Erickson, Brussow, & Langham, University of Kansas. 

		2  

		http://www.researchcollaboration.org/page/coaching-observation-checklist





		Coaching Evaluation & Fidelity Materials 

		The Coaching Observation Checklist, created by University of Kansas researchers will be used to assess the quality and alignment of DELI coaching beginning in fall 2020. Using this tool, DDOE and AIR leadership staff will observe each coach once each school year to determine if coaching is conducted with fidelity. After each observation, the results are shared, along with feedback to the coaches. Coaching is also evaluated through the annual Teacher Impact Survey.  

		2



		Fidelity of Intervention – MTSS Components 

		The MTSS Leadership Team adopted the National Center on Response to Intervention (RTI) Fidelity of Implementation Rubric as the instrument and process to measure fidelity of implementation of the essential components of MTSS at the school level, beginning with the Cohort 3 schools. The RTI Fidelity of Implementation Rubric is for use by individuals who are responsible for monitoring school-level fidelity of RTI or MTSS implementation. The rubric is aligned with the essential components of MTSS and the infra

		Fidelity of Intervention – Early Literacy  

		In 2017-18, the Recognizing Effective Special Education Teachers (RESET) Rubrics were used as the early literacy fidelity tool. The rubrics had a strong evidence based supporting its use, but the rubrics were not sufficiently aligned with the DELI professional learning provided. In fall 2019, AIR staff and the project evaluator transitioned to the use of the Florida Center on Reading Research’s (FCRR) Principal Reading Walk through Checklists. The same teachers are observed at multiple times throughout the 

		Teacher/Implementation Team Impact Data 

		To assess the impact of the professional learning on teachers and School Implementation Teams (SIT), the Teacher Impact Survey (which also addresses the SIT) was developed initially in fall 2016 and administered in May 2017, 2018, and 2019. This survey is based on outcomes identified in the DE SSIP logic model developed in Phase II. Data from the May 2019 Teacher Impact Survey are included in section B.1(a). 

		Student Data 

		Third-grade reading results from the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) and the Delaware System of Student Assessment (DeSSA) Alternate Assessments were used to measure DE’S SIMR. The 2018-19 assessment results are presented on page 31-33 of this report. Academic screening data for K-3 students have been collected from participating elementary schools (discussed on pages 29-30).  

		A.5: Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies  

		Throughout the process of planning the Literacy Institutes and coaching activities, feedback from participating schools has allowed the professional learning activities to be tailored to schools’ specific needs. During the 2018–19 school year, school leadership provided input regarding the topics for each Literacy Institute to make sure they were tailored to the needs of the participants. A new literacy institute was developed based on two IES What Works Clearinghouse Practice Guides (Foorman et al., 2016 a

		  

		B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP 

		B. 1 Description of the State’s SSIP implementation progress 

		In this section, we provide updates on project timelines and the fidelity of implementation of DE SSIP activities. The data collection timeline is presented in Appendix B. For the current Cohort 3 schools, all activities are meeting project timelines. Most slippage has been related to the recruitment of schools. During the first two years, there was some slippage with Cohort 1 and 2 schools due to school recruiting and contractual issues between the DDOE and AIR, the primary professional learning provider. 

		School Selection 

		Prior to the present reporting period, five elementary schools and one preschool from one school district and an elementary charter school were selected to participate in the DELI in fall 2017. In fall 2018, a second charter and four elementary schools from a new school district began DELI implementation. Cohort 3 consisted of three elementary schools from the Indian River School District and a charter school. There is one Cohort 4 charter school.   

		Table 1: DELI Schools and Districts 

		Table

		TR

		TH

		Cohort 



		TH

		School 



		TH

		Cohort 



		TH

		School 





		Cohort 1 

		Cohort 1 

		Cohort 1 

		Fall 2016 



		Thomas Edison Charter  

		Thomas Edison Charter  

		HOB Elementary (CH) 

		Milton Elementary (CH) 



		Cohort 2 

		Cohort 2 

		Spring 2017 



		Rehoboth Elementary (CH) 

		Rehoboth Elementary (CH) 

		Shields Elementary (CH) 

		Love Creek Elementary (CH) 

		Little Vikings Preschool (CH) 





		Cohort 3 

		Cohort 3 

		Cohort 3 

		Fall 2018 



		Academia Antonia Alonso Charter 

		Academia Antonia Alonso Charter 

		Georgetown Elementary (IR) 

		North Georgetown Elementary (IR) 

		Showell Elementary (IR)  



		Cohort 4 

		Cohort 4 

		Fall 2019 



		EastSide Charter School 

		EastSide Charter School 







		CH = Cape Henlopen School District, IR = Indian River School District 

		Literacy Institutes 

		Table 2 (on the next page) lists when each cohort’s Literacy Institutes were held. During this reporting period, five schools participated in DELI training. At some Institutes, two sessions were held to minimize the burden on the schools having multiple teachers out of the building at one time. Participants included administrators, literacy coaches, and general and special education teachers. On average, there were 32 participants at each Institute. 

		  

		Table 2: DELI Literacy Institute Schedule 

		Table

		TR

		TH

		Cohort 1 



		TH

		Cohort 2 



		TH

		Cohort 3 



		TH

		Cohort 4 





		2016-17 

		2016-17 

		2016-17 

		2018-19 



		Spring 2017 

		Spring 2017 

		2018-19 



		2018-19 

		2018-19 

		2019-20 



		2019-20 

		2019-20 







		Three sets of training data were collected to assess the impact of each Literacy Institute. Initially, we used a pre/post assessment, developed by AIR staff and reviewed by the external evaluator, that was administered prior to, and after each Institute. As discussed below, now we are using a retrospective pre/post survey on the year-end Teacher Impact Survey. Second, the post-assessment also includes formative questions about the quality of the Institutes and the degree their adult learning needs were addr

		Cohort 3 and 4 Institute Evaluation Results 

		1.  Change in Knowledge of Early Literacy 

		Pre/post-tests were used for four of the eight DELI Institutes during this reporting period, with two additional Institutes just using a post-test. The amount of time available for Institutes has been shortened from full-day Institutes with Cohort 1, to half-day Institutes or less. As a result, we are transitioning from using pre/post tests for these shorter Institutes. Instead, on the year-end Teacher Impact Survey, we will include a retrospective pre/post-test to gain data on the impact of training on par

		Chart 1 displays the results for the four Institutes that used a pre/post-test. On average, scores increased by 38%, from 43% at pre-test to 71% at post-test. For the two Institutes that only used a post-test, the average score was 80% (Chart 2). The content of these Institutes varied, as did the pre/post-tests so care must be taken interpreting these results. 

		Chart 1: Percentage of Correct Items on Pre/Post Knowledge Assessment 

		 

		Chart

		43%

		43%



		71%

		71%



		Pre-Test

		Pre-Test



		Post-Test

		Post-Test





		Chart 2: Percentage of Correct Items on Post Knowledge Assessment 

		 

		Chart

		80%

		80%





		To gather data on the impact of the Institutes on the knowledge of the training topics from staff at the one participating preschool, on the May 2019 Teacher Impact Survey, we used retrospective pre/post items (see Chart 3 on the next page). Teachers perceived growth in their knowledge from prior to the 2018-19 Institutes to afterwards. Teachers felt more knowledgeable of each item after the training series, with slightly lower rating for dialogic ready to support students’ comprehension of text. The most c

		Chart 3: Pre-School Teachers’ Pre/Post Perceptions of Training Content Knowledge 

		(Scale: 1 = No Knowledge, 2 = Little Knowledge, 3 = Knowledgeable, 4 = Very Knowledgeable) 

		 

		Chart

		3.00

		3.00



		3.24

		3.24



		3.24

		3.24



		3.29

		3.29



		3.29

		3.29



		3.21

		3.21



		2.65

		2.65



		2.76

		2.76



		2.76

		2.76



		3.00

		3.00



		2.88

		2.88



		2.81

		2.81



		1

		1



		2

		2



		3

		3



		4

		4



		Dialogic reading as a strategy to support students’ comprehension of text.

		Dialogic reading as a strategy to support students’ comprehension of text.



		Strategies to support reading comprehension inpreschool students.

		Strategies to support reading comprehension inpreschool students.



		Stages of emergent writing.

		Stages of emergent writing.



		The building blocks of literacy.

		The building blocks of literacy.



		Strategies to provide robust vocabulary instruction toyoung learners.

		Strategies to provide robust vocabulary instruction toyoung learners.



		Average

		Average



		Prior to Training

		Prior to Training



		After Training

		After Training





		2.  Use of Adult Learning Strategies 

		Participants were asked to rate the degree to which the Institutes addressed their individual learning styles, specifically if: they perceived increased knowledge of the topics presented, they gained instructional practices for application, there was sufficient time for discussion, there was sufficient research background presented, the materials enhanced their understanding of the topics, and if the objectives and expected outcomes were clear. They were also asked to rate their agreement with the statement

		• Increased knowledge of the topics presented. 

		• Increased knowledge of the topics presented. 

		• Increased knowledge of the topics presented. 



		• Learned about practices that will be used in their work. 

		• Learned about practices that will be used in their work. 



		• Overall, I was satisfied with the training. 

		• Overall, I was satisfied with the training. 





		Generally, all participants “Agreed” that their learning styles were met, they were knowledgeable of the topics and practices addressed, and they were satisfied with the Institutes (Chart 4 on the next page). Although the average results for the two items in Chart 4 are identical, the results varied from training to training.  

		  

		Chart 4: Adult Learning Needs and Satisfaction Results 

		(Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, 4=Strongly Agree) 

		  

		Chart

		3.37

		3.37



		3.37

		3.37



		1

		1



		2

		2



		3

		3



		4

		4



		Adult Learning Needs

		Adult Learning Needs



		Satisfaction

		Satisfaction





		The May 2019 Teacher Impact Survey was administered to all Cohort 1 and 2 participants who participated in professional learning during the 2018-19 school year. Due to an error in survey development and administration, Cohort 3 participants were not asked this question on the Teacher Impact Survey. Of the 135 educators identified as receiving DELI professional learning in 2018-19, 45 (33%) responded to the survey. On average, DELI teachers generally agreed that the Institutes were high quality, relevant, us

		Chart 5: Literacy Institute Outcomes for Cohorts 1 and 2 

		(Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree) 

		 

		Chart

		3.02

		3.02



		3.02

		3.02



		2.98

		2.98



		2.84

		2.84



		2.98
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		2.64

		2.64



		2.64
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		2.64

		2.64



		2.36

		2.36



		2.55

		2.55



		3.15

		3.15



		3.15

		3.15



		3.09

		3.09



		3.00

		3.00



		3.12

		3.12



		1

		1



		2

		2



		3

		3



		4

		4



		Was high quality.

		Was high quality.



		Was relevant to mywork.

		Was relevant to mywork.



		Was useful for mywork.

		Was useful for mywork.



		Increased myknowledge of MTSS.

		Increased myknowledge of MTSS.



		Increased myknowledge of earlyliteracy.

		Increased myknowledge of earlyliteracy.



		All

		All



		Cohort 1

		Cohort 1



		Cohort 2

		Cohort 2





		Fidelity of Implementation 

		Below, we describe the first two rounds of data collection for our MTSS fidelity instruments and the transition to a new literacy fidelity tool, with baseline data. The fidelity instruments also served as needs assessments, which were the foundation for the action plans developed after the completion of the fidelity instruments.  

		Fidelity of Implementation - MTSS 

		The MTSS Fidelity of Implementation Rubric is comprised of eight domains. Each domain is made up of three to eight items. The Rubric uses a five-point scale, with a one indicting little or no implementation and a five meaning complete and consistent implementation. The DELI coaches facilitated the completion of the Rubrics.  

		In fall and winter 2018, DELI coaches facilitated the completion of the MTSS Fidelity of Implementation Rubric with Cohort 3 School Implementation Teams (SIT) to inform each school’s action plans regarding MTSS and early literacy. The fidelity/needs assessment data collected from Cohort 1 and 2 schools were not compatible with data from the new instrument and are not included here. They are available in the 2018 DE Phase III report.  

		In an effort to reduce the burden of SIT teams meeting to review the fidelity rubric again at the end of the 2018-19 school year, we created a parallel online survey that could be completed by individual team members at their convenience. In spring 2020, the Cohort 3 SIT teams will be convened to review the fidelity rubric and assess their current MTSS implementation, facilitated by a DELI coach.  

		As shown in Chart 6, the average spring 2019 ratings were much higher than in fall 2018. As stated above, the spring 2019 ratings came from individual respondents, while the fall 2018 ratings came from a group discussion, facilitated by a DELI coach. Our assumption is that the spring 2019 ratings are higher than they would have been in a group format. At the same time, with the exception of the ratings for Data-Based Decision Making and Tier 2 interventions, the relative ratings for each component stayed co

		Chart 6: 2018-19 Implementation of MTSS Components 

		(Scale: 1 = Low Implementation, 5 = High Implementation) 
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		6. Fidelity and Evaluation

		6. Fidelity and Evaluation



		5. Infastructure and Support…

		5. Infastructure and Support…



		4b. Tier 2

		4b. Tier 2



		4a. Tier 1

		4a. Tier 1



		4c. Tier 3

		4c. Tier 3



		2. Progress Monitoring

		2. Progress Monitoring



		3. Data-Based Decision Making

		3. Data-Based Decision Making



		1. Screening Assessments

		1. Screening Assessments



		Average

		Average



		Fall 2018

		Fall 2018



		Spring 2019

		Spring 2019





		There was not a lot of variation in the fall 2019 MTSS fidelity scores across the three Cohort 3 schools (Chart 7 on the next page), as ratings varied from 3.03 to 3.18. There was more variation in the spring 2019 ratings, with respondents from School 2 perceiving higher levels of MTSS implementation than the other two schools.  

		  

		Chart 7: DELI School's Growth in MTSS Implementation 

		(Scale: 1 = Low Implementation, 5 = High Implementation) 
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		Fidelity of Intervention – Early Literacy 

		In 2017-18, we selected the Recognizing Effective Special Education Teachers (RESET) Rubrics to assess the fidelity of early literacy instruction. While the rubrics had a strong evidence based supporting its use, the rubrics were not sufficiently aligned with the early literacy professional learning provided. As a result, in fall 2019 we transitioned to the use of the Florida Center on Reading Research’s (FCRR) Principal Reading Walkthrough Checklists. The Principal Walkthrough Checklists provide a tool for

		The Principal Walkthrough Checklists were designed to provide yes/no results. After the first set of observations, we had minimal variability across observed teachers with very few “no’s.” As a result, we changed the instrument to a three-point scale, measuring if the practice was not in place, partially in place, or fully in place to. Observers could also indicate that there was not an opportunity for the practice to occur, in which case that items would not be rated. So, when reviewing Chart 8 (on the nex

		The four literacy practices in Chart 8, with the exception of Instructional Materials were observed most frequently in third grade classrooms. Conversely, there was less evidence of these practices conducted in kindergarten classrooms.  

		  

		Chart 8: Frequency of FCRR Literacy Practices Observed (Baseline) 
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		Training Fidelity 

		To make certain the Institutes were conducted using best practices for training and were aligned to the DELI content, we used the HQPD training observation tool to assess training fidelity, Two AIR trainers were observed by a colleague during this reporting period. Chart 9 displays the average results for the three DELI K-3 Literacy Institute observations. With such a small sample size, care must be taken in interpreting these results. The Introduction, Demonstration, and Mastery components of the HQPD were

		Chart 9: High Quality Professional Development Training Results (n=3) 
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		Coaching Fidelity 

		As discussed in the previous section, the Coaching Observation Checklist is the identified fidelity tool for evaluating the quality and alignment of DELI coaching. Using the Coaching Observation Checklist, DDOE and AIR leadership staff will observe each coach once each school year, provided coaching is conducted with fidelity. For instances when coaching is not at fidelity, an action plan and follow-up observation will be scheduled. After each observation, the results will be provided, along with feedback t

		Coaching Outputs 

		Based on the action plan goals developed after the completion of the MTSS Fidelity of Implementation Rubric, subsequent coaching visits were planned and implemented. The following sets of charts provide a summary of primarily face-to-face coaching activities conducted by DELI coaches during the 2018-19 school year. 

		2018-19 Output Data 

		During the 2018-19 school year, DELI coaches made 93 visits to participating SSIP schools. On these 93 visits, there were 176 distinct coaching activities. As shown in Chart 10, the largest number of coaching activities lasted from 31-60 minutes (n=60). Most of the coaching activities focused on seven or more people (n=69) (see Chart 11).  

		Chart 10: Number of Activities, by Duration 
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		Chart 11: Number of Personnel Involved in Each Coaching Activity 
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		As shown in Chart 12 (on the next page), the most frequent type of coaching was observation (n=46). Coaching also frequently included facilitating (n=24) or supporting (n=24) PLC meetings and debriefing with teachers after an observation (n=22). Most coaching contacts have focused on general (n=114) and special (n=99) education teachers (Chart 13 on the next page). This is a duplicated count of coaching participants, indicating the number of contacts, not the number of people coached.  

		 

		 

		Chart 12: Type of Coaching in 2018-19 
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		Chart 13: Role and Frequency of Personnel Coached 
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		Fall 2019 Output Data 

		Below are the coaching output data for July through December 2019. There were a total of 32 coaching visits to SSIP schools, with 33 distinct coaching activities. Chart 14 shows that more than half of coaching activities impacted seven or more participants (n=18 on the next page). Half of the coaching activities (n=16) lasted more than two hours (Chart 15 on the next page).  

		  

		Chart 14: Number of Coaching Recipients, per Activity 
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		Chart 15: Percent of the Duration Coaching Activities 
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		The most frequent coaching activities during fall 2019 were planning for ongoing professional learning (n=10) and observing instruction (n=8) (see Chart 16). Administrators (n=25) and general education teachers (n=22) were the largest audience of the fall 2019 coaching visits (Chart 17 on the next page). This is a duplicated count of coaching participants, indicating the number of contacts, not the number of people coached. 

		Chart 16: Number of Coaching Visits, by Activity 
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		Chart 17: Number of Coaching Recipients 
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		The May 2019 Teacher Impact Survey was administered to all Cohort 1 and 2 participants who participated in professional learning during the 2018-19 school year. Due to an error in survey development and administration, Cohort 3 participants were not asked these question on the Teacher Impact Survey. Of the 135 educators identified as receiving DELI professional learning in 2018-19, 45 (33%) responded to the survey.  

		On average, DELI teachers generally agreed that the coaching was high quality, relevant, useful, and increased their knowledge of MTSS and early literacy (Chart 18). However, Cohort 2 respondents were in greater agreement regarding the quality, relevance, usefulness, and impact on their skills than the Cohort 1 respondents. The lowest rate impact for each cohort was impact on their skills to implement MTSS. 

		Chart 18: Coaching Outcomes for Cohorts 1 and 2 

		(Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree) 
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		MTSS Leadership Team Meetings 

		The DE MTSS Leadership Team is composed of the two DE DOE SSIP Coordinators, AIR staff, the external evaluator, staff from the DE Parent Information Center, and DE DOE curriculum and early childhood personnel, who are intimately involved in the DE SSIP and SPDG initiatives. During this reporting period, the MTSS Leadership Team met seven times (Table 3). A list of MTSS Leadership Team members is in Appendix C.  

		Table 3: MTSS Leadership Team Meeting Dates 

		Table

		TR

		TH

		Spring 2019 



		TH

		Fall 2019 





		February 27, 2019 

		February 27, 2019 

		February 27, 2019 



		September 25, 2019 

		September 25, 2019 





		March 14, 2019 

		March 14, 2019 

		March 14, 2019 



		December 2, 2019 

		December 2, 2019 





		May 14, 2019 

		May 14, 2019 

		May 14, 2019 



		December 4, 2019 

		December 4, 2019 





		July 10, 2019 

		July 10, 2019 

		July 10, 2019 



		 

		 







		MTSS Advisory Council Meetings 

		The DE MTSS Advisory Council expanded in February 2017 to include representation from the DE RTI Coalition. During the fall 2018, the DE MTSS Advisory Council began to align with DE Positive Behavior and Supports Advisory Council. Two MTSS Advisory Council meetings were held during this reporting period on May 14 and December 4, 2019. The May 14 meeting focused on the alignment of Multi-Tiered Systems of Academic and Behavior Supports and to provide feedback to assist the DDOE with communication to LEAs, fa

		Family Engagement Activities  

		Four sets of activities were conducted by the Delaware Parent Information Center (PIC) to support family inclusion in DELI activities. These included a family literacy night, a family early literacy toolkit, a conference presentation, and dissemination of information and resources through a monthly newsletter, weekly Enews bulletin, and the PIC website. During this reporting period, a Spanish speaking family consultant was added to the PIC’s SSIP/SPDG contract to improve outreach to Delaware’s large Spanish

		The primary family engagement activity during this reporting period was a family literacy night and book drive on March 21, 2019 at North Georgetown Elementary School, a DELI Cohort 3 school. The family literacy night included a presentation on building vocabulary and reading comprehension through sharing books, as well as a read-aloud routine. After the formal presentation, students were able to select a book so family members could read with their children. Eight English-speaking and 52 Spanish-speaking f

		The DE PIC has developed a draft of a family early literacy toolkit. The Toolkit will consist of resources for students, families and professionals to increase literacy skills, support literacy at home, and understand interventions and supports used at school to support reading, such as MTSS. The toolkit will contain fact sheets, videos, as well as evidenced-based resources to support literacy for all students, including students with reading disabilities. PIC staff reviewed similar resources from other sta

		On April 6, 2019, PIC staff made a presentation entitled “Engaged Families Make a Difference” at the Making a Difference Conference. Included in the presentation were tips and strategies for supporting family engagement, with a focus on building early literacy with preschool-age children, and creating a home literacy environment.  This conference was sponsored by the Delaware Head Start Association and the Delaware Early Childhood Council. A total of 37 people attended the session. Evaluation data collected

		The PIC included an article – “Focusing on Literacy This Summer” in their June-August 2019 newsletter. Weekly, the PIC sends out an Enews e-mail to a distribution list of 2,567 subscribers, including families and other stakeholders in Delaware and surrounding states.  During this reporting period, Enews addressed early literacy topics 16 times.  

		The DE PIC’s website has one section specifically on . This section contains links to a webinar on dialogic reading, an early reader checklist, spelling rules, and a presentation on the building blocks of reading. A related section of the website focuses on . Resources in the MTSS section include a  and Delaware MTSS initiatives and resources.  

		literacy resources

		MTSS

		video on the families in the RTI/MTSS process



		2.2: Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation  

		As addressed on the previous page, the MTSS Leadership Team and MTSS Advisory Council were the primary stakeholders with an ongoing voice and input into SSIP implementation. The MTSS Leadership Team met seven times and the SSIP Advisory Council met twice during this reporting period. Each meeting included informational presentations on the status of SSIP activities, as well as time for SSIP MTSS Leadership and Advisory Council members to work in small groups to provide input and guidance into SSIP activitie

		SSIP updates are communicated across the DDOE, through various avenues. DDOE SSIP staff meet with LEA Special Education Directors in each county. An SSIP update is included in these meetings. Similarly, DDOE SSIP staff attend the monthly Communication and Collaboration Network, composed of general education curriculum directors and provided SSIP updates. Communication with the DE RTI Coalition has led to alignment of their activities with the DE SSIP, forming the MTSS Advisory Council. Council members are n

		Family stakeholders included representation from the DE Parent Information and Training (PTI) Center and the Governor’s Advisory Council on Exceptional Citizens (GACEC). Representatives from these groups are part the DE SSIP. SSIP updates were also provided directly to the GACEC.  

		C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes 

		C.1. How DE has monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness of the implementation plan. 

		Evaluation activities have supported all aspects of DELI implementation. Evaluation findings have been used by the MTSS Leadership Team and MTSS Advisory Council to assess progress on an ongoing basis and plan for scale-up and sustainability efforts. These activities have been particularly helpful in sharing findings from literacy and MTSS fidelity tools with curriculum leaders on the MTSS Leadership Team and MTSS Advisory Council to validate professional learning opportunities. 

		During Phase II, DE SSIP stakeholders developed a logic model that aligned with the Theory of Action developed in Phase I, and a corresponding evaluation plan to collect, analyze, and report on the outcomes identified in the SSIP logic model. The evaluation plan has further refined during each of the last two years to better meet the needs of those providing professional learning and the evaluation team.  

		The DE SSIP evaluation plan was developed during SSIP Phase II. It can be found in the 2017, 2018, or 2019 Delaware Phase III report. It displays the type of data collected, the instrument used to gather the data, person responsible, and timelines. The data collection timeline is included in Appendix E. It displays the type of data collected, the instrument used to gather the data, person responsible, and timelines. A shortened data collection plan (Appendix F) is provided to participating districts and sch

		The first year of Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) data were collected in 2014-15 and reported in the DE SSIP Phase II plan to establish a baseline measure. During the 2017-18 school year, Delaware’s alternate assessment, the DCAS-ALT1, was replaced with the Delaware System of Student Assessment (DeSSA) Alternate Assessments, developed by the Dynamic Learning Maps (DLM) Consortium. As discussed in greater detail in Section E, the new assessment was more rigorous and the percentage of students s

		A baseline Teacher Impact Survey was administered with each cohort, although the survey has been modified since the initial cohort. It has been difficult to track the same participants across years, so we cannot examine the data in a true longitudinal manner. In Section D, though, we present the results from the May 2019 survey, disaggregated by cohort.  

		Due to the small number of administrators, structured interviews were used, rather than surveys to gather feedback from participating principals, curriculum directors, and coaches. The first set of interviews occurred in June 2017 with each Cohort 1 school. The second set of principal interviews were held with Cohort 1 and 2 administrators in July 2018. The results of those interviews are provided in previous Phase III reports. The Cohort 3 interviews are scheduled for March 2020. 

		Quantitative and qualitative evaluation data were collected after each Institute and were used to inform subsequent Institutes. A Teacher Impact Survey has been developed and administered to teachers at each participating school. While most of the items addressed teachers’ current level of understanding and skills related to early literacy instruction, two items asked about the impact of the professional learning provided by the Delaware Early Literacy Initiative. That information was shared with AIR staff 

		C.2: How DE has demonstrated progress and made modifications to the SSIP. 

		Delaware used data to inform all aspects of DELI implementation. This included the review of training and coaching data, fidelity data, and state assessment data. Training evaluation data have been reviewed to plan for and improve subsequent Institutes to ensure that the Literacy Institutes better meet participants’ needs. The qualitative Teacher Impact Survey data collected each year have been reviewed and shared with DELI coaches to inform their activities. Feedback from principal interviews have also bee

		School Implementation Team Survey 

		To assess the impact of DELI professional learning on the effectiveness and collaborative nature of SITs, SIT members from Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 were surveyed in May 2019. There was little variation in responses, with SIT members agreeing that their SITs were collaboratively implementing MTSS and early literacy practices in their schools, and that their SITs were effective in supporting the implementation of MTSS and early literacy practices (see Chart 19). 

		Chart 19: Perceptions on the Capacity of School Implementation Teams 

		(Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, 4=Strongly Agree) 
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		In examining differences across cohorts, respondents from Cohort 1 were in greater agreement that their SITs were collaboratively implementing MTSS and early literacy practices in their schools, and that their SITs were effective in supporting the implementation of MTSS and early literacy practices (see Chart 20). Respondents from Cohort 3 SITs, which had only been in place for less than one school year, provided the lowest ratings, although they were still in general agreement about the capacity of their S

		Chart 20: Perceptions of the Capacity of School Implementation Teams, by Cohort 

		(Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Agree, 4=Strongly Agree) 
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		Teacher Impact Survey 

		The teacher impact surveyed was designed to assess changes in the bulleted items below. Each item on the survey corresponded to at least one outcome identified in the DE SSIP logic model.  

		• Teachers’ literacy and MTSS knowledge 
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		The first set of questions collected baseline data on Cohort 3 participants’ perceived knowledge of literacy and assessment (see Chart 21 on the next page). On average, respondents felt generally knowledgeable of literacy and assessment. Respondents reported the greatest level knowledge of progress monitoring, explicit instruction, strategies to support English Language Learner’s access the core curriculum, and differentiating literacy instruction. The respondents perceived less knowledge of family literacy

		  

		Chart 21: Cohort 3 Participants' Perceived Knowledge of Literacy Practices (Baseline) 

		(Scale: 1 = Not Knowledgeable, 2 - Somewhat Knowledgeable, 3 - Knowledgeable, 4 = Very Knowledgeable) 
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		Next, the Cohort 3 respondents were asked to rate their knowledge of the Big 5 reading components, as well as writing (see Chart 22). On average, respondents agreed that they were knowledgeable of the Big 5 reading components. The respondents felt most knowledgeable about reading comprehension and fluency. Less knowledge was perceived for phonics, phonemic awareness, and writing. 

		Chart 22: Cohort 3 Participants' Perceived Knowledge of the Big Five Reading Practices  

		(Scale: 1 = Not Knowledgeable, 2 - Somewhat Knowledgeable, 3 - Knowledgeable, 4 = Very Knowledgeable) 
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		Cohort 3 participants then were asked about the frequency they used various literacy practices (see Chart 23 on the next page). The most frequently referenced practices were the use of explicit instruction, differentiating instruction, providing opportunities for students to practice reading fluently, and teaching students to use comprehension strategies. These practices were reported to be used almost daily. Practices used less often included the use of culturally responsive practices, incorporating behavi

		Chart 23: Frequency of Use of Early Literacy Practices of DELI Teachers 

		(Scale: 1 = Rarely, 2 = Monthly, 3 = Weekly , 4 = Daily) 
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		As shown in Chart 24, on average, teachers from each cohort were confident to very confident in their administration’s capacity to support the processes used in the Delaware Early Literacy Initiative. Cohort 1 and 2 respondents felt more confident in their administrators’ capacity to support them than the Cohort 3 respondents. Within each cohort, there was little variation in ratings across the four items.  

		Chart 24: Confidence of Delaware Early Literacy Teachers in Administrative Support 

		(Scale: 1=Not Confident, 2=Somewhat Confident, 3=Confident, 4=Very Confident) 
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		One of the DE SSIP’s improvement strategies is to increase expectations for students with disabilities by school personnel and families. On average, the participating teachers felt that there were moderate to very high expectations for students with disabilities, with school administrators reported to have higher expectations than other teachers in the schools, as well as families (see Chart 25). Cohort 2 respondents perceived the highest expectations across the three cohorts.  

		Chart 25: Perceptions of Expectations for Students with Disabilities by Delaware Early Literacy Teachers 

		(Scale: 1=Very Low, 2=Low, 3=Moderate, 4=Very High) 
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		The last set of questions (see Chart 26) addressed teachers’ perceptions of their school’s climate related to the quality of teacher and student interactions, and the school’s climate for supporting literacy. The teachers who responded felt that quality of interactions between students and teachers was moderate to very high. Again, Cohort 2 teachers were more likely to report the quality of teacher/student interactions and their school climate were higher than Cohort 1 and 3 respondents. 

		Chart 26: School Climate Ratings by Delaware Early Literacy Teachers 

		(Scale: 1=Poor, 2=Low, 3=Moderate, 4, Very High) 
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		Last, participants were asked to list one impact that has occurred as a result of their participation in DELI (Table 4 on the next page) and one thing that could be done to improve the DELI professional learning. All responses are included in Appendix G. The most commonly mentioned impacts were on teachers’ reading instructing and the use of resources and strategies provided. Other comments included the impact on vocabulary use, RTI and MTSS implementation, working with English Language Learners, and studen

		  

		Table 4: Professional Learning Impacts 

		Table

		TR

		TH

		Cohort 1 



		TH

		Cohort 2 



		TH

		Cohort 3 





		Increased Use of Strategies (5) 

		Increased Use of Strategies (5) 

		Increased Use of Strategies (5) 



		Impact on Teaching Reading (10) 

		Impact on Teaching Reading (10) 



		Impact on Teaching Reading (13) 

		Impact on Teaching Reading (13) 





		Impact on RTI Implementation (3) 

		Impact on RTI Implementation (3) 

		Impact on RTI Implementation (3) 



		Impact on Vocabulary Use (4) 

		Impact on Vocabulary Use (4) 



		Resources/Strategies Provided (6) 

		Resources/Strategies Provided (6) 





		Has Not Helped (2) 

		Has Not Helped (2) 

		Has Not Helped (2) 



		Impact on Student Reading (3) 

		Impact on Student Reading (3) 



		Impact on Vocabulary Use (6) 

		Impact on Vocabulary Use (6) 





		 

		 

		 



		Has Not Helped (3) 

		Has Not Helped (3) 



		Use of MTSS Practices (4)  

		Use of MTSS Practices (4)  





		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		Working with English Language Learners (4) 

		Working with English Language Learners (4) 





		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		Better Use of PLCs (2) 

		Better Use of PLCs (2) 





		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		Has Not Helped (1) 

		Has Not Helped (1) 







		When asked what could be done to improve the DELI professional learning, the most frequent suggestions included improved and more professional learning, more modeling, more onsite coaching and feedback, more strategies, and a greater focus on student with disabilities and English Language Learners (Table 5). 

		Table 5: Suggestions for Professional Learning Improvements 

		Table

		TR

		TH

		Cohort 1 



		TH

		Cohort 2 



		TH

		Cohort 3 





		• More Onsite Coaching (4) 

		• More Onsite Coaching (4) 

		• More Onsite Coaching (4) 

		• More Onsite Coaching (4) 

		• More Onsite Coaching (4) 







		• Improved Professional Learning (7) 

		• Improved Professional Learning (7) 

		• Improved Professional Learning (7) 

		• Improved Professional Learning (7) 







		• More Modeling (7) 

		• More Modeling (7) 

		• More Modeling (7) 

		• More Modeling (7) 









		 

		 

		 



		• More Professional Learning (4) 

		• More Professional Learning (4) 

		• More Professional Learning (4) 

		• More Professional Learning (4) 







		• Improved Professional Learning (6) 

		• Improved Professional Learning (6) 

		• Improved Professional Learning (6) 

		• Improved Professional Learning (6) 









		 

		 

		 



		• More Feedback (3) 

		• More Feedback (3) 

		• More Feedback (3) 

		• More Feedback (3) 







		• More Strategies (5) 

		• More Strategies (5) 

		• More Strategies (5) 

		• More Strategies (5) 









		 

		 

		 



		• More of a Focus on Students with Disabilities (2) 

		• More of a Focus on Students with Disabilities (2) 

		• More of a Focus on Students with Disabilities (2) 

		• More of a Focus on Students with Disabilities (2) 







		• More Focus on Students with Disabilities and English Language Learners (5) 

		• More Focus on Students with Disabilities and English Language Learners (5) 

		• More Focus on Students with Disabilities and English Language Learners (5) 

		• More Focus on Students with Disabilities and English Language Learners (5) 









		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		• Better Understanding of Schools’ Needs (3) 

		• Better Understanding of Schools’ Needs (3) 

		• Better Understanding of Schools’ Needs (3) 

		• Better Understanding of Schools’ Needs (3) 









		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		• Grade-Level Concerns (3) 

		• Grade-Level Concerns (3) 

		• Grade-Level Concerns (3) 

		• Grade-Level Concerns (3) 









		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		• Improved Communication (3) 

		• Improved Communication (3) 

		• Improved Communication (3) 

		• Improved Communication (3) 









		 

		 

		 



		 

		 



		• Begin Earlier in the Year (2) 

		• Begin Earlier in the Year (2) 

		• Begin Earlier in the Year (2) 

		• Begin Earlier in the Year (2) 











		Quantitative and particularly qualitative data have been used throughout Phase III to inform next steps. Training evaluation data provided direction for subsequent Institutes. AIR collected fidelity/needs assessment data from each school to inform the coaching to be facilitated at each school. Staff from the DDOE and AIR spoke weekly to plan for upcoming professional learning activities, using any data available to guide the discussions. SIT team members also discussed activities and topics of upcoming Lite

		  

		C.3. Stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation 

		Similar to the information provided in section 2.2, the MTSS Leadership Team and MTSS Advisory Council were the primary stakeholders with an ongoing voice and input into SSIP evaluation. The MTSS Leadership Team met seven times and the MTSS Advisory Council met twice during this reporting period. Each meeting included informational presentations on SSIP status, as well as time for the MTSS Leadership Team and Advisory Council members to work in small groups to provide input and guidance into SSIP improvemen

		Other stakeholders that are part of the evaluation communication plan include DDOE staff, staff from participating schools, SIT teams, LEA Special Education Directors and curriculum specialists, the DE Teaching and Learning Cadre composed of general education curriculum directors, the DE RTI Coalition, Part C, the DE PTI, and the GACEC.  

		D. Data Quality Issues 

		D1. Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP and achieving the SIMR due to quality of the evaluation data  

		We have struggled to develop strong pre/post questions to assess the impact of training on participants’ knowledge of literacy and MTSS that accurately measure participants’ knowledge. The content areas of literacy and MTSS do not lend themselves well to multiple choice or true/false types of questions. We have also been limited in the amount of time available for training. As a result, we have moved to the use of retrospective pre/post-surveys to assess the impact of the Literacy Institute on participants’

		We have struggled in finding an appropriate fidelity of intervention instrument for the early literacy professional learning. As discussed previously, we switched the fidelity of intervention for early literacy in fall 2019. Our MTSS fidelity instrument was identified and administered with Cohort 3 initially in fall 2018. A second data round of fidelity data collection occurred in May 2019, with a final administration in spring 2020. 

		We are still working with participating schools to gather accurate and reliable student screening/benchmarking data, as well as the percentage of students receiving tiered instruction to complement the statewide SBAC assessment is our only measure of student performance. The external evaluator was able to meet with Cohort 3 and 4 schools in early March to validate the data they provided. Similar efforts were underway with Cohort 1 and 2 schools, but have been postponed due to the current Covid-19 pandemic. 

		These data limitations should not significantly impact the ability to assess progress. There are other data sources that inform the progress of DELI implementation. Teacher impact survey and administrator interview data collected each year have provided stakeholders’ perceptions on the impact of the professional learning. The two fidelity of MTSS implementation administrations have provided insight into schools areas of strength and weaknesses. These different data sets were used to triangulate the data and

		E. Progress toward Achieving Intended Improvements 

		E.1. Assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvements  

		Significant infrastructure improvements have occurred over the last three years of DE SSIP implementation. Prior to the 2016-17 school year, the Delaware RTI Coalition researched MTSS systems and made recommendations to the DE DOE to inform RTI policy. In 2016-17, the SSIP Advisory Council incorporated members of the Delaware RTI Coalition to create the Delaware MTSS Advisory Council. In fall 2017, the SSIP Advisory Council was restructured to become the MTSS Advisory Council. Also in fall 2017, Delaware’s 

		The Delaware Positive Behavior Support Project (DE-PBS) project began in 1999 and sustained itself for twenty years.  The project began with a focus on supporting individual students, as schools would often request assistance in this area. The project utilized a train-the-trainer model with representative district level teams. Over the next few years, the focus shifted to supporting schools in creating a positive school system so fewer students need individual supports and that these individual supports wou

		The Delaware Department of Education was awarded a School Climate Transformation Grant (SCTG) in October 2014 by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Elementary and Secondary Education and the Office of Safe and Healthy Students. One of the primary goals of the grant is to increase the state’s capacity to provide training and technical assistance to enhance the capacity of LEAs to support schools’ implementation of multi-tiered behavioral frameworks (MTBF). Technical assistance is provided to distri

		Beginning in fall 2018, formal efforts began to align the existing MTSS behavioral initiatives with the emerging MTSS academic efforts under the DE SSIP and SPDG. The DE-PBS Project Coordinator has always been a member of the DE SSIP Advisory Council, but in fall 2018, she began to participate in MTSS Leadership Team meetings as well. The February 2019 MTSS Advisory Council meeting focused on the initial attempts to align the initiatives, with an initial step of creating one MTSS Advisory Council including 

		As the DDOE continues to finalize state regulations related to RTI and MTSS, more stakeholders have been involved. DE SSIP staff have coordinated efforts with the MTSS Advisory Council and other stakeholders to develop the regulations. DDOE has also enlisted the support of a national expert as a consultant to the Leadership Team in developing the statewide MTSS Framework. During this reporting period, the Delaware Campaign for Grade Level Reading Committee was created to support Governor Carney’s priority o

		Key activities focus on  The planning team comprised of a group of stakeholders from every county and various roles, including the state SPDG/SSIP team as active members. The SPDG/SSIP staff bring particular knowledge and experience with the focus on early literacy instruction and intervention, parent and family engagement, and MTSS frameworks. 

		prekindergarten to grade 3, professional learning, transition from early childhood education to elementary school, parent and community engagement, and a clearly articulated MTSS framework.

		 



		To assess the degree to which the Institutes were implemented with fidelity, the two of the DELI Institutes conducted this year were observed by AIR staff. The results of the observations were reviewed with the Institute trainers and shared with the DE SSIP Coordinator and external evaluator. The coaching fidelity rubric has been identified, but not used at the time of this report. 

		Baseline Data 

		As discussed in Section B(1a), DELI coaches facilitated the initial completion of a baseline administration of the MTSS Fidelity of Implementation Rubric with Cohort 3 School Implementation Teams (SIT) and a parallel online survey was administered in spring 2019 for a second data point. The fidelity/needs assessment data collected from Cohort 1 and 2 schools were not compatible with data from the new instrument and are not included here. They are available in the 2018 DE Phase III report. The third administ

		Baseline data was collected in fall 2018 on the Explicit Instruction component of the Recognizing Effective Special Education Teachers (RESET) Rubrics, but we switched to the FCRR Principal Walkthrough Instrument this year. 

		As discussed in Section C, during this reporting period, our primary quantitative data sources available to assess project outcomes are professional learning output data, training evaluation data, two data points from the MTSS and baseline data on the new literacy fidelity instruments, three administrations of the Teacher Impact Survey, administrator interviews from the Cohort 1 and 2 schools, and state assessment data. For the first time, we have school screening/benchmarking data to assess intermediate st

		Screening Data  

		The DELI external evaluator and AIR staff have worked with participating schools to obtain student screening data. The expectation is that over the course of the year and across years, fewer students will be identified as high risk in reading. Schools have struggled to provide reliable data, requiring extensive follow-up with school personnel to make sure the correct data are obtained. In early March 2020, the project evaluator met with principals and literacy specialists at each Cohort 3 and 4 school to re

		Only two DELI schools have provided reliable data over a two year period. Both schools began DELI implementation in fall 2018, so the 2017-18 data serve as a baseline. Chart 27 displays the percentage of students identified as low, moderate, and high risk who were in first grade in 2017-18, then in second grade in 2018-19. Chart 28 provides the same data for students who were in second grade in 2017-18, then in third grade in 2018-19. Our expectation of a greater percentage of students identified as low ris

		Chart 27: First - Second Grade - All Students 
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		Chart 28: Second - Third Grade - All Students 
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		Statewide Assessment Results 

		In spring 2014, the DDOE and a large group of stakeholders competed Phase I of the SSIP process. The DE SSIP SIMR was to increase the percentage of third grade students with IEPs scoring proficient or higher on the reading sections of the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) and the Delaware Alternate Assessment, based on alternate achievement standards (DCAS-ALT1). This process included establishing a baseline and targets for to assess Delaware’s SIMR. At that time, the SBAC was still in a pilot m

		During Phase II of the SSIP process, the initial SBAC results for the assessment conducted in spring 2015 were released. At that time, in spring 2016, the SIMR baseline and targets for the next three years were recalculated to reflect the SBAC scores for Delaware students with IEPs, again with the extensive stakeholder input. The DELI initiative would not begin until fall 2016, after the second SBAC administration. As a result, both the 2015 and 2016 SBAC results reflect baseline measures.  

		Over the five years of Delaware’s SBAC administrations, the percentage of all third grade students scoring proficient on the SBAC reading assessment has decreased by 3.68% (see Chart 29). However, the proficiency rate for third grade students with IEPs taking the SBAC reading assessment between year one and year five showed virtually no change, with a decrease by only 0.33%. The 2018 SBAC data for students with IEPs does not include students only receiving speech services, resulting in a much lower proficie

		Chart 29: Percent of Delaware Third Graders Scoring Proficient or Higher on the SBAC 
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		After the first year of DELI implementation, during the 2017-18 school year, Delaware’s alternate assessment, the DCAS-ALT1, was replaced with the Delaware System of Student Assessment (DeSSA) Alternate Assessments, developed by the Dynamic Learning Maps (DLM) Consortium. As shown, in Chart 30 (on the next page), the new assessment was more rigorous and the percentage of students scoring proficient on the reading assessment dropped significantly, from 52.78% in the last year of the DCA-ALT1, to 11.94% in th

		  

		Chart 30: Percent of Delaware Third Graders Scoring Proficient or Higher on the Delaware Alternate Assessment 
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		Delaware’s SIMR baseline and targets were established based on the DCAS-ALT1 data. As stated previously, Delaware’s current SIMR data is based both on the results of students with IEPs on the SBAC and on the DCAS-ALT1 (years 2015-2017) and the DeSSA assessment (2018 and 2019). The change in the alternate assessment, and the resulting much lower scores, had a negative effect on the DE SIMR in 2019. Chart 31 (on the next page) displays the results of students with IEPs on the SBAC and the DCAS-ALT1/DeSSA. The

		Chart 31 presents the statewide assessment averages, as well as the same data for DELI Cohort 1 – 3 schools. Cohort 1 began in fall 2016, with Cohort 2 schools joining in spring 2017. Cohort 1 and 2 schools had a large increase on the spring 2017 assessments, followed by a steep decline on the spring 2018 assessments. As with the state data discussed previously, the 2018 SBAC data for students with IEPs does not include students only receiving speech services. This coupled with a new, more rigorous alternat

		Cohort 3 schools started in fall 2018, so only one assessment period is available to assess the impact of DELI professional learning. The 2018 Cohort 3 assessment data was impacted by the same factors as the state average and Cohort 1. While the 2019 Cohort 3 assessment results were higher than in 2018, the results were lower than in all other previous years.  

		  

		Chart 31: Percent of Delaware Third Grader Students with IEPs Scoring Proficient or Higher on the SBAC and Delaware Alternate Assessment 
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		Table 6 displays the targets, along with the actual DE third grade assessment results (SBAC and alternate assessment), for the five years of the DE SSIP. The data are presented showing the percentage of students who did not achieve proficiency.  

		Table 6: Percent of DE 3rd Graders with IEPs Scoring below Proficiency on State Assessments 

		Table

		TR

		TH

		FFY 



		TH

		2014 



		TH

		2015 



		TH

		2016 



		TH

		2017 



		TH

		FFY 17 



		TH

		FFY 18 



		TH

		FFY 19 





		Assessment Administration 

		Assessment Administration 

		Assessment Administration 



		- 

		- 



		Spring 2015 

		Spring 2015 



		Spring 2016 

		Spring 2016 



		Spring 2017 

		Spring 2017 



		Spring 2018 

		Spring 2018 



		Spring 2019 

		Spring 2019 



		Spring 2020 

		Spring 2020 





		Number of Students Tested 

		Number of Students Tested 

		Number of Students Tested 



		- 

		- 



		1,636 

		1,636 



		1,686 

		1,686 



		1,854 

		1,854 



		1,487 

		1,487 



		1,963 

		1,963 



		- 

		- 





		Targets 

		Targets 

		Targets 



		74.69% (Baseline) 

		74.69% (Baseline) 



		74.69% 

		74.69% 



		73.69% 

		73.69% 



		71.69% 

		71.69% 



		69.69% 

		69.69% 



		67.69% 

		67.69% 



		67.69 

		67.69 





		Data 

		Data 

		Data 



		- 

		- 



		74.69 

		74.69 



		75.33% 

		75.33% 



		76.11% 

		76.11% 



		87.69% 

		87.69% 



		77.94% 

		77.94% 



		- 

		- 





		Change from Baseline 

		Change from Baseline 

		Change from Baseline 



		- 

		- 



		- 

		- 



		+0.64% 

		+0.64% 



		+1.42% 

		+1.42% 



		+13.00 

		+13.00 



		+3.25 

		+3.25 



		- 

		- 







		With the realization that the targets set in 2015, with only a year of actual data, are not appropriate in light of the annual data collected since then, the DE SSIP has spent the last two MTSS Advisory Council meetings focused on the review of assessment data results, the primary intervention, and the SIMR targets and actual data. There was discussion at the MTSS Advisory Council related to the fact that the alternate assessment changed. However, the stakeholders determined to maintain the current SIMR tar

		F. Plans for Next Year 

		At the time of this report, Cohort 3 and 4 DE SSIP schools continue to benefit from professional learning activities, including sustained training and coaching, supported by evaluation activities. Intended outcomes include increased early literacy instructional capacity of school personnel and improved implementation of MTSS. Next year, Cohort 3 and Cohort 4 schools will continue with data driven professional learning institutes as well as group and individual coaching aligned to the schools’ action plans. 

		The DDOE is actively planning for sustainability and scalability of our Delaware Early Literacy Initiative through collaborative planning with Curriculum, Instruction, and Professional Development workgroup at the DDOE. This includes but is not limited to DDOE, LEA, and district and school participation in state Literacy Coalition and Literacy Cadre. DELI is a significant component of the State Literacy Plan, an initiative of the state in support of reading by third grade. This comprehensive approach will e

		Recruiting efforts are currently a challenge. A new district, with seven elementary schools and an additional charter school, began participation in the 2018-2019 school year. Cohort 4, beginning in 2019-2020 school year, has increased supports to one charter school. The DDOE SSIP Project Directors continue to meet with potential LEAs and is also engaged in work with additional workgroups within the DDOE to recruit potential partnerships with Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI) or Comprehensive Support a

		During this reporting period, another challenge was a lack of consistency in the use of school implementation teams. While all Cohort 3 and 4 schools engaged a diverse team to participate in the needs assessment and action planning phase, these teams did not consistently meet following this process to lead the ongoing work. Instead, the sites relied on one or two main contacts at each school. For example, at one charter school, the main contacts have been the director of professional learning and the execut

		The MTSS Leadership Team and Advisory Council will continue to advise the SSIP and the SPDG staff and provide feedback regarding implementation of the Delaware Early Literacy Initiative. The DE SSIP has been fully aligned with the Delaware’s 2017 SPDG initiative, to enhance SSIP implementation. These groups are engaged in work to support the alignment of the academic and behavior MTSS initiatives.  This alignment will promote a system that will address the whole child to improve outcomes for children with d

		Delaware will continue the aligned work with the Phase III evaluation plan, based on the logic models developed in Phase II. The evaluation plan has been refined during each of the last two years to better meet the needs of those providing professional learning and the evaluation team. This plan is provided to participating districts and schools at the initial orientation which allows participating districts and schools to have a full understanding of expectations and responsibilities regarding data collect

		The primary barrier to date has been LEA recruitment. The DDOE SSIP Project Directors are actively meeting with potential LEAs and is engaged in work within the DDOE to support LEAs with elementary schools in Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI) or Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI) status. 

		 AIR continues to improve the evaluation process to get a more accurate measure of training impact on participant knowledge. The tools themselves are periodically reviewed and refined.  In addition, the most effective method of collecting data is assessed. This is evident though the continuing work on improving the pre/post Literacy Institute assessments and exploring additional data sources to utilize. AIR and the DDOE are also working with the participating schools to look at current data collection to de

		Throughout Phase I, Phase II, and Phase III, the DDOE has partnered with OSEP technical assistance providers including the IDEA Data Center and the National Center for Systemic Improvement. This technical assistance has greatly contributed to the success of Delaware’s SSIP.  The DDOE appreciates the support and looks forward to continuing these partnerships throughout Phase III.  
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Delaware
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 9
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 9
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 7
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 9
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 0
(1.2) Complaints pending. 0
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 0


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 15


(2.1) Mediations held. 9
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 2
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 2


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 7


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 5


(2.2) Mediations pending. 1
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 5


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 10
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 4
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 3


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 0
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 0
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 10


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 0


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


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Delaware. These data were generated on 10/30/2019 9:39 AM EDT.
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Delaware  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


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


77.08 Needs Assistance 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 13 54.17 


Compliance 18 18 100 


2020 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


91 2 


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


87 1 


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


17 0 


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


93 1 


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


22 0 


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


89 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


91 2 


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


87 1 


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


38 0 


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


93 1 


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


16 0 


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


91 1 


 
1 For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and 


Determination were calculated, review "How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Part B." 
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Exiting Data Elements 


Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 12 2 


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


77 1 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator2 Performance
(%)  


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2017 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and 
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to 
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
specified requirements. 


0 Yes 2 


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


5.13 N/A 2 


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


5.13 Yes 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 99.24 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


93.68 Yes 2 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 96.5 N/A 2 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 97.62  2 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 100  2 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions N/A  N/A 


Longstanding Noncompliance   2 


Special Conditions None   


Uncorrected identified noncompliance None   


 


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


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


2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 
https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303 



https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303



		Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination

		Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

		2020 Part B Results Matrix

		Reading Assessment Elements

		Math Assessment Elements

		Exiting Data Elements



		2020 Part B Compliance Matrix








_1661585609.pdf


 


 


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. 


 


 


 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Dr. Susan Bunting 


Secretary of Education 


Delaware Department of Education 


401 Federal Street, #2 


Dover, Delaware 19901 


Dear Secretary Bunting: 


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 Delaware 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:  
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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. § 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 III 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 III of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.  


As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational 


agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in 


the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after 


the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:  


(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;  


(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs 


intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA;  


(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and  


(4) inform each LEA of its determination.  


Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s 


website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:  


(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State 


attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act 


of 1973; and  


(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website. 
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OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities 


and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we continue our important 


work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact your 


OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request 


technical assistance. 


Sincerely, 


 


Laurie VanderPloeg  


Director 


Office of Special Education Programs 


cc: State Director of Special Education  
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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 diploma1; 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. a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR 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 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 


 
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.” 
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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 : 


• 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.


• 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.  


• 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.  
3  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. 


4  For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%. 
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. 


6  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. 


7  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 Data8:  


• Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• 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:  


• Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance. 


• 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:  


• 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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• 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.  


• 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):  


 
9  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 4th and 8th grade reading (see page 11):  


https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/reading/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_reading
.pdf 


Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th 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: 


• 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%. 


• 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’. 


 
10 The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.  
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• 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. 


• 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’. 


• 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: 


Results Elements 


RDA 
Score= 


0 


RDA 
Score=  


1 


RDA 
Score=  


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 A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,11 
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. 


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 (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination.  


Needs Intervention  A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention 
if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.  


Needs Substantial Intervention  The Department did not make a determination of Needs 
Substantial Intervention for any State in 2020.  


 


 
11 In 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%.  





		Introduction

		A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13

		Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data

		Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and  Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions

		Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance  (Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific Conditions)



		B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix

		Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

		Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

		Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

		Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

		Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma

		Scoring of the Results Matrix

		C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination
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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). 


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


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


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


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


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


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


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


Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort 
Reduction and Coordinated Early 
Intervening Services 


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in May 


2) Complete Data – A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets, 
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as 
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey 
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment 
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies. 


3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related 
to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally 
consistent within a data collection. 
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FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


3B 
3C 
4A 
4B 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points - If the 
FFY 2018 APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


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


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/LRE 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


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


Total N/A in 618 Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 
Total N/A in APR 


Base 
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 19

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              0]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 2

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 22.857142800000002

		State List: [Delaware]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 24

		B618GrandTotal: 22.857143

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 46.857143

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 20

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9761904791666667

		IndicatorScore0: 97.61904791666667

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0






Delaware Indicator 8



Table 1. Disability Categories: Statewide Representation and Representation of Survey Respondents 



		Disability Category

		Statewide Representation

		Representation of Survey

Respondents



		Autism

		9.63%

		17.61%



		Deaf/Blind

		0.21%

		0.18%



		Developmental Delay

		11.64%

		6.96%



		Emotional Disability

		4.75%

		5.79%



		Hearing Impairment

		1.03%

		1.23%



		Learning Disability

		41.76%

		26.21%



		Mild Intellectual Disability

		4.34%

		3.69%



		Moderate Intellectual Disability

		1.85%

		2.98%



		Severe Intellectual Disability

		0.23%

		.99%



		Orthopedic Impairment

		0.92%

		1.81%



		Other Health Impairment

		12.69%

		6.96%



		Preschool/Speech Delay

		1.51%

		3.16%



		Speech/Language Impairment

		8.79%

		14.92%



		Traumatic Brain Injury

		0.34%

		.41%



		Blind/Visual Impairment

		.32%

		0.88%



		Disability Category Was Left Blank

		NA

		6.20%





Response:

A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between disability categories of surveyed parents and the children receiving special education services.

The relation between these variables was significant, therefore, they are not representative, X2(14, N=25,985) = 200.8, p < .001. 

Respondents with disability category left blank were excluded from this analysis.





Table 2. Race/Ethnicity: Statewide Representation and Representation of Survey Respondents



		Race/Ethnicity

		Statewide Representation

		Representation of Survey

Respondents



		Black/African American

		35.84%

		15.68%



		American Indian/Alaskan Native

		0.34%

		.70%



		Asian American

		1.60%

		2.11%



		White/Caucasian

		41.82%

		46.23%



		Hispanic/Latino

		16.48%

		8.43%



		Multi-Racial

		3.83%

		10.06%



		Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander

		0.09%

		.12%



		Race/Ethnicity Was Left Blank

		NA

		16.68%





Response: 

A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between race/ethnicity categories of surveyed parents and the children receiving special education services. 

The relation between these variables was significant, therefore, they are not representative, X2(6, N=25,806) = 190.7, p < .001. 

Respondents with race/ethnicity not reported were excluded from this analysis.
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Tuble 1. Disability Categories: Statewide Representation and Representation of Survey Respondents
@
Disability Category Statewide Representation of Survey
Representation Respondents

Autism 9.63% 17.61%
Deaf/Blind 021% 0.18%
Developmental Delay 11.64% 6.96%
Emotional Disability 4.75% 5.79%
Hearing Impairment 1.03% 123%
Leaming Disability 41.76% 2621%
Mild Intellectual Disability 4.34% 3.69%
Moderate Intellectual Disability 1.85% 2.98%
Severe Intellectual Disability 0.23% 99%

Orthopedic Impairment 0.92% 1.81%
Other Health Impairment 12.69% 6.96%
Preschool/Speech Dela 151% 3.16%
Speecly/Language Impairment 8.79% 14.92%
Traumatic Brain Injury 0.34% 41%

Blind/Visual Impairment 32% 0.88%
Disability Category Was Left Blank NA 6.20%

Response:
A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between disability categories
of surveyed parents and the children receiving special education services.

The relation between these variables was significant, therefore, they are ot representative, X%(14,
N=25,985)=200.8, p < .001.

Respondents with disability category left blank were excluded from this analysis.
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Delaware Indicator 14



Table 1.  Disability Categories:  Exiter Representation and Representation of Survey Respondents



		Disability Category

		Representation of 17-18 Exiters

		Representation of Respondents



		Learning Disability

		58.5%

		50.2%



		Mild Intellectual Disability

		4.9%

		10.2%



		Moderate Intellectual Disability

		1.1%

		2.4%



		Severe Intellectual Disability

		<%

		<%



		Emotional Disability

		9%

		4.7%



		Other Health Impairment

		16.7%

		13.5%



		Orthopedic Impairment

		< 1%

		1.1%



		Hearing Impairment

		1.2%

		2.1%



		Autism

		5.7%

		12%



		Deaf/Blind

		< 1%

		< 1%



		Blind/Visual Impairment

		< 1%

		< 1%



		Speech/Language Impairment

		1.1%

		1.8%



		Traumatic Brain Injury

		< 1%

		1.1%





Response:

A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between disability categories of surveyed parents and the children receiving special education services.

The relation between these variables was significant, therefore, they are not representative, X2(13, N=1,925) = 48.5, p < .001.



Table 2.  Race/Ethnicity:  Exiter Representation and Representation of Survey Respondents



		Race/Ethnicity

		Representation of 17-18 Exiters

		Representation of Respondents



		Hispanic/Latino

		10.8%

		11%



		American Indian/Alaskan Native

		1%

		1%



		Black/African American

		44.8%

		43%



		White/Caucasian

		39.8%

		40.7%



		Asian American

		1.5%

		2.1%



		Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander

		< 1%

		0%



		Multi-Racial

		2.1%

		2.1%







Response:

A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between race/ethnicity categories of surveyed parents and the children receiving special education services.

The relation between these variables was not significant, therefore, they are representative, X2(5, N=1,925) = 1, p < .96. 
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Delaware Department of Education
General Supervision System
Multi-Tiered System of Accountability for IDEA

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has always required states to focus our efforts and resources on our general supervision responsibilities of procedural compliance through rigorous monitoring and extensive reporting procedures. OSEP’s new accountability framework, called Results Driven Accountability (RDA), brings into focus the educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities while balancing those results with the compliance requirements of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The purpose is to help close the achievement gap for students with disabilities, improve outcomes for our children while preparing them to have range of college and career options appropriate to their individual needs and preferences, move away from a one-size-fits-all compliance focused approach and to craft a more balanced system that looks at how well students are being educated in addition to continued efforts to protect their rights. In addition, children with disabilities are to be a part of, not separate from, the general population. Thus, Special Education Accountability should strengthen and compliment other general education initiatives, including the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).

The Delaware Department of Education (DDOE) Exceptional Children Resources (ECR) Workgroup has developed a Multi-Tiered System of Accountability to improve results for children and ensure compliance of IDEA within our general supervision responsibilities.

Tier I:

All Local Education Agencies (LEAs) are monitored through data analysis, desk audits, self-assessments, review of student records, on-site visits and/or student observations for the following:

Compliance:

· Disproportionate Suspension & Expulsion Ethnicity (Indicator 4b)

· Disproportionate Representation in Special Education (Indicators 9 & 10)

· Initial Evaluation Timelines (Indicator 11)

· Transition of Part C to Part B (Indicator 12)

· Secondary Transition (Indicator 13)

· Compliance of IEP Process

· Equitable Services for Parentally Placed Private School Student

· Needs-Based Funding Verification

· Consolidated Grant Reviews – Program and Fiscal Monitoring

· Fiscal Monitoring of MOE and Excess Costs

· Analysis of Dispute Resolution and Mediation issues (Indicator 15 & 16)

Results:

· State Assessment Participation (Indicator 3b)

· State Assessment Performance (Indicator 3c)

· Significant Discrepancy Suspension and Expulsion (Indicator 4a)

· Early Childhood Outcomes (Indicator 7)

· Graduation Rate (Indicator 1)

· Drop-out Rate (Indicator 2)

· LRE (Indicator 5)

· LRE Preschool (Indicator 6)

· Post School Outcomes (Indicator 14)

· Needs-Based Funding Verification

· Consolidated Grant Reviews – Program and Fiscal Monitoring

If an LEA is found noncompliant or they have not met the targets for results, the LEA moves to Tier II. Data from all compliance and results indicators, along with other factors, are considered when identifying the movement of an LEA to Tier II. In addition to the schedule of LEA on-site monitoring, the DDOE conducts a Risk Based Analysis to identify specific LEAs for monitoring, technical assistance and support.

Tier II:

For compliance issues, the LEA is required to correct all individual student noncompliance, conduct a Root Cause Analysis in the area of noncompliance, and develop a Corrective Action Plan including improvement activities, benchmarks, and a timeline for submitting deliverables and status updates. Following the completion of these activities and utilizing current data, DDOE verifies the correction of individual student noncompliance, in addition to reviewing randomly selected student files to ensure there are no systemic issues of non-compliance. If continued noncompliance exists, the LEA will move to Tier III. For results issues, the LEA is monitored through Continuous Improvement Plans developed by the LEAs and through monitoring activities of the Exceptional Children Resources Workgroup. In addition, this information is shared within DDOE to be included in the overall performance of the LEA.

Compliance:

· LEA driven, DDOE monitors through deliverables, individual student corrections of noncompliance, systemic compliance, progress/status updates and technical assistance (TA).

· LEA corrects individual noncompliance

· LEA conducts a Self- Assessment including a Root Cause Analysis in the area of noncompliance

· LEA develops a Corrective Action Plan including improvement activities, benchmarks, and timeline for submitting deliverables and status updates

· TA is provided as requested

· DDOE verifies correction of individual student noncompliance

· DDOE verifies systemic compliance utilizing updated data

· DDOE monitors status of Corrective Action Plan

Results:

· LEA driven, DDOE monitors through progress/status updates of Continuous Improvement Plan.

· LEA reviews data, conducts a Root Cause Analysis and develops a Continuous Improvement Plan

· DDOE monitors through analysis of LEA data and status of Continuous Improvement Plan

· DDOE reviews alignment of data within Consolidated Grant to Continuous Improvement activities to show improvement

· TA is offered in area, if necessary

Tier III:

If an LEA is found to continue in the areas of noncompliance, they have not completed the activities in their Corrective Action Plan or they have not met the targets for results for another year, the LEA moves to Tier III. Again, the DDOE conducts a Risk Based Analysis to identify LEAs for on-site monitoring each year. Data from all compliance and results indicators, along with additional data, are considered when identifying the movement to Tier III. Tier III is driven by both LEA and DDOE.

Compliance:

· LEA and DDOE driven, DDOE monitors through deliverables, individual student corrections of noncompliance, systemic compliance, progress/status updates and TA.

· LEA corrects individual noncompliance

· LEA and DDOE conducts a Self- Assessment including a Root Cause Analysis in the area of noncompliance

· LEA and DDOE develop an Intervention Plan together to include improvement activities, benchmarks, and timeline for submitting deliverables and status updates

· TA provided by DDOE or other entity

· DDOE verifies correction of individual student noncompliance

· DDOE verifies systemic compliance utilizing updated data

· DDOE monitors status of Intervention Plan

Results:

· LEA and DDOE driven, DDOE monitors through Intervention Plan progress/status update and status of Intervention Plan.

· LEA reviews data, conducts a Root Cause Analysis and works with DDOE to develop an Intervention Plan

· DDOE monitors through analysis of LEA data and status of Intervention Plan

· DDOE reviews alignment of data within Consolidated Grant to Intervention Plan Activities to show improvement

· TA is offered/provided in necessary areas

For Tier III results issues, progress updates are provided on the LEA’s Intervention Plan. TA is offered and provided to LEA by DDOE throughout the year. 

Tier IV:

If an LEA continues to be noncompliant, the LEA moves into Tier IV and enters into a Compliance Agreement with DDOE. DDOE leads a Root Cause Analysis with the LEA in the area(s) of noncompliance and develops the Compliance Agreement which is signed by both parties.

Compliance:

· DDOE driven, DDOE monitors through deliverables, individual student corrections of noncompliance, systemic compliance progress/status updates and TA is directed by DDOE and/or other entity.

· LEA corrects individual noncompliance

· A Root Cause Analysis is completed by LEA and DDOE in the area of noncompliance

· DDOE develops a Compliance Agreement and the LEA and DDOE enter into the Compliance Agreement which includes improvement activities, benchmarks, PD, TA and timeline for submitting deliverables and status updates

· TA provided by DDOE or other entity

· DDOE verifies correction individual student noncompliance

· DDOE verifies systemic compliance utilizing updated data

· DDOE monitors status of Compliance Agreement

· Possible direction of IDEA funds

Results:

· DDOE driven, DDOE monitors through progress updates, deliverables, discussions of data and status of a Compliance Agreement.

· DDOE reviews data, and supports the LEA in conducting a Root Cause Analysis and develops a Compliance Agreement

· DDOE monitors through analysis of LEA data and status of the Compliance Agreement

· DDOE provides TA to LEAs in areas of improvement

For Tier IV issues, DDOE monitors the Compliance Agreement closely. If the DDOE is able to verify correction of noncompliance in all of the regulatory areas, the DDOE will close out the findings of noncompliance that are corrected and notify the LEA in writing. If, however, findings of noncompliance remain open in specific regulatory areas, additional actions will be necessary. Depending on the results of the DDOE's verification activities, the DDOE may increase its enforcement actions in accordance with its authority.

Supports Provided by OSEP:

In response to required actions from FFY17 APR in light of Delaware’s determination of Needs Assistance, Delaware has engaged with OSEP TA supports/resources through National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), the IDEA Data Center (IDC), the Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR), the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT), Early Childhood TA Center and Early Childhood Data Center (DaSy). Delaware Department of Education, Exceptional Children Resources Workgroup, greatly appreciates all the technical assistance and support that OSEP has provided, especially regarding Continuous Improvement Process, Suspension and Expulsion, Secondary Transition, Significant Disproportionality, Comprehensive Early Intervening Services, Timely and Accurate Data, Early Childhood and Fiscal Monitoring. We have engaged in numerous TA opportunities, sought specific resources/support and will continue to accept the support provided by OSEP sponsored TA Centers to improve results and compliance for Delaware’s children with disabilities.  Over the past year, Delaware has sought assistance from the following:

· IDEA Data Center: To address timely and accurate state reported data, the DDOE enlisted the support of the IDEA Data Center (IDC) to provide a series of technical assistance days for a combined group of Exceptional Children Resources, the Data Management and Governance, Technology and Assessment Workgroups. This technical assistance has included developing and strengthening policies and procedures using the protocols from the Part B IDEA 618 Data Processes Toolkit. In addition, IDC has engaged in initial problem solving discussions regarding the enhancement of a Continuous Improvement Process for LEAs.

· Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR): The DDOE sought support from the Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR) to develop a new workbook for MOE, Excess Costs calculations under IDEA and improve the consolidated grant process including allocations. DDOE continues to take part in the CIFR Community of Practice.

· The National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI): NCSI has been an integral part in the development of Delaware's IDEA State Systemic Improvement Plan and the establishment of the Delaware Early Literacy Initiative to improve results for students with disabilities. Currently, NCSI is supporting DDOE’s work on the Continuous Improvement Process.

· The National TA Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII): NCII is supporting the DDOE in developing the Multi-Tiered System of Support framework, which is the foundation of our State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG).

· The National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC) and the National Post School Outcomes Center (NPSO) which has now become the National Technical Center on Transition (NTACT): NTACT continues to support the DDOE with TA around Indicators 1, 2, 13 and 14 through emails, phone calls, face to face meetings, informational resources, and guidance for moving from compliance to best practice. Delaware continues to participate in the NTACT State Capacity Building Institute and continues to be one of the states who receives intensive technical assistance with secondary transition.

· CADRE:  Written State Complaint Intensive Technical Assistance Work Group.  Delaware is one of eight states chosen to engage in the work of improving our State Dispute Resolution System.

Delaware receives technical assistance from the National Alliance for Partnerships in Equity (NAPE) through the DDOE’s PIPEline for Career Success for Students with Disabilities (PIPEline). NAPE is collaborating with DDOE, other state agencies and national organizations that serve SWD to modify a proven change process to increase positive educational and employment outcomes for SWD to address these disparities. NAPE’s Program Improvement Process for Equity™ (PIPE) has been successfully implemented with school districts across the country to close gender gaps in CTE career pathways leading to nontraditional career fields. PIPE engages teams of educators, community members, and other stakeholders to: use data to conduct a performance and participation gap analysis; learn about the research literature on root causes for these gaps; conduct action research to identify the root causes in play at their institution; select and implement an aligned intervention that directly addresses the identified root causes; and evaluate their success.

This iterative process is being applied to the context of SWD to increase the enrollment, matriculation, graduation, and transition to postsecondary education and competitive employment of SWD through CTE career pathways. A team of subject matter experts and instructional designers are modifying the PIPE curriculum and tools and creating new tools in the context of SWDs. DDOE is currently implementing this process in Delaware schools to implement the PIPEline to Career Success for Students with Disabilities (PIPEline) project, to determine its efficacy, and to inform modifications or refinements.

The Delaware Department of Education, Exceptional Children Resources Work Group, greatly appreciates all the technical assistance and support that OSEP has provided, especially regarding Suspension and Expulsion, Significant Disproportionality, Secondary Transition, Timely and Accurate Data, Fiscal Support and Continuous Improvement. We have engaged in numerous TA opportunities, sought specific resources/support and will continue to accept the support provided to improve results and compliance for Delaware’s children with disabilities.

LEA Determinations

Under the IDEA, the Department is required to review the performance of local education agencies (LEAs) on the targets identified in the State’s Performance Plan (SPP) and make annual determinations on LEA performance. Since the federal Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has broadened their focus from holding states accountable for compliance indicators only to now holding states accountable for both compliance and results indicators, DDOE has begun issuing LEA annual determinations based on a combination of the following compliance and results indicators:

Compliance:

· Indicator 4b: Significant Discrepancy, by Race or Ethnicity, in the rate of Suspensions and Expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year and policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements

· Indicators 9 & 10: Disproportionate Representation related to Identification

· Indicator 11: Timely Evaluations

· Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition from Part C/preschool special education services to Part B/school-age special education services

· Indicator 13: Transition Planning in the IEP

· Other: Equitable Services, Needs-Based Funding, Fiscal Monitoring

· Other: Corrective Action as a result of an Administrative Complaint or Due Process

Results:

· Indicator 1: Graduate Rate

· Indicator 2: Drop Out Rate

· Indicator 3b: Participation in the State Assessment

· Indicator 3c: Proficiency on the State Assessment

· Indicator 4a: Significant Discrepancy in the rates of long-term Suspension of Students with Disabilities

· Indicator 5: LRE

· Indicator 7: Early Childhood Outcomes

LEAs must analyze their data, engage stakeholders in a root cause analysis and develop a Continuous Improvement Plan to actively improve results for students with disabilities.

State Systemic Improvement Plan

The Delaware (DE) State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) is to increase the literacy proficiency of students with disabilities in K-3rd grade, as measured by a decrease in the percentage of 3rd grade students with disabilities scoring below proficiency on Delaware’s statewide assessments. To accomplish this goal, the DE SSIP Theory of Action developed in Phase 1 focuses on four strands: school leadership, Delaware State Standards, transparent data, and supports for struggling schools. Eight improvement strategies were identified to address the four strands:

· Use of Implementation Science principles	

· Infusing family involvement in all activities

· Use of diagnostic & assessment tools to guide learning	

· Support for struggling schools

· Infusing cultural competency into all activities

· Quality professional learning systems

· Insuring high expectations for all students 	

· Transparent data systems

During Phase II, eight logic models were developed to determine the inputs, outputs, and outcomes expected for each of the eight improvement strategies. A project-level logic model was then developed to eliminate redundancy across improvement strategies and to prioritize outcomes to address in Phase III. Data collection tools have been developed to assess the impact of the DE SSIP on those intended outcomes.

Efforts included the careful selection of the participating districts and schools; the American Institutes of Research (AIR) as our professional learning provider (through a competitive bid process); a deliberate training plan, supported by monthly school implementation team meetings; ongoing coaching; and the use of data to inform implementation. The professional learning system is based on implementation science, addresses cultural competence, and infuses high expectations for all students into all professional learning. Professional learning activities have been aligned with the Learning Forward Professional Development Standards and Guskey’s five levels of professional development evaluation. The components of the Delaware Early Literacy Initiative included the development of school implementation teams, a multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) needs assessment that guided the creation of action plans, a three-day Early Literacy Institute, coaching, and parent engagement.

Phase III FFY 17 SSIP (Indicator 17) full report is located at https://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/2343. 

Phase III FFY 18 SSIP (Indicator 17) full report will be submitted to OSEP on April 1, 2020.  This reported will also be posted at the above link.  

General Supervision

Charter School Accountability

Charter schools are monitored through the DDOE Exceptional Children Resources Work Group and the Charter School Office. Exceptional Children Resources monitors compliance and results issues and works closely with Charter School Office staff to ensure that charter schools are meeting both compliance and results expectations. In addition, a representative from Exceptional Children Resources is part of the Charter School Accountability Committee which reviews all new, renewal, and request for modification applications. This provides an opportunity to ensure that charter schools have an understanding of federal and state special education regulations and that they have provisions in place to ensure requirements are met.

Dispute Resolution Process

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) encourages parents and LEAs to work collaboratively, in the best interests of children, to resolve the disagreements that may occur when working to provide a positive educational experience for all children, including children with disabilities. To this end, the IDEA and its implementing regulations provide specific options for resolving disputes between parents and public agencies, which can be used in a manner consistent with our shared goals of improving results and achieving better outcomes for children with disabilities.

Delaware’s Special Education Dispute Resolution Options:

· Due Process Complaints. A due process complaint may be filed by a parent, school district, or charter school relating to the identification, evaluation, or educational placement of a child with a disability, or the provision of a free, appropriate public education to the child. When a due process complaint is received by the Department, the Secretary of Education will appoint a three member hearing panel (or a single hearing officer in the case of an expedited hearing), and inform the parties who has been appointed. The hearing panel must conduct an evidentiary hearing and issue a final decision within 45 days of the end of the 30 day resolution period.

14 Del. C. §§ 3135 to 3142; 14 DE Admin Code §§ 926.7.0 to 18.0; 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.507 to 518. See also, the Department of Education’s “Due Process Hearing Procedures”, dated July 2019.

School board members must receive a copy of any due process complaint received by the Department from the district superintendent, as well as a copy of any hearing panel decision or civil action filed by a parent seeking judicial review of a hearing decision. In addition, a decision to seek judicial review of a hearing decision must be made by a majority of school board members.

14 Del. C. § 3110(d); 14 DE Admin Code § 211

· State Complaints. State complaints may be filed by any person or organization and must allege a violation of a requirement of Part B of the IDEA or the Department’s regulations concerning the education of children with disabilities. Upon receipt of a state complaint, the Department will appoint an investigator and issue a written decision to the complainant within 60 days that addresses each allegation in the complaint.

14 DE Admin Code §§ 923.51.0 to 53.0; 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.151 to 153. For additional information, see also, the Department of Education’s “Special Education State Complaint Procedures”, dated July 2019.

· Mediation. The Department offers mediation to parents, districts, and charter schools to resolve special education disputes. Mediation is voluntary on the part of the parties, and conducted by a qualified and impartial mediator trained in effective mediation techniques.

14 DE Admin Code § 926.6.0; 34 C.F.R. § 300.506

· IEP Facilitation. The Department offers IEP Facilitation to parents, districts, and charter schools. During a facilitated IEP meeting, a trained facilitator assists members of the team in developing or reviewing a student’s IEP and addressing differing opinions. The role of the facilitator is to assist team members in communicating effectively in order to reach decisions that are in the best interest of the student.

Technical Assistance System

Professional Development and Technical Assistance

The DDOE has developed a comprehensive professional development and technical assistance system that moves beyond short-term, episodic training to a community of practice that is sustainable and builds LEA capacity to improve results for students with disabilities. The system focuses on implementation of the Delaware State Standards, as well as academic and behavioral supports. The DDOE engages in an analysis of state-level, as well as LEA level data and in meaningful discussions with LEA leadership to identify LEAs in need of technical assistance. Once identified, the LEA and the DDOE enter into a Memorandum of Understanding which outlines the roles and responsibilities of both the LEA and the Department. Technical assistance is provided through a variety of formats including group training, on-site/online coaching, and consultation.

Following are examples of the professional development and technical assistance provided:

· Systematic Processes for Enhancing and Assessing Communication Supports (SPEACS): The DDOE has contracted with the University of Delaware, Center for Disabilities Studies’ ACCESS Project to provide training and technical assistance in the area of communication for students with significant disabilities. Built on the premise that all students can communicate, the SPEACS initiative provides training and technical assistance to school teams who work with targeted students with complex communication needs to increase communication skills with the ultimate goal of symbolic communication. Literacy and writing skills are also addressed in training.

· IEP Development for Behavior & Social/Emotional Skills: The DDOE has contracted with The University of Delaware, Center for Disabilities Studies’ PBS Project to provide training and technical assistance focused on IEP development related to behavioral goals and social/emotional supports. This includes group trainings, individual coaching, online collaboration, and a variety of methods necessary in order to successfully support state education professionals in development and implementation IEPs addressing behavioral needs.

· Tiered Behavior Supports: The DDOE has contracted with Rose Iovannone to provide training and technical assistance which focuses on tiered behavior supports through Prevent-Teach-Reinforce (PTR). Training and coaching is provided to ensure teachers are able to implement behavior plans with fidelity.

· Universal Design for Learning: Open to all LEA staff with a focus on universal design and differentiated instructional strategies to support the rigor of the Delaware State Standards.

· Accessibility Guidelines: Open to all LEA staff with a focus on increasing access to all assessments in the Delaware System of Student Assessments.

Delaware Early Literacy Initiative

DDOE’s Delaware Early Literacy Initiative provides a system of professional learning through a Multi-Tiered System of Academic Supports (MTSS) for early literacy. Through this initiative, schools engage in high-quality, job embedded training and coaching in effective literacy practices and a framework to improve literacy outcomes for all students, including students with disabilities and English learners (ELs), preschool through third grade.

Delaware Early Literacy Initiative’s multi-pronged approach to professional learning is:

· Focused on promoting teacher and leader effectiveness related to reading and literacy instruction to meet the needs of all learners within an MTSS framework;

· Responsive to the needs of district and school staff, who are active partners in shaping their professional learning plans;

· Seamlessly aligned with Delaware’s ESSA Plan and Delaware State Literacy Plan and district initiatives/priorities, as well as with Guskey’s Levels of Professional Development Evaluation and Learning Forward Professional Learning Standards.

Provided by a team of experts in implementation of research-based literacy practices including former administrators, veteran teachers, English learner (EL) specialists and special educators.

Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS)

DDOE’s Delaware MTSS (DE MTSS) provides professional development and coaching designed to build the capacity of the state education agency (SEA), local education agencies (LEAs), and school personnel. The purpose of this partnership is to implement and sustain MTSS practices throughout Delaware to increase outcomes for all students. The DE MTSS initiative will provide district and school leadership with high-quality training and coaching in effective practices to align academic and behavior supports under one MTSS framework.

DDOE’s approach to professional learning is:

· Focused on strengthening multi-tiered systems of support at the district/systems and school levels;

· Responsive to the needs of district and school staff;

· Seamlessly aligned with Delaware’s ESSA Plan and state and district initiatives/priorities, as well as with Guskey’s Levels of Professional Development Evaluation and Learning Forward Professional Learning Standards;

· Provided by a team of experts in MTSS implementation and research-based behavior, literacy and math practices including former administrators, veteran teachers, English learner (EL) specialists and special educators.

DDOE staff engages in ongoing data analysis and evaluation of all professional development and technical assistance to ensure fidelity of implementation of evidenced-based strategies and attainment of measurable outcomes and to drive future technical assistance. The DDOE evaluates professional development and technical assistance using the Guskey’s Five Critical Levels of Professional Development: Participants’ Reactions, Participants’ Learning, Organization Support and Change, Use of New Knowledge and Skills, and Student Learning Outcomes. In addition, other measures are utilized such as coaching rubrics and coaching fidelity checklists based on Participatory Adult Learning Strategy (PALS).

Professional Development System

In addition to the above, the DDOE has established a professional development and technical assistance framework that engages stakeholder groups to foster a collective responsibility and investment in improving results for students with disabilities. Professional development is provided on an ongoing basis and includes DDOE and stakeholder initiated topics such as IDEA regulations, procedural safeguards, policies, procedures, and practices, legislative updates, policy issues, State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report, State Systemic Improvement Plan, fiscal, updates from agency providers, and other current issues in special education both national and those specific to Delaware.

Professional development and technical assistance are provided through a variety of formats including the following:

· Special Education Leadership Group: Meetings are held throughout the year, are open to the public, and include LEA staff, outside agency providers, community members, stakeholder group representatives, and DDOE staff.

· Special Education Directors: Meetings are held throughout the year and are open to current LEA Special Education Directors (both districts and charters).

· Charter Schools: Targeted professional development is provided for charter school administrators and staff based on topics identified through a needs survey.

· Literacy Coalition & Literacy Cadre: Open to LEA identified staff such as district curriculum leaders and reading specialists, with a focus on literacy strategies and Response to Intervention. This work is led by the Curriculum Work Group with support from Exceptional Children Resource Work Group staff.

· Secondary Transition: Collaboration with National Centers (National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center and National Post School Outcomes Center). Open to all LEAs with a focus on increasing graduation rate/decrease dropout rate, improving transition planning, and improving post-school outcomes.

· State-Wide Transition Cadre: Open to all LEAs with a focus on data analysis and developing transition plans specific to LEA population.

· State Transition Council: Open to all LEAs with a focus on providing agency updates, TA/PD, and addressing questions/concerns relating to transition. Participants include LEAs, DDOE, agencies, and community members.

· Adult Correction Education: Professional development is provided to the Teacher Supervisors and Educational Diagnosticians that work within the prison.

· Liaison: TA is provided daily through a varied methodology, including but not limited to: phone calls, emails, on-site visits, and webinars.

· Schoology: Web based platform to provide professional development and technical assistance.

· Other: Annual conferences such as Transition Conference and Inclusion Conference which is aligned with the priorities of TA projects.

Stakeholder Involvement

Delaware State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report

The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report development was the result of collaboration between the DDOE's Exceptional Children Resource Group and other DDOE work groups, various statewide committees and groups which include LEA representatives, parents, agency representatives and community members. Stakeholder groups include the following: Governor’s Council for Exceptional Citizens (GACEC), Access to the General Education Curriculum Committee, MTSS Advisory Council (Behavior and Academics), 619 Coordinators, Statewide Transition Cadre, NTACT State Team, Delaware PTA, Delaware Parent Information Center, Special Education Leadership Group and LEA Special Education Directors, and Charter Leaders.

Reporting to the Public

· The FFY 2017 LEA Annual Determinations are posted on the Department website at:
https://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/3829

· As soon as the FFY 2018 LEA Annual Determinations are issued, they too will be posted on the Department website.
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