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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
The Indiana State Education Agency (SEA) is the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE). The Office of Special Education (OSE) is part of the IDOE Academics Division. The SEA offers support to the OSE through ancillary divisions such as Finance, Communications, General Counsel, Government Affairs, Assessment, Accountability, Data Management, and Academics. Please visit the Indiana website at https://www.doe.in.gov/ for an organizational chart.   

The OSE has strengthened relationships between various offices such as School Improvement, Assessment, Title Programs and Educator Effectiveness through work on the State Systemic Improvement Plan (Indicator 17). 

Indiana appreciates the direction outlined in the U.S. Department of Education’s Framework for Special Education on Rehabilitative Services Priorities - Raising expectations and improving outcomes for individuals with disabilities. The OSE, based on the Every Student Succeed Act and the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Dear Colleague Letter on the Provision of a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE), has established the foundation for our state’s Every Student Succeeds initiative. This initiative is represented via an infographic that contains the following key provisions: 

1. Central is the philosophy equity plus access equals outcomes;
2. This is achieved through the tenets of high expectations, shared accountability, and shared responsibility; 
3. Supporting those tenets are collaboration, instruction, assessment, and curriculum; and 
4. The overall system is supported through an environment of Universal Design for Learning and a Multi-Tiered System of Supports. 

In November 2019, Indiana made Local Educational Agency (LEA) determinations based upon a Results Driven Accountability (RDA) system which includes differentiated support. Results indicators and other results data, compliance indicators and data timeliness are components and the cornerstone of RDA. Each of these components are then made up of specific elements which are assigned points dependent upon whether a target is met. These points are part of a calculation by which the LEA determination is assigned and differentiated support is decided. This has been a multi-year project developed and implemented on the input and advice of stakeholders from throughout Indiana. 

The OSE has twenty-one dedicated staff members that provide general supervision to the state. These staff are members of three teams (Fiscal, Dispute Resolution, and, Technical Assistance/Monitoring). 
Indiana also has the Indiana Resource Network (IRN), made up of technical assistance (TA) entities that provide training and TA, working directly with LEA staff across the state.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
401
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

See uploaded Attachment A: General Supervision System (Introduction)
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.

For purposes of this section, technical assistance (TA) is defined as the provision of advice and assistance in the implementation, installation and maintenance of the concepts related to improving the performance of students with disabilities. With the implementation of RDA, the support will be matched to the LEA determination and/or results indicator level, and subsequent assistance will be differentiated. 

In Indiana, the provision of LEA TA and professional development go hand in hand. Dependent upon the subject matter and the intensity of the need, the OSE offers various levels of TA and/or professional development. 

The OSE provides TA and professional development based upon three levels of need: universal, targeted, and intensive. 

The universal level is available to all LEAs and includes resources through: discussion with or training by the OSE staff members; the IDOE website including topic specific communities of learning; the IDOE Moodle Communities; information about state and national resources (including the OSEP funded national TA centers as well as the IRN [contracted vendors]); links and contact information to relevant local, regional and state resources; written guidance about specific topics; short video clips called 'Short Shares' and 'Coffee Talks'; webinars; and question and answer documents.
 
The targeted level of assistance is available to those LEAs who have identified noncompliance found through the monitoring process described elsewhere in this introduction, or, if the LEA is in danger of being out of compliance if procedure/practice revisions are not made. The targeted level also includes those LEAs who have had personnel changes and require assistance to ensure new staff gain the knowledge of the expectations under IDEA. Assistance is provided via: webinars, conference calls, on-site or regional training opportunities that include evidence based practices, and summits. 

The intensive level of assistance focuses on LEAs with issue(s) identified as systemic and/or requiring rigorous LEA work and focused assistance by the OSE and/or the IRN. Assistance will be individualized dependent upon the identified issue(s) and could include one-to-one consultation (telephone, email, on site) and/or topic specific training provided to LEA staff by the OSE and/or IRN contracted vendors. 

As TA and professional development occur in Indiana, the OSE follows the principles of adult learning and includes evidence based practices. The effectiveness of the implementation is measured through the data collected for the specific indicators or evidence that practice has changed. 

With the implementation of RDA, there will be a direct correlation between the LEA determination level and the level of assistance provided (differentiated).
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.


See uploaded Attachment B: Professional Development System (Introduction)
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The development and ongoing implementation of RDA involved stakeholders from the beginning. A core group of stakeholders developed the framework and detailed in the executive summary above from the reauthorized Every Student Succeeds Act/Dear Colleague guidance on FAPE. Once the framework was completed other stakeholders provided input and suggestions for changes. Stakeholders included the SAC, the entities of the IRN (including a parent resource center), the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education, and a large group of school personnel (principals, general education and special education teachers, psychologists, speech and language pathologists, etc.). This group identified the areas that should be part of the RDA calculation, and 'weighted' the various elements for importance. The group also assisted with the plan to roll out information on RDA across Indiana. The information and input received from stakeholders at the OSE data retreats in 2019 were incorporated into our current RDA system. 

In the course of the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) input was obtained from parent groups, LEAs, other state agencies, and institutions of higher education. As targets for specific indicators were revised through FFY 2012 (SY 12-13) the OSE obtained stakeholder input from SAC. Additionally, there is a specific stakeholder group that has been developed to address and include stakeholder input and engagement with regard to Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan. The members of this stakeholder group are a diverse group of members from various internal and external departments and organizations that are able to provide support to the development and implementation of the SSIP. 

In preparation for the FFY 2013 through FFY 2018 SPP, the OSE prepared trend data information for each of the indicators and developed recommended targets based upon that data. The stakeholders reviewed the trend data, discussed the information and as the result of that discussion identified the targets for each of the indicators. The stakeholders represent various constituency groups, including individuals with disabilities, parents of children with disabilities as well as teachers, state and local education officials, program administrators, representatives of various state agencies, representatives of higher education institutions that prepare special education and related service personnel, representatives of nonpublic schools, and representatives of vocational, community, or business organizations concerned with the provision of transitional services to children with disabilities.
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.


The FFY 2016 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR are posted at https://www.doe.in.gov/specialed/data. The OSE sent a hard copy letter to each Local Education Agency (LEA) superintendent as well as an electronic copy to the local director of special education. These letters include an attachment that reflects the performance of the LEA. The letters are found at https://www.doe.in.gov/specialed/results-driven-accountability.

In addition, see Compass/INview at https://inview.doe.in.gov/. This has detailed data for the state, as well as local education agencies. See also Annual School Performance Reports at https://www.doe.in.gov/accountability/annual-school-performance-reports.  
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

While the State has publicly reported on the FFY 2015 (July 1, 2015-June 30, 2016) performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the State's performance plan as required by section 616(b)(2)(C)(ii)(I) of IDEA, those reports did not contain, as specified in the OSEP Response, all of the required information. With its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must provide a Web link demonstrating that the State has fully reported to the public on the performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR for FFY 2015. In addition, the State must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, how and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2017 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR.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

The Web link demonstrating that the State has fully reported to the public on the performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR for FFY2015 and FFY2017 (along with other years) is: https://www.doe.in.gov/specialed/data

FFY2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR), as well as the report on activities implemented, measures and outcomes, and a summary of the improvement strategies associated with the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) will be addressed in the April 1, 2020 SSIP submission. 
Intro - OSEP Response

States were instructed to submit Phase III Year Four of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information. The State provided a FFY 2019 target for the SSIP, however, OSEP cannot accept the target because the State's end target for FFY 2019 does not reflect improvement over the baseline data. The State must revise its FFY 2019 target to reflect improvement.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must provide a FFY 2019 target that reflects improvement over baseline and 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- 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.

OSEP notes that one or more of the attachments included in the State’s  FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission are not in compliance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (Section 508), and will not be posted on the U.S. Department of Education’s IDEA website. Therefore, the State must make the attachment(s) available to the public as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after the date of the determination letter.
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
	2012
	71.72%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	64.00%
	67.00%
	70.00%
	72.00%
	74.00%

	Data
	69.29%
	73.41%
	70.87%
	72.03%
	70.87%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	76.00%
	76.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

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
	6,891

	 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
	9,487

	 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
	72.64%


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

	6,891
	9,487
	70.87%
	76.00%
	72.64%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
To graduate with a general (regular) diploma, students must: 1) pass 40 credits of high school instruction, including specific requirements across subject areas in English, mathematics, social studies, science, physical education, health, and college and career readiness; AND 2) either: a) pass the graduation qualifying exam administered by the state or be granted a waiver under certain conditions if they do not pass this exam, OR b) be certified with a graduation pathway that includes an employability skills component and a postsecondary education readiness component. Requirements for students with with disabilities are the same as those without.
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)
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

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

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	10.76%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	9.01%
	8.51%
	8.01%
	7.51%
	7.01%

	Data
	8.51%
	6.94%
	7.60%
	5.90%
	7.04%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	6.51%
	6.01%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The Indiana Department of Education, Office of Special Education (OSE) has analyzed the data from past Annual Performance Reports to determine appropriate, achievable, yet rigorous targets for 2013-2019.

The Indiana Department of Education, Office of Special Education included stakeholder input from the State Advisory Council on the Education of Children with Disabilities (SAC), as well as other constituents, to set the targets submitted for 2013-2019.

In addition, OSE met with the Executive Board of the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE) to determine the FFY 2019 targets.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 1
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)
	5,690

	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)
	852

	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)
	36

	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)
	535

	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)
	16


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

	535
	7,129
	7.04%
	6.51%
	7.50%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 
Indiana saw a commensurate increase in dropouts among the population of students in the general education program only.  Slippage is likely due to an increased scrutiny on local LEAs in proper reporting of student dropouts.  Graduation rates saw increases in both students with and without disabilities.  No major change in graduation requirements was put in place for FFY2018.
Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
All students who are no longer enrolled in a school, and for whom there is not proper mobility documentation demonstrating continuing education consistent with the state's compulsory education law or documentation of receipt of a diploma or certificate of completion as specified in the student's IEP (except for those students who died during the school year or aged-out of special education services under Indiana law), are recorded as a dropout. For purposes of Indicator 2, this includes all youth aged 14 to 22. Per federal regulations, a student cannot be reported as a dropout for a school year that the student has completed. Therefore, students finishing a school year without a diploma or certificate are reported as dropouts at the beginning of the next school year if and when they do not return to school.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.

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

Data Source
3B. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS185 and 188.

Measurement
B. Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in an assessment) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The participation rate is based on all children with IEPs, including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

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

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

Indicator 3B: Provide separate reading/language arts and mathematics participation rates, inclusive of all ESEA grades assessed (3-8 and high school), for children with IEPs. Account for ALL children with IEPs, in all grades assessed, including children not participating in assessments and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.

3B - Indicator Data

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

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


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005


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

	A
	Overall
	96.87%
	Actual
	96.58%
	96.73%
	88.66%
	95.39%
	97.06%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	A
	Overall
	96.87%
	Actual
	96.94%
	97.68%
	88.95%
	96.03%
	97.52%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

OSE met with the Executive Board of the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE) to determine the FFY 2019 targets.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no)
YES
Data Source:  
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading  (EDFacts file spec FS188; Data Group: 589)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs
	13,214
	13,302
	13,526
	12,922
	12,494
	12,262
	
	10,883
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	4,482
	3,721
	3,086
	2,450
	2,181
	2,116
	
	932
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	7,982
	8,751
	9,588
	9,473
	9,266
	8,979
	
	8,489
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	682
	748
	787
	927
	950
	1,078
	
	1,052
	
	
	


Data Source: 
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math  (EDFacts file spec FS185; Data Group: 588)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs
	13,218
	13,305
	13,534
	12,926
	12,497
	12,264
	
	10,887
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	4,409
	3,611
	2,919
	2,187
	1,886
	1,742
	
	847
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	8,064
	8,863
	9,752
	9,718
	9,557
	9,346
	
	8,599
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	682
	742
	780
	921
	952
	1,076
	
	1,052
	
	
	


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	88,603
	87,720
	97.06%
	95.00%
	99.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	88,631
	87,705
	97.52%
	95.00%
	98.96%
	Met 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. 

Navigate to https://www.doe.in.gov/specialed/data, scroll to the section "618 Reporting," open the file "Compliance/Results Indicator Data For All Corporations Compared to Targets SY2018-2019," then select the tab "3 - Assessment," or select from the Table of Contents tab.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
 
The State did not provide a Web link demonstrating that the State reported publicly on the participation of children with disabilities on statewide assessments with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). Specifically, the State has not reported the number of children with disabilities participating in regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations (that did not result in an invalid score) in order to participate in those assessments at the State, district and school levels. Additionally, the State has not reported the number of children with disabilities, if any, participating alternate academic achievement standards, at the State, district, and school levels. The failure to publicly report as required under 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) is noncompliance.
3B - Required Actions
Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2020 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2018, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f).  In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) for FFY 2019.
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:

A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
3C. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS175 and 178.

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

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

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

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

3C - Indicator Data

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

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


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2018
	Target >=
	48.00%
	54.00%
	60.00%
	62.00%
	64.00%

	A
	Overall
	17.90%
	Actual
	55.12%
	32.33%
	25.72%
	27.58%
	26.96%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2018
	Target >=
	57.00%
	61.00%
	65.00%
	67.00%
	69.00%

	A
	Overall
	18.91%
	Actual
	63.37%
	35.41%
	25.69%
	25.36%
	27.84%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	17.90%
	18.15%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	18.91%
	19.26%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

OSE met with the Executive Board of the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE) to determine the FFY 2019 targets.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

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

YES
Data Source: 
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec FS178; Data Group: 584)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Reading Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	13,146
	13,220
	13,461
	12,850
	12,397
	12,173
	
	10,473
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,005
	1,664
	1,313
	1,031
	944
	835
	
	370
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	493
	484
	519
	553
	542
	600
	
	1,472
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	300
	322
	377
	398
	461
	510
	
	506
	
	
	


Data Source:  
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec FS175; Data Group: 583)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Math Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	13,155
	13,216
	13,451
	12,826
	12,395
	12,164
	
	10,498
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,711
	2,093
	1,443
	990
	773
	570
	
	178
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,185
	1,063
	799
	635
	477
	386
	
	546
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	396
	351
	361
	419
	437
	434
	
	334
	
	
	


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	87,720
	15,699
	26.96%
	17.90%
	17.90%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	87,705
	16,581
	27.84%
	18.91%
	18.91%
	Met 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. 

Navigate to https://www.doe.in.gov/specialed/data, scroll to the section "618 Reporting," open the file "Compliance/Results Indicator Data For All Corporations Compared to Targets SY2018-2019," then select the tab "3 - Assessment," and "3 - Accommodations" or select from the Table of Contents tab. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Baseline has been reset to reflect a new statewide testing protocol for FFY2018.
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 FFY 2019 targets for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.

The State did not provide a Web link demonstrating that the State reported publicly on the performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). Specifically, the State has not reported, compared with the achievement of all children, including children with disabilities, the performance results of children with disabilities on regular assessments and alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards, at the State, district, and school levels. The failure to publicly report as required under 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) is noncompliance.
3C - Required Actions
Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2020 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2018, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f).  In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) for FFY 2019.
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2016
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	1.40%
	1.30%
	1.20%
	0.43%
	0.33%

	Data
	1.94%
	1.62%
	0.53%
	0.00%
	NVR


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.23%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

OSE met with the Executive Board of the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE) to determine the FFY 2019 targets.
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.

380

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1
	14
	NVR
	0.23%
	7.14%
	Did Not Meet Target
	N/A


Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Indiana Department of Education defines Indicator 4A"significant discrepancy of students with disabilities in the rates of suspensions and expulsions greater than 10 days" as an incidence rate that is two times higher than the State rate for three consecutive years. Indiana has a required minimum “n” size of 15 students with a disability suspended or expelled for more than 10 days in a school year as well as a minimum of 15 students in the comparison group. The relative risk ratio will be computed as a ratio of the risk index of all races/ethnicities of students with disabilities in the LEA to the risk index of all races/ethnicities of students with disabilities combined in the state for out of school suspension/expulsion totaling more than 10 days. (LEA rate compared to STATE rate for students with disabilities.)

Indiana notified the LEAs that the annual data analysis reflected possible noncompliance (over the Indiana defined risk ratio threshold) with this indicator and required each LEA to participate in a policy, procedure and practice file review. This review was consistent with the requirements under 34 CFR §300.170(b) relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. If the LEA exceeded the threshold, then the LEA policies and procedures are reviewed and a minimum of 5 files (to determine practice) reviewed on students who were evaluated and identified as students with disabilities. If policies, procedures, and/or practices were determined to be inappropriate, findings of noncompliance would be issued.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017- 2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
For each LEA that the State identifies as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions or expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs, Indiana completed the following process:

LEAs were notified that the annual data analysis reflected possible noncompliance (over the Indiana defined risk ratio threshold of 2.0) for this indicator.

Each LEA was required to participate in a policy and procedure review which included the following information:

Requiring that the case conference committee consider positive behavioral interventions and supports to address any of the student's behaviors that impede the student's learning or the learning of others
Requiring teachers of record to ensure that a student's IEP, including any behavioral intervention plan, is being implemented as written
Explaining that the school will count a short-term removal from the student’s placement for any part of the student’s day as a day of suspension when the removal is not pursuant to the student’s IEP
Requiring compliance with I.C. 20-33-8-7 when a student is removed from the student’s placement for any part of the day when the removal is not pursuant to the student’s IEP
Describing who is responsible for determining if a change of placement has occurred when a student has been removed/suspended for more than 10 cumulative days in a school year
Describing the factors to be taken into account when making that decision 
Describing when the case conference committee must meet to determine if the student's misconduct is a manifestation of the student's disability
Describing what the case conference committee must consider in determining if the misconduct is a manifestation of the student's disability
Describing when a functional behavioral assessment is required to be conducted
Describing what information is to be included in a functional behavioral assessment, and how it is to be conducted
Requiring that a functional behavioral assessment be conducted prior to developing a behavioral intervention plan
Describing what must be included in a behavioral intervention plan

Each LEA was required to participate in a file review (practices) (minimum of 5 files). Topics/areas reviewed:

Parent notification of change of placement
Appropriate services provided during the removal
Case Conference Committee (CCC) meeting held within 10 instructional days of the decision to change the student's placement
CCC reviewed relevant information in the student's file, including the student's IEP, any teacher observations, and information provided by the parent to determine if the conduct in question was 1) caused by, or had a direct and substantial relationship, to the student's disability; or 2) the direct result of the school's failure to implement the student's IEP
School took steps to remedy the deficiencies
New or existing functional behavior assessment and behavior intervention plan reviewed
Student placement discussion
Student received appropriate services during removal
Review of documentation concerning removal to an Interim Alternative Educational Setting (IAES) due to: 1) carrying a weapon or school or possesses a weapon, 2) knowingly possesses or uses illegal drugs or sells or solicits the sale of a controlled substance, or 3) inflicted serious bodily injury upon another person; while at school, on school premises, or at a school function;  CCC determines the IAES and appropriate services needed to enable the student to 1) continue to participate in the GE curriculum, although in another setting; 2) progress toward meeting IEP goals; 3) receive, as appropriate, a FBA and behavioral intervention services and modifications designed to address the behavior violation so that it does not recur

If policies, procedures and/or practices (including the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and procedural safeguards) were determined to be inappropriate, findings of noncompliance were issued.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

If YES, select one of the following:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected. Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and IDOE consultant to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. In addition, the LEAs identified with noncompliance were informed that they could work with the appropriate Indiana Resource Network technical assistance provider(s). IDOE verified the correction of all noncompliance. This verification included a review of updated policies, procedures and practices (Prong 2) and confirmation of correction of each individual case of noncompliance that had been identified previously (Prong 1). The IDOE also collected, reviewed and verified subsequent data by obtaining a new randomized sample to ensure that the LEAs were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements by achieving 100% compliance. 
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
Three LEAs had a finding of noncompliance and were verified as corrected.

Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review, and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected. Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and IDOE consultant to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. In addition, the LEAs identified with noncompliance were informed that they could work with the appropriate Indiana Resource Network technical assistance provider(s). IDOE verified the correction of all noncompliance. This verification included a review of updated policies, procedures and practices (Prong 2) and confirmation of correction of each individual case of noncompliance that had been identified previously (Prong 1). The IDOE also collected, reviewed and verified subsequent data by obtaining a new randomized sample to ensure that the LEAs were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements by achieving 100% compliance. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review, and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected. 
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

	FFY 2013
	1
	0
	1

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2013

Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

Please see introduction for more information on the LEA that is currently on Special Conditions for the Part B funds.
4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2017. The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018 in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

Upon further investigation, there was an error in the 2/1/19 FFY17 APR submission in regard to the number of LEAs and how each are categorized for calculation purposes. The error was discovered in the category ‘LEAs that did not have 3 years of data’. The number should be 37 instead of 18. This then changes the total LEAs to 394, which matches the 394 mentioned in the introduction. 
 
2/1/2019 (contained a mistake)
 
Compliant LEAs  8
Noncompliant LEAs  3
LEAs did not meet N-size  345
LEAs that did not have 3 years of data
 18* 
 
LEAs with special conditions  1
TOTAL  375

2/1/2020 (Correction)
Compliant LEAs  8
Noncompliant LEAs  3
LEAs did not meet N-size  345
LEAs that did not have 3 years of data
 37* 
 
LEAs with special conditions (longstanding noncompliance)  1
TOTAL  394

Due to this mistake* the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement should have said 382 and not 363.
4A - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	2.50%
	0.27%
	0.53%
	0.00%
	NVR


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.

387

	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

	1
	1
	3
	NVR
	0%
	NVR
	Did Not Meet Target
	N/A


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Indiana's definition identifies Significant Discrepancy of racial and ethnic groups (American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Hispanic/Latino, Black or African American, White, and Multiracial) as a risk ratio for a given racial/ethnic group that is greater than 2.0 for three consecutive years. Indiana has a required minimum “n” size of 15 students with a disability in any of the racial/ethnic groups suspended or expelled for more than 10 days in a school year as well as a minimum of 15 students with a disability in the comparison group. The relative risk ratio will be computed as a ratio of the risk index of a race-ethnicity of students with disabilities in the LEA to the risk index of all races-ethnicities of students with disabilities combined in the state for out of school suspension/expulsion totaling more than 10 days.  (LEA rate compared to State rate for students with disabilities by race.)

Indiana notified the LEAs that the annual data analysis (of the suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities for greater than 10 days) reflected possible noncompliance (over the Indiana defined risk ratio threshold) with this indicator and required each LEA to participate in a policy, procedure, and practice file review. This review was consistent with the requirements under 34 CFR §300.170(b) relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. If the LEA exceeded the threshold, then the LEA policies and procedures are reviewed and a minimum of 5 files (to determine practice) were reviewed on students who were evaluated and identified as students with disabilities. If policies, procedures, and/or practices were determined to be inappropriate, findings of noncompliance were issued.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

For each LEA that the State identifies as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions or expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs, Indiana completed the following process: 

LEAs were notified that the annual data analysis reflected possible noncompliance (over the Indiana defined risk ratio threshold of 2.0) for this indicator.

Each LEA was required to participate in a policy and procedure review which included the following information:

Requiring that the case conference committee consider positive behavioral interventions and supports to address any of the student's behaviors that impede the student's learning or the learning of others
Requiring teachers of record to ensure that a student's IEP, including any behavioral intervention plan, is being implemented as written
Explaining that the school will count a short-term removal from the student’s placement for any part of the student’s day as a day of suspension when the removal is not pursuant to the student’s IEP
Requiring compliance with I.C. 20-33-8-7 when a student is removed from the student’s placement for any part of the day when the removal is not pursuant to the student’s IEP
Describing who is responsible for determining if a change of placement has occurred when a student has been removed/suspended for more than 10 cumulative days in a school year
Describing the factors to be taken into account when making that decision
Describing when the case conference committee must meet to determine if the student's misconduct is a manifestation of the student's disability
Describing what the case conference committee must consider in determining if the misconduct is a manifestation of the student's disability
Describing when a functional behavioral assessment is required to be conducted
Describing what information is to be included in a functional behavioral assessment and how it is to be conducted
Requiring that a functional behavioral assessment be conducted prior to developing a behavioral intervention plan
Describing what must be included in a behavioral intervention plan

Each LEA was required to participate in a file review (practices) (minimum of 5 files). Topics/areas reviewed:

Parent notification of change of placement
Appropriate services provided during the removal
Case Conference Committee (CCC) meeting held within 10 instructional days of the decision to change the student's placement
CCC reviewed relevant information in the student's file, including the student's IEP, any teacher observations, and information provided by the parent to determine if the conduct in question was 1) caused by, or had a direct and substantial relationship, to the student's disability; or 2) the direct result of the school's failure to implement the student's IEP
School took steps to remedy the deficiencies
New or existing functional behavior assessment and behavior intervention plan reviewed
Student placement discussion
Student received appropriate services during removal
Review of documentation concerning removal to an Interim Alternative Educational Setting (IAES) due to 1) carrying a weapon or school or possesses a weapon, 2) knowingly possesses or uses illegal drugs or sells or solicits the sale of a controlled substance, or 3) inflicted serious bodily injury upon another person; while at school, on school premises, or at a school function
CCC determines the IAES and appropriate services needed to enable the student to 1) continue to participate in the GE curriculum, although in another setting; 2) progress toward meeting IEP goals; 3) receive, as appropriate, a FBA and behavioral intervention services and modifications designed to address the behavior violation so that it does not recur

If policies, procedures and/or practices (including the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and procedural safeguards) were determined to be inappropriate, findings of noncompliance were issued.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

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

Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers, and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected. Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and IDOE consultant to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. In addition, the LEAs identified with noncompliance were informed that they could work with the appropriate Indiana Resource Network technical assistance provider(s). IDOE verified the correction of all noncompliance. This verification included a review of updated policies, procedures, and practices (Prong 2) and confirmation of correction of each individual case of noncompliance that had been identified previously (Prong 1). The IDOE also collected and verified the data by obtaining a new randomized sample to ensure that the individual and systemic noncompliance had been resolved.
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
	0
	2
	3


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible, but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers, and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected. Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and IDOE consultant to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. In addition, the LEAs identified with noncompliance were informed that they could work with the appropriate Indiana Resource Network technical assistance provider(s). IDOE verified the correction of all noncompliance. This verification included a review of updated policies, procedures, and practices (Prong 2) and confirmation of correction of each individual case of noncompliance that had been identified previously (Prong 1). The IDOE also collected, reviewed and verified subsequent data by obtaining a new randomized sample to ensure that the LEAs were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements by achieving 100% compliance. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers, and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected. 
FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

Three LEAs did not correct within a year. The IDOE specialist and/or the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting specialist provided virtual and/or on-site technical assistance as mentioned previously but at greater frequency. Additionally, system wide improvement strategies were shared and encouraged with LEAs.
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

	FFY 2014
	1
	0
	1

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2014

Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

Please see introduction for more information on the LEA that is currently on Special Conditions for the Part B funds.
4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2017. The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018 in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

Upon further investigation, there was an error in the 2/1/19 FFY17 APR submission in regard to the number of LEAs and how each are categorized for calculation purposes.  The error was discovered in the category ‘LEAs did not meet n-size’ and ‘LEAs that did not have 3 years of data’. The number of ‘LEAs did not meet n-size’ should be 359* instead of 348. The number of ‘LEAs that did not have 3 years of data’ should have been 26* instead of 18. This then changes the total LEAs to 394, which matches the 394 mentioned in the introduction. 
 
2/1/2019 (contained a mistake)
Compliant LEAs 3
Noncompliant LEAs 5
LEAs did not meet N-size 348*
LEAs that did not have 3 years of data 18*
LEAs with special conditions 1
TOTAL   375
 
2/1/2020 Correction
Compliant LEAs 3
Noncompliant LEAs 5
LEAs did not meet N-size 359*
LEAs that did not have 3 years of data 26*
LEAs with special conditions (longstanding noncompliance) 1
TOTAL    394

Due to this mistake* the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement should have said 385 and not 366.
4B - OSEP Response
OSEP cannot determine whether the data are valid and reliable.  The State reported that three districts met the minimum n size requirement, and 387 districts did not meet the minimum n size requirement and were excluded from the calculation. The number of districts excluded from the calculation because they do not meet the minimum "n" size, plus the number of districts that met the State-established minimum "n" size, do not equal the total number of districts the State reported in either the FFY 2017 or FFY 2018 Introduction. Therefore, OSEP could not determine whether the State met its target. 

The State reported that noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 and FFY 2014 as a result of the review it conducted pursuant to 34 C.F.R. § 300.170(b) was partially corrected.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each district with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 and FFY  2014:  (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.

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator) for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the districts identified with noncompliance in FFY 2018 have corrected the noncompliance, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
4B- Required Actions
The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018.  The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2019 in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR.
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
	2008
	Target >=
	67.00%
	68.00%
	69.00%
	70.00%
	71.00%

	A
	63.77%
	Data
	70.01%
	70.55%
	71.40%
	72.62%
	73.98%

	B
	2008
	Target <=
	12.00%
	11.50%
	11.00%
	10.50%
	10.00%

	B
	12.94%
	Data
	10.65%
	10.55%
	10.42%
	9.84%
	9.34%

	C
	2008
	Target <=
	2.16%
	2.15%
	2.14%
	2.13%
	2.12%

	C
	2.42%
	Data
	2.08%
	2.06%
	2.02%
	1.86%
	1.82%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	72.00%
	73.00%

	Target B <=
	9.50%
	9.00%

	Target C <=
	2.11%
	2.10%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

OSE met with the Executive Board of the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE) to determine the FFY 2019 targets.
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
	159,597

	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
	120,220

	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
	13,846

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools
	1,400

	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
	548

	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
	1,037


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
	120,220
	159,597
	73.98%
	72.00%
	75.33%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	13,846
	159,597
	9.34%
	9.50%
	8.68%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	2,985
	159,597
	1.82%
	2.11%
	1.87%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	39.50%
	40.00%
	40.50%
	41.00%
	41.50%

	A
	38.70%
	Data
	40.69%
	40.12%
	39.08%
	38.12%
	39.98%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	33.10%
	33.00%
	32.90%
	32.80%
	32.70%

	B
	35.20%
	Data
	33.13%
	33.81%
	34.09%
	33.71%
	32.56%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	42.00%
	42.00%

	Target B <=
	32.60%
	32.60%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Indiana is working diligently on support for schools that are interested in expanding their preschool services and becoming more inclusive in practice. The Indiana Department of Education has a preschool expansion specialist who has created a guidebook for such expansion efforts. Indiana has created a preschool inclusion directory, which is interactive and allows curious LEAs to filter and seek out a collaboration for current Indiana LEAs who have been vetted and found to have high inclusion and high outcomes for their students. The directory takes funding, service delivery models, and best practices into consideration when coding the participating LEAs. With these efforts, Indiana is including preschool LRE in the Results-Based Accountability matrices for LEAs. Currently, preschool LRE is not a scored data point, but as we are able to continue to support LEAs in their expansion efforts, Indiana hopes to redefine the LRE targets. In addition, OSE met with the Executive Board of the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE) to determine the FFY 2019 targets.
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
	18,914

	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
	7,449

	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
	5,784

	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
	322

	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
	13


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
	7,449

	18,914
	39.98%
	42.00%
	39.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	6,119
	18,914
	32.56%
	32.60%
	32.35%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Outcomes:

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Progress categories for A, B and C:

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

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

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

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

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

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2010
	Target >=
	72.00%
	73.00%
	74.00%
	75.00%
	76.00%

	A1
	64.20%
	Data
	72.27%
	69.83%
	73.00%
	72.00%
	74.14%

	A2
	2010
	Target >=
	22.00%
	23.00%
	24.00%
	25.00%
	26.00%

	A2
	20.40%
	Data
	19.83%
	18.21%
	20.09%
	17.29%
	18.98%

	B1
	2010
	Target >=
	80.50%
	81.00%
	81.50%
	82.00%
	82.50%

	B1
	72.60%
	Data
	78.10%
	77.55%
	79.77%
	80.09%
	82.05%

	B2
	2010
	Target >=
	15.00%
	15.50%
	16.00%
	16.50%
	17.00%

	B2
	15.40%
	Data
	10.27%
	9.83%
	10.69%
	8.29%
	10.17%

	C1
	2010
	Target >=
	83.00%
	83.50%
	84.00%
	84.50%
	85.00%

	C1
	74.50%
	Data
	81.22%
	80.28%
	82.59%
	82.66%
	84.31%

	C2
	2010
	Target >=
	16.50%
	17.00%
	17.50%
	18.00%
	18.50%

	C2
	16.90%
	Data
	11.45%
	11.26%
	12.18%
	9.85%
	11.38%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	77.00%
	77.00%

	Target A2 >=
	27.00%
	27.00%

	Target B1 >=
	83.00%
	83.00%

	Target B2 >=
	17.50%
	17.50%

	Target C1 >=
	85.50%
	85.50%

	Target C2 >=
	19.00%
	19.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The assessment parameters for FFY2018 were not changed. The only assessment used to collect the data reported in the FFY 2018 APR was the ISTAR-KR (old assessment). Targets will be revised for FFY 2019 APR as that data will be collected using the new assessment, ISPROUT. 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

3,280
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	88
	2.68%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	684
	20.85%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,873
	57.10%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	494
	15.06%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	141
	4.30%


	
	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)
	2,367
	3,139
	74.14%
	77.00%
	75.41%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	635
	3,280
	18.98%
	27.00%
	19.36%
	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
	22
	0.67%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	567
	17.29%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,358
	71.89%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	292
	8.90%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	41
	1.25%


	
	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)
	2,650
	3,239
	82.05%
	83.00%
	81.82%
	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)
	333
	3,280
	10.17%
	17.50%
	10.15%
	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
	30
	0.91%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	478
	14.57%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,385
	72.71%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	337
	10.27%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	50
	1.52%


	
	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. 
	2,722
	3,230
	84.31%
	85.50%
	84.27%
	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. 
	387
	3,280
	11.38%
	19.00%
	11.80%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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)

NO

If no, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.”
The Indiana Department of Education utilizes the ISTAR-KR assessment tool which is a derivative of the Foundations to the Indiana Academic Standards and is aligned to the Indiana Standards for Kindergarten in the areas of mathematics, English/language arts and three functional areas, including physical skills, personal care skills and social-emotional skills. Teachers/SLP's complete the online questionnaire at the entrance, annually, and exit of the program. The initial entrance and final exit scores are used to assess growth. Student outcome and KR Cut scores were developed per age range. Based on the student data, a score that is equal to or above the expected score would be considered evidence of achievement at a level that is "comparable to same-age peers".
List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.

The Indiana Department of Education utilizes the ISTAR-KR assessment tool which is a derivative of the Foundations to the Indiana Academic Standards and is aligned to the Indiana Standards for Kindergarten in the areas of mathematics, English/language arts and three functional areas, including physical skills, personal care skills, and social-emotional skills. Teachers/SLP's complete the online ISTAR-KR questionnaire at the Student's entrance, annually, and upon exit of the program. The initial entrance and final exit scores are used to assess growth.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

This year Indiana is rolling out a new state-wide preschool assessment to replace the ISTAR-KR. It was created aligned to the Indiana Foundations and has been reviewed by a handful of stakeholder engagement groups. The new assessment is not a direct assessment and before administering, educators must pass an assessment and receive a certificate indicating a passing score.  
7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
7 - Required Actions
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator. However, OSEP cannot accept that target because the State did not indicate that stakeholders were provided an opportunity to provide input on the targets for this Indicator.
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 Indiana Department of Education, Office of Special Education has analyzed the data from past Annual Performance Reports to determine appropriate, achievable, yet rigorous targets for 2013-2018.

The Indiana Department of Education, Office of Special Education included stakeholder input from the State Advisory Council on the Education of Children with Disabilities (SAC), as well as other constituents, to set the targets submitted for 2013-2018.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2009
	42.20%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	69.00%
	70.00%
	71.00%
	72.00%
	73.00%

	Data
	92.69%
	88.59%
	96.05%
	97.11%
	79.92%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	74.00%
	75.00%


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

	7,357
	7,790
	79.92%
	74.00%
	94.44%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
178,613

Percentage of respondent parents

4.36%

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 questions designed on the Indiana Parent Survey are intended to be answerable across the range of school-aged and pre-school aged students. Parents are given the option to answer "not applicable" on questions that may not address particular areas of their child's program. Additionally, the findings of facilitation are generated by a multi-variate measure that incorporates multiple aspects on the child's educational program, regardless of setting. 

Please also note that respondents were representative of the overall population according to the grade of the child, as discussed in the next section of this report.

	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.
	YES


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.

Indiana has conducted analyses for representativeness in disability categories, grade level, and ethnicity, using questions posed on the survey and the data collected for the child count on Dec. 1, 2018.

As regards the distribution of primary disabilities, parents were asked to identify their child's primary disability on the survey. Tests of representativeness are strongly indicative that the response rate was representative of the overall population of students with disabilities. Deviations from expected values of survey response distribution by disability categories were well within tolerable differences for representativeness. Tests of significance suggest interdependence between the survey respondents and the population.

SURVEY   POPULATION
No.  Pct.  No.   Pct.  Diff.
Autism Spectrum Disorder  887  12.03%  16,673 9.33%  2.69%
Blind/Low Vision  68  0.92%  986 0.55%  0.37%
Cognitive Disability  513  6.96%  13,621 7.63%  -0.67%
Deaf/Hard of Hearing  110  1.49%  2,459 1.38%  0.11%
Deaf-Blind  2   0.03%  34  0.02%  0.01%
Developmental Delay  578  7.84%  7,160  4.01%  3.83%
Emotional Disability  402  5.45%  12,870  7.21%  -1.75%
Multiple Disabilities  172  2.33%  2,115  1.18%  1.15%
Orthopedic Impairment  44  0.60%  1,528  0.86%  -0.26%
Other Health Impairment  929  12.60%  26,063 14.59%  -2.00%
Specific Learning Disability 1,947  26.40%  54,468  30.49%  -4.09%
Speech or Language Impairment 1,690 22.92%  40,166  22.49%  0.43%
Traumatic Brain Injury  33  0.45%  470  0.26%   0.18%

Regarding ethnicity/race, parents respond to racial or ethnic categories on the parent survey. Statistical tests of representativeness suggest that the response rate for ethnicity was representative of the overall population of students with disabilities. Deviations from expected values of survey response distribution by disability categories were within tolerable differences for representativeness. Tests of significance suggest interdependence between the survey respondents and the population.

The frequency distributions for respondents' ethnicities and the underlying population of students with disabilities are as follows:

SURVEY  POPULATION  diff
Asian 74 0.99% 1,950 1.09% -0.001052107
White 6,057 80.75% 124,530 69.72% 11.03%
Black/African American 541 7.21% 23,709 13.27% -6.06%
Multi-racial 423 5.64% 9,367 5.24% 0.39%
Hispanic/Latino 388 5.17% 18,570 10.40% -5.22%
American Indian/Alaska Native 18 0.24% 396 0.22% 0.02%
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0 0.00% 91 0.05% -0.05%


Regarding age, parents were asked to indicate their child's grade level on the parent survey, which is also collected by the Indiana Department of Education on the child count. Tests of representativeness are strongly indicative that the response rate was representative of the overall population of students with disabilities. Deviations from expected values of survey response distribution by grade level are within reasonable assumptions of representativeness, though note that white students are slightly overrepresented and black or African American students slightly underrepresented. Tests of significance suggest interdependence between the survey respondents
and the population.

SURVEY  POPULATION  diff
Pre-Kindergarten 898 11.84% 13,715 7.68% 4.16%
Kindergarten 577 7.61% 10,175 5.70% 1.91%
Grade 1 555 7.32% 11,429 6.40% 0.92%
Grade 2 551 7.26% 12,040 6.74% 0.52%
Grade 3 690 9.10% 13,573 7.60% 1.50%
Grade 4 610 8.04% 14,070 7.88% 0.16%
Grade 5 613 8.08% 14,325 8.02% 0.06%
Grade 6 540 7.12% 13,814 7.73% -0.61%
Grade 7 567 7.48% 13,446 7.53% -0.05%
Grade 8 489 6.45% 13,231 7.41% -0.96%
Grade 9 387 5.10% 13,065 7.31% -2.21%
Grade 10 332 4.38% 12,168 6.81% -2.44%
Grade 11 359 4.73% 11,434 6.40% -1.67%
Grade 12 364 4.80% 11,138 6.24% -1.44%
Adult 53 0.70% 990 0.55% 0.14%
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
8 - Required Actions
Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.29%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.29%
	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.

47

	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

	1
	1
	354
	0.00%
	0%
	0.28%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Indiana Department of Education did not meet its current target for the reporting year and had slippage. The primary reason for slippage in this indicator is that 0% of districts were found to have disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification in the previous fiscal year, therefore the single district identified for FFY 2018 resulted in a large enough percentage increase to cause slippage.

The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) in conjunction with the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center (IDRC) have been providing technical assistance to school districts on how to address areas of noncompliance. In order to correct the slippage that has occurred, IDOE has placed those school districts who are out of compliance into a system of technical support. School districts are required to demonstrate appropriate systems or policy change in order to correct and prevent non-compliance.
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). 
Indiana defines disproportionate representation as disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups (American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Hispanic or Latino, Black or African American, White, Multiracial) in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

Indiana defines disproportionate representation as a risk ratio greater than 2.0 in special education and related services for three consecutive years. Indiana has a required minimum “n” size of 15 students with a disability in a given population as well as a minimum of 15 in the comparison group (rate of overall special education identification of a racial or ethnic group of students comparing to all other racial or ethnic groups).

Indiana notified the LEAs that the annual data analysis reflected possible noncompliance (over the Indiana defined risk ratio threshold) with this indicator. Each LEA was required to participate in a policy and procedure review. Additionally, a minimum of 5 files (to determine practice) were reviewed on students who were evaluated and identified as students with disabilities. If policies, procedures and/or practices were determined to be inappropriate, findings were issued.
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.

Indiana notified the LEAs that the annual data analysis reflected possible noncompliance (over the Indiana defined risk ratio threshold) with this indicator. Each LEA was required to participate in a policy and procedure review. Additionally, a minimum of 5 files (to determine practice) were reviewed on students who were evaluated and identified as students with disabilities. If policies, procedures and/or practices were determined to be inappropriate, findings were issued. One finding of noncompliance was issued.
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 district 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 is in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that 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
	2.78%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	1.94%
	2.70%
	1.84%
	2.78%
	3.11%


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.

70

	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

	10
	6
	320
	3.11%
	0%
	NVR
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Indiana’s definition of disproportionate representation is the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups (American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Hispanic or Latino, Black or African American, White, Multiracial) in specific disability categories (Cognitive Disability, Specific Learning Disability, Emotional Disability, Language or Speech Impairment, Other Health Impairment, and Autism Spectrum Disorder) that is the result of inappropriate identification. Indiana has a required minimum “n” size of 15 students with a disability in a given population as well as a minimum of 15 in the comparison group. Indiana calculates risk ratios for all of LEAs in the state. School districts must exceed the data threshold (2.0 risk ratio) for 3 consecutive years.
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.

LEAs were notified that the annual data analysis reflected possible noncompliance (over the Indiana defined risk ratio threshold of 2.0) for this indicator. The relative risk ratio was computed as a ratio of the risk index of a race/ethnicity in the LEA to the risk index of all other races/ethnicities in the LEA for each specific disability category. (LEA rate of one race and eligibility category compared to LEA rate for all other races of same eligibility category.)

Each LEA was required to participate in a policy and procedure review which included the following information:

Detailing how LEA responds to requests for educational evaluations, including how a parent or agency may request the initial evaluation and the procedures for reevaluations

Describing how a multidisciplinary team will be assigned to conduct educational evaluations

Ensuring that assessments and evaluation materials are provided in the student’s native language or other mode of communication

Ensuring that assessments and evaluation materials are provided in a form most likely to yield accurate information on what the student knows and can do academically, developmentally, and functionally

Ensuring that assessments and evaluation materials are selected and administered so as not to be discriminatory no a racial or cultural basis

Ensuring that assessments and evaluation materials are used for the purposes for which the assessments or measures are valid and reliable

Ensuring that assessments and evaluation materials are administered by trained personnel and in accordance with the evaluation/assessment protocol

Ensuring that assessments and evaluation materials include those tailored to assess specific areas of educational need and not merely those designed to provide a single general IQ

Ensuring that assessments and evaluation materials are selected and administered to ensure that the assessment accurately reflects the student’s achievement rather than reflect the student’s impaired sensory, manual, or speaking skills (unless the instrument is designed to assess those areas)

Ensuring that the student is assessed (or that information is collected) in all areas related to the suspected disability

Ensuring that assessment tools and strategies provide relevant information that directly assists the case conference committee in determining the student’s eligibility for special education

Requiring the multidisciplinary team to use a variety of assessment tools and strategies to gather required and relevant information about the student

Ensuring that the multidisciplinary team includes the requisite qualified professionals

Requiring the multidisciplinary team to review existing evaluation data on the student, obtain input from the student’s parent, identify the suspected disability, and determine additional data needed to determine the student’s eligibility for special education services

Ensuring that the evaluation report for a student with the suspected disability of Autism Spectrum Disorder includes assessment results and other information collected as aligned to the characteristics of Autism Spectrum Disorder

Ensuring the evaluation report for a student with the suspected disability of Specific Learning Disability includes the elements described in Indiana Administrative Code

Ensuring that the Case Conference Committee (CCC) does not determine that a student is eligible for special education if the determinant factor is the lack of instruction in reading or math or the student’s limited English proficiency

Ensuring that the CCC does not determine that a student is eligible for special education if the student does not meet the eligibility criteria for the disability

Ensuring that the CCC does not determine the student eligible for special education when the student’s only need is a related service

Ensuring that the case conference committee includes the requisite members

Ensuring that at least one of the qualified professionals from the multidisciplinary team attends the initial case conference committee meeting

Each LEA was required to participate in a file review (practices) (minimum of 5 files). Topics/areas reviewed:

1. General Initial Evaluation Requirements
1.1 Written notice of evaluation.
1.2 Signed parental consent for evaluation.
1.3 Written notice prior to the initial CCC containing:
(1) A description and overall findings of each:
(A) evaluation;
(B) procedure;
(C) assessment;
(D) record; or
(E) report;
that the school used as a basis for any proposed action.
(2) A description of action that the school may propose.
(3) An explanation of why the school may propose an action.
1.4 Educational evaluation conducted by a multidisciplinary team that includes, but is not limited to: (1) At least one teacher licensed in or other specialist with knowledge in, the area of suspected disability; (2) A school psychologist except for suspected disabilities of DD, LI, SI; (3) For suspected SLD, the student's general education teacher; (4) For BLV, DHH, MD, representatives of the state-operated schools.
1.5 Findings of the evaluation compiled into an educational evaluation report and provided to the parent prior to or at the CCC.
1.6 Educational evaluation report contains information collected or considered for all areas addressed during the evaluation.
1.7 Notice of case conference committee meeting.
1.8 Notice of ineligibility or proposed IEP.

2. Disability-Specific Evaluation Requirements
Evaluation included the necessary components given the suspected area(s) of disability. Consider the requirements for the relevant suspected disability(ies). (Information on specific eligibility requirements in rubric available upon request)

3. Eligibility Determination
3.1 Parent participation as a member of the case conference committee.
3.2 Required members of the CCC were present including at least one of the qualified professionals from the evaluation team.
3.3 The CCC considered all information contained in the educational evaluation report when determining eligibility.
3.4 The CCC did not rely on any single measure of assessment as the sole criterion for determining eligibility or services.
3.5 CCC must not determine that a student is eligible if the determinant factor is lack of appropriate instruction in reading or math.
3.6 CCC must not determine that a student is eligible if the determinant factor is limited English proficiency.
3.7 Evaluation results support the eligibility decision made by the CCC.

If policies, procedures and/or practices were determined to be inappropriate, findings of noncompliance were issued.
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

	10
	0
	2
	8


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible, but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review, and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers, and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected. Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and IDOE consultant to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. In addition, the LEAs identified with noncompliance were informed that they could work with the appropriate Indiana Resource Network technical assistance provider(s). IDOE verified the correction of all noncompliance. This verification included a review of updated policies, procedures, and practices (Prong 2) and confirmation of correction of each individual case of noncompliance that had been identified previously (Prong 1). The IDOE also collected and verified the data by obtaining a new randomized sample to ensure that the individual and systemic noncompliance had been resolved.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible, but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review, and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers, and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected.
FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

Eight LEAs did not correct within a year. The IDOE specialist and/or the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting specialist provided virtual and/or on-site technical assistance as mentioned previously but at greater frequency. Additionally, system wide improvement strategies were shared and encouraged with LEAs.
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

	FFY 2016
	6
	4
	2

	FFY 2013
	1
	0
	1

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016

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

Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review, and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers, and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected. Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and IDOE consultant to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. In addition, the LEAs identified with noncompliance were informed that they could work with the appropriate Indiana Resource Network technical assistance provider(s). IDOE verified the correction of all noncompliance. This verification included a review of updated policies, procedures, and practices (Prong 2) and confirmation of correction of each individual case of noncompliance that had been identified previously (Prong 1). The IDOE also collected and verified the data by obtaining a new randomized sample to ensure that the individual and systemic noncompliance had been resolved.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Addressing Prong 1 of the requirements in the OSEP Memo 09-02 included verification of the LEA correction (when possible to correct) of student level noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that after reviewing their file review feedback, they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA. In addition, each LEA created a corrective action plan (CAP) based on the IDEA Data Center’s Success Gap Tool (SGT) that Indiana adapted. The SGT provided a framework for LEAs to review specific data in regard to the file review, and a root cause analysis of five key focus areas (data, instruction, cultural competence, assessment and interventions) completed by the LEA team in order to inform the CAP. Included was the review of evidence of student-level correction and a review of policies, procedures, and practices, resulting in revisions as appropriate. Technical assistance and training were provided virtually and/or on-site by the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting for LEA administration, teachers, and other special education staff. If a student was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, individual correction was not made.

Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and an IDOE specialist to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance. The IDOE maintained communication and technical assistance via phone calls and e-mails with the LEA until all findings of noncompliance were corrected. 

FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

Two LEAs did not correct. The IDOE specialist and/or the Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center and/or Virtuoso Education Consulting specialist provided virtual and/or on-site technical assistance as mentioned previously but at greater frequency. Additionally, system wide improvement strategies were shared and encouraged with LEAs.
FFY 2013

Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

Please see introduction for more information on the LEA that is currently on Special Conditions for the Part B funds.

10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
The State did not provide valid and reliable data for this indicator. These data are not valid and reliable because the State reported that it excluded a total of 70 LEAs from the calculation, and that 320 LEAs met the minimum "n" size. However, The number of districts excluded from the calculation because they do not meet the minimum "n" size, plus the number of districts that met the State-established minimum "n" size, do not equal 401, the total number of districts the State reported in the FFY 2018 Introduction. Therefore, OSEP could not determine whether the State met its target.

The State did not demonstrate that the LEA corrected the findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2013 because it did not report that it verified correction of those findings, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. Specifically, the State did not report that that it verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified FFY 2013 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.

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 six 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. 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.

Further, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the remaining eight districts identified in FFY 2017, two districts identified in FFY 2016, and one district identified in FFY 2013 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.  In demonstrating the correction of the noncompliance identified in FFY 2017, FFY 2016, and FFY 2013, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the State verified that each district with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 and each LEA with remaining noncompliance identified in  FFY 2017, FFY 2016, and FFY 2013:  (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.
10 - Required Actions

The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018.  The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2019 in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR.
Indicator 11: Child Find

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	78.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.84%
	99.26%
	98.71%
	98.46%
	98.72%


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

	29,492
	29,001
	98.72%
	100%
	98.34%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

491

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 total number of students that were evaluated outside of the timelines for Indiana is 491 students. Timelines were missed for a variety of reasons identified as follows: staff shortages, the volume of referrals, scheduling conflicts, timeline errors, inadequate timeline tracking, improper documentation, LEA data system errors, and LEA staff errors.

Indicated below are the ranges of days for evaluations that were beyond the state designated timeline of 50 instructional days:

1-5 days beyond the timeline- 255 STNs
6-10 days beyond the timeline- 76 STNs
Greater than 10 days beyond the timeline- 160
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).
Indiana's initial evaluation timeline is 50 instructional days. The only exceptions to this are as follows: 
When the evaluation occurs after a child has participated in a process that assesses the student's response to scientific research-based interventions; or, when a referral is made for an initial evaluation during the time period in which the student is subjected to suspension, expulsion, or placement in an interim alternative educational setting. In these cases, the evaluation timeline is 20 instructional days.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

The data for this indicator was submitted to the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) via a secure site known as the Student Test Number (STN) Application Center. Each Local Educational Agency (LEA) must upload child count as well as performance and compliance data to the STN Application Center. This data is then stored in the IDOE data warehouse where it can be extracted and used for state and federal funding, performance indicators, and compliance indicators. Target data was gathered from the IDOE-EV report and then verified with LEAs to ensure accuracy. Data used in the APR is derived from the final verification reports submitted by LEAs.
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

	28
	27
	1
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The LEAs with findings of noncompliance were informed that the noncompliance must be corrected as soon as possible but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the process of conducting the initial evaluation within timeline parameters. Each LEA created a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) through the submission of a Monitoring Workbook. The Monitoring Workbook included LEA specific data in regard to the file review and a tab to create a Corrective Action Plan to be completed by the staff of the LEA. In addition, the LEAs identified with noncompliance were informed that they were required to work with IDOE staff and/or appropriate Indiana Resource Network (IRN) technical assistance provider(s). Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and Indiana Department of Education consultant to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance.

 To verify correction for LEAs out for for their FIRST year, IDOE staff reviewed three (3) months (March 30 through June 30) of data for the following year. Those months were pulled and reviewed for each LEA to ensure 100% compliance was achieved. This data was accessed through the DOE data collection systems via the DOE-EV report (Evaluation report). If LEAs are out for more than one consecutive year, IDOE staff pulled a full year of data to review corrections for full compliance. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The LEAs with findings of non-compliance were informed that the non-compliance must be corrected as soon as possible but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that they were required to correct each individual case of non-compliance identified in the file review unless the student was no longer under the jurisdiction of the LEA. (Prong 1 in OSEP Memo 09-02) 

Specifically, the LEAs worked with OSE staff and identified those individual cases of non-compliance that were due to factors other than a student receiving services within the 50 day timeline. For example, the specific reason(s) of non-compliance included improper documentation, staff errors, inadequate tracking, scheduling conflicts, staff shortage, and school calendar errors. The OSE staff then verified each of the Prong 1 files were corrected by a review of each student STN (the student unique identifier) associated with the non-compliance.

The LEAs work with IDOE staff through the regularly scheduled contacts to address the specific reason(s) of non-compliance. The LEAs that were issued findings were assigned an IDOE consultant and required to develop a corrective action plan (CAP) in order to identify the root cause(s) of non-compliance and to change and update policies, procedures, and practices in order to correctly implement all regulatory requirements of the Indicator. The IDOE consultant collected the updated policies, procedures, and practices from LEAs and verified that the appropriate changes were made. Pursuant to OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the IDOE verified that unless the child no longer remained under the jurisdiction of the initiating LEA, all outstanding non-compliant initial evaluations were completed, although late. The IDOE verified completion of the outstanding non-compliant timelines by collecting and reviewing updated evaluation information from LEAs on each individual case through the State's data system and verified the LEA achieved the 100% percent compliance requirement. (Prong 2 in OSEP Memo 09-02)
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

	
	2
	0
	2

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

LEAs identified as not meeting the required timeline for compliance were required to develop a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) in coordination with an education specialist at the IDOE during FFY2014. The LEAs that were not able to verify correction of policies and procedures receive intensified consultation from an assigned IDOE consultant and participated in state required corrective action.  Additional monitoring and data submissions were required as a part of the Corrective Action Plan.  1 LEA that still had not corrected by FFY 2018 showed significant progress and substantial compliance by achieving 99% in both FFY2017 and FFY 2018; the other LEA also showed progress by achieving 96% and is receiving in-person targeted support on Indicator 13 as part of Indiana's Results Driven Accountability monitoring.  Because of this longstanding noncompliance, IDOE will continue to collect, review, and verify subsequent data obtained by a new randomized sample to ensure that the LEAs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements by achieving 100% compliance. 

The IDOE specialist will continue working with the LEA Director to address the issues that are continuing to impact compliance on timelines of eligibility. This may include visits (in-person or virtual) to the districts to work with the evaluation teams regarding expectations and the provision of technical assistance to address questions the team has. Pursuant to OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the IDOE will continue to verify that, unless the child no longer remains under the jurisdiction of the initiating LEA, all outstanding non-compliant initial evaluations will be completed.
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.  In addition, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the remaining two uncorrected findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2014 were corrected. 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 findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 and each LEA with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2014:  (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
	95.80%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.56%
	99.25%
	100.00%
	99.43%
	97.39%


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. 
	4,372

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	582

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	3,119

	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. 
	661

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

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


	
	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.
	 3,119
	3,129
	97.39%
	100%
	99.68%
	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

10

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.
Our data indicates there were ten students in our state who were not offered a Free Appropriate Public Education by their third birthday. Upon further investigation, it was found, for three of these students, services were provided on the first school day following their birthday and that their birthdays each fell over the weekend. For two students, services were delayed by 1 day, and in regard to the other, services were delayed by two days. 

One of the students' birthday fell over a school break. In this case, the case conference was able to determine eligibility by the third birthday, but the services were not implemented until the school year began, as this student did not require extended school year services. This student is on our list of findings due to the LEA not making changes to their report during the data verification process, so we are unable to release this finding based solely on our own interpretation of the information. 

In regard to the additional six students whose services were delayed, it has been reported by the LEA the services were not provided on time, and the LEA is working on policies and procedures to address the barriers to the timeline for future transitions. These students were from four different LEAs. Each has been contacted and provided with a planning tool to walk through, which will help to address the systemic changes necessary for success in their Part C to Part B transition process. Of these six students, services were delayed between two and seven 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. 

In FFY 2018, the data for this indicator was submitted to the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) via a secure site known as the Student Test Number (STN) Application Center. Each Local Educational Agency (LEA) must upload Child count as well as performance and compliance data to the STN Application Center. This data is then stored in the IDOE data warehouse where it can be extracted and used for state and federal funding, performance indicators, and compliance indicators.

Indicator 12 data was collected through the DOE-EV (Evaluation) report on July 1, 2019, and ranged from July 1, 2018, to June 30, 2019, in order to encompass the entire reporting year.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

When reviewing the previous year's data, we had 3,585 students who were served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility. Of those who qualified for services, Indiana had sixty-four students whose services were delayed. This year's APR data indicates Indiana had 4,372 students who were served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility. Of those, there were ten students whose services were delayed. Though the compliance target is 100% and Indiana fell short, it is encouraging to see the guidance, roadshows, individualized technical assistance and supports to LEAs is translating to greater compliance and understanding accross the state of Indiana. 
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	2
	1
	1
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The LEAs with findings of noncompliance were informed that the noncompliance must be corrected as soon as possible, but in no case greater than one year from the date of the issuance of the finding. The LEAs were informed that they were required to review and revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the process of conducting the initial evaluation within timeline parameters. Each LEA created a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) through the submission of a Monitoring Workbook. The Monitoring Workbook included LEA specific data in regard to the file review and a tab for to create a Corrective Action Plan to be completed by the staff of the LEA.

In addition, the LEAs identified with noncompliance worked with IDOE staff and/or appropriate Indiana Resource Network (IRN) technical assistance provider(s). Progress on this Indicator was monitored through the regularly scheduled contacts between the LEA and Indiana Department of Education consultant to address the specific reason(s) of noncompliance.

To verify correction, IDOE staff reviewed three (3) months (March 30 through June 30) of data for the following year. Those months were
pulled and reviewed for each LEA to ensure 100% compliance was achieved. This data was accessed through the DOE data collection
systems via the DOE-EV report (Evaluation report).
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Specifically, the LEAs worked with the Office of Special Education (OSE) staff and identified those individual cases of noncompliance that were due to factors that impeded a student from receiving services by the third birthday. For example, the specific reason(s) of noncompliance included improper documentation, staff errors, inadequate tracking, scheduling conflicts, staff shortage, and school calendar errors. 

The LEAs that were issued findings were assigned an Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) specialist and were required to develop a corrective action plan (CAP) in order to identify the root cause(s) of noncompliance and to change and update policies, procedures, and practices in order to correctly implement all regulatory requirements of the Indicator. The IDOE specialist collected the updated policies, procedures, and practices from LEAs and verified that the appropriate changes were made. Pursuant to OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the IDOE verified that unless the child no longer remained under the jurisdiction of the initiating LEA, all outstanding noncompliant initial evaluations were completed, although late. The IDOE verified completion of the outstanding noncompliant timelines by collecting and reviewing updated evaluation information from LEAs on each individual case through the State's data system and verified the LEA achieved the 100% percent compliance requirement.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	80.22%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	81.05%
	80.16%
	86.36%
	85.47%
	86.14%


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

	371
	540
	86.14%
	100%
	68.70%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) has implemented stricter guidelines when it comes to measurable goals. These guidelines require annual goals to be both skill-based and measurable. In reviewing the IEPs monitored for FFY 2018, local education agencies (LEAs) struggled with annual goal writing. In addition, LEAs wrote transition services and activities which were not individualized to the student, instead the services and activities were generic or were transition assessments which are required to be completed annually. 
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. 

For Indicator 13, Indiana's  Article 7 requires transition plans begin at age 14, prior to the 9th grade, or earlier if determined appropriate by the case conference committee. The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) Office of Special Education contracted with the Center on Community Living and Careers (CCLC) at Indiana University to conduct a compliance review of a randomly selected sample of students’ transition IEPs. The review was conducted to ensure that IDOE meets the reporting requirements and is providing ongoing assistance for school corporations with compliance rates less than 100%.
To determine and ensure compliance to Indicator 13,  IDOE has developed the Indiana Transition Requirements Checklist based on a data collection tool created by the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC) and approved by the Office of Special Education Programs of the US Department of Education (OSEP). The Indiana Secondary Transition Resource Center at the CCLC, Indiana Institute on Disability and Community at Indiana University has created an on-line version of Indiana’s data collection tool that was used to analyze Indiana’s student records to determine compliance with Indicator 13. The ten-item Indiana Transition Requirements Checklist was utilized to assess if there was evidence in a student’s IEP that the student had been provided the appropriate transition services to prepare him/her to successfully transition from secondary school to a post-secondary education and/or training program and to employment at an accuracy rate of 100%.
IDOE provided CCLC with a population database of students who were receiving special education services and met the Indiana transition IEP age criteria for the monitored school year and whose local school districts are part of the monitoring cycle. The database included the Student Test Number (STN), which is the State of Indiana’s student identification number and the Corporation Code Number. To generate the sample, CCLC used Microsoft Excel software to run a random sampling program. If the corporation had less than 100 students with disabilities, three students were selected for the review. For corporations with more than 500 students, 10 students were selected. Therefore, a minimum of 3 and maximum of 10 Transition IEPs were reviewed based on size of the district. In some cases, charter schools had sample sizes of less than three students because these schools were serving limited number of students or did not have large populations of students with disabilities. A report of the review was then provided to IDOE.
	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

	64
	61
	2
	1


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 Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) issued 64 Indicator 13 findings of noncompliance with regard to regulatory requirements. These new findings were identified through an assessment by Center on Community Living and Careers (CCLC) using the Indiana Transition IEP Checklist.  61 of those LEAs demonstrated correction within a year by achieving 100% compliance on current IEPs using the Indiana IIEP Requirements Checklist. The IDOE verified the correction of all noncompliance in those 61 LEAs. In order to verify correction, the IDOE reviewed updated policies, procedures, and practices (prong 2) and confirmed correction of each individual non-compliant transition IEP that had been identified previously (prong 1). The IDOE collected and verified the data by obtaining a new, randomized sample of youth with IEPs aged 14 and above, using Indiana's Transition Requirements Checklist which comes from the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) to ensure that the individual and systemic noncompliance had been resolved. The IDOE also maintained monthly communication via emails and phone calls, providing resources and technical assistance on transition activities and services as well as annual goal writing to the LEA until non-compliance was corrected. Depending upon the corrective action plan generated by the LEA, IDOE provided one-on-one training and technical assistance on site at the LEA or through regional training. Both LEA administrative and teaching personnel attended those opportunities. There are 2 LEAs marked as having been subsequently corrected. These LEAs closed prior to completing the needed regulatory requirements in order to demonstrate 100% compliance; because no individual instances of noncompliance remained, IDOE determined no further correction was required.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The IDOE verified correction of all individual cases of noncompliance by using the Indiana Transition Requirements Checklist to ensure that each individual case had been corrected based on the review of each IEP in the Indiana IEP system. The IDOE also verified the enrollment status of a student with a non-compliant IEP if an LEA advised that the student was no longer enrolled due to graduation, transfer, withdrawal, etc. Correction was not required if the student was no longer enrolled.
FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

The IDOE issued a finding of continued noncompliance to 1 LEA which was unable to demonstrate the regulatory requirements needed to have 100% compliance one year after their initial finding. IDOE will be holding monthly phone and/or in-person meetings with the LEA until noncompliance is resolved by providing technical assistance in how to implement a self-monitoring system as well as how to assist teachers in writing annual goals. 
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.  In addition, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the remaining one uncorrected finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 was corrected. When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 and each LEA with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2017:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 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 >=
	36.30%
	36.80%
	37.30%
	37.80%
	38.30%

	A
	34.30%
	Data
	33.21%
	35.68%
	30.00%
	31.15%
	36.22%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	63.50%
	64.00%
	64.50%
	65.00%
	65.50%

	B
	49.10%
	Data
	60.26%
	62.81%
	65.71%
	70.49%
	63.78%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	77.50%
	78.00%
	78.50%
	79.00%
	79.50%

	C
	86.10%
	Data
	79.49%
	83.92%
	87.14%
	86.07%
	88.19%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	38.80%
	39.00%

	Target B >=
	66.00%
	66.00%

	Target C >=
	86.20%
	86.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Indiana Department of Education, Office of Special Education has analyzed the data from past Annual Performance Reports to
determine appropriate, achievable, yet rigorous targets for 2013-2019.

The Indiana Department of Education, Office of Special Education included stakeholder input from the State Advisory Council on the
Education of Children with Disabilities (SAC), as well as other constituents, to set the targets submitted for 2013-2019.
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
	108

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	27

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	42

	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)
	11

	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).
	10


	
	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)
	27
	108
	36.22%
	38.80%
	25.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	69
	108
	63.78%
	66.00%
	63.89%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment (1+2+3+4)
	90
	108
	88.19%
	86.20%
	83.33%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	According to the 2019 College Readiness Report for Indiana, the number of students who enroll in higher education directly after leaving high school has decreased slightly in the past two years. The slippage is reflective of the broader downward trend of students enrolling in post secondary education within a year after graduating from high school. However, it is speculated that only a portion of the slippage can be attributed to this broader trend. The slippage observed is likely a result of the under representation of women responding to the survey. The assumption is supported by the findings in the 2019 College Readiness Report for Indiana, which it found that women are more likely to pursue higher education than men.

	C
	Again, for Target C the slippage is attributed to the broader trend of less students attending college right after high school in the last two years and the under representation of women in the survey responses. Note that both the number of respondents in “competitively integrated employment” (i.e., Input Date Type 2) rate and the number of respondents in “other employment” (i.e., Input Data Type 4) slightly increased compared to the prior year.


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? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	NO


Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates.

Of the 352 youth selected in the sample, 113 respondents completed the survey, 61 individuals exercised their option to refuse participation. The telephone survey interviewers failed to make contact with 178 individuals eligible to respond to the survey. In each case, interviewers tried to reach youth on five different occasions. Changing telephone numbers, along with wrong phone numbers and individuals that did not answer the phone, accounted for a large number of those who could not be contacted.

Of the 113 respondents who completed the survey, 108 indicated they graduated and 5 indicated they had not graduated. The 108 respondents who graduated were used to compute measures A, B, and C. Respondents who had not graduated were excluded from the computation of the three measures. All 5 respondents who had not graduated from high school indicated they had dropped out for varying reasons. In addition to those who did not graduate, we also had 18 individuals that did graduate, but could not be assigned to any of the four Data Input Types. These youth are generally referred to as 'Not Engaged" but are nevertheless included in the total number of 108 "countable" responses. 

A valid response rate of 30.7% was calculated based on the circumstances explained above. This number was found to be two percentage points lower than the FFY 2017 response rate of 32.7%. The FFY 2018 response rate percentage falls within the accepted return range based on an analysis of FFY 2017 Indicator 14 prepared by the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT).
	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.
Criteria developed by NPSO were used to determine whether the respondent group was representative of youth with disabilities who left school within the State. The table below shows the ethnicity of White accounted for 67.3% of the sample, compared to the FFY 2017 Indiana 618 Child Count population of 69.8% for youth 14 to 21 years of age. Black or African American comprised about 16.5% of the sample, whereas the 618 Child Count percentage is about 15.5%. Hispanic/Latino were represented by about 10% in the sample, whereas the percentage of this group was 8.9% according to 2016-2017 618 federal Child Count. The remainder of the groups within the sample also appeared to be consistent with the percentages reported for their counterparts by the State 618 Child Count. Note that Black and Hispanic/Latino youth were deliberately over sampled. These two groups historically are under represented in the survey responses. It can be seen in the table that the “over/under” percentages of sample and population youth fall well within the discrepancy parameters recommended by NPSO.
Ethnicty  State  Sample  NPSO Criterion1
White  69.8%  67.3%  -2.5%
Black  15.5%  16.5%  1.0%
Hispanic Ethnicity and of any race  8.9%  10.0%  1.1%
Multiracial (two or more races)  4.8%  4.8%  0.0%
Asian  0.8%  1.3%  0.5%
American Indian/Alaskan Native  0.3%  0.0%  -0.3%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  0.0%  0.3%  0.3%
1 Note: NPSO criterion of ±3.0 is used to determine over or under representation.
	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 responses are representative of youth with disabilities who left school within the State in all demographic categories except for female and youth with an emotional disability. The State will over sample these two groups in future data collections. In addition, the State will ensure that sample members in these two groups who cannot be contacted due to invalid phone numbers or inaccurate information get sampled again or replaced.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Beginning with FFY 2019, Indiana plans to incorporate information from every LEA through a revised sampling process. The plan includes reaching out to students who have exited and/or graduated through phone call, email (when provided), and through other mediums. Indiana is in the process of improving our outreach to students who have exited and/or graduated by giving advance notice than the current letter sent home to families prior to graduation. 
14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
14 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
14 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2019 data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. 
Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range not 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
	63

	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
	23


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 

IDOE received valuable stakeholder input from the Education Dispute Resolution (EDR) Working Group in 2019. The EDR was established under Indiana Code 20-19-2-22.5 and was created to make recommendations to IDOE, the State Board of Education, and the general assembly on a variety of education topics and laws, including but not limited to the special education mediation and due process hearing processes made available by OSE. The EDR input received was directly relevant to targets for this indicator.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	30.20%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	72.50%
	73.00%
	73.50%
	74.00%
	74.50%

	Data
	80.43%
	82.61%
	50.94%
	35.09%
	20.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	75.00%
	75.50%


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
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	23
	63
	20.00%
	75.00%
	36.51%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The Indiana Department of Education, Office of Special Education has analyzed the data from past Annual Performance Reports to determine appropriate, achievable, yet rigorous targets for 2013-2019.

The Indiana Department of Education, Office of Special Education included stakeholder input from the State Advisory Council on the Education of Children with Disabilities (SAC), as well as other constituents, to set the targets submitted for 2013-2019.
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.
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 not 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
	49

	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
	6

	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
	34


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 

IDOE received valuable stakeholder input from the Education Dispute Resolution (EDR) Working Group in 2019. The EDR was established under Indiana Code 20-19-2-22.5 and was created to make recommendations to IDOE, the State Board of Education, and the general assembly on a variety of education topics and laws, including but not limited to the special education mediation and due process hearing processes made available by OSE. The EDR input received was directly relevant to targets for this indicator.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	52.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	74.50%
	75.00%
	75.50%
	76.00%
	76.50%

	Data
	79.25%
	100.00%
	88.33%
	90.48%
	85.71%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	77.00%
	77.50%


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
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	6
	34
	49
	85.71%
	77.00%
	81.63%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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.
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: 

Traci R. Tetrick
Title: 
Assistant Director, Office of Special Education
Email: 
ttetrick@doe.in.gov
Phone:
317-232-9062
Submitted on:
04/29/20  2:07:21 PM 
ED Attachments
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Executive Summary 


Indiana’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) provides the State Identified 
Measurement of Results (SiMR), Indiana’s Theory of Action (ToA), and the goals, 
activities, stakeholder groups, and tools used to monitor progress toward the SSIP 
initiatives. Indiana is headed into the 6th year of this plan. Over the last 5 years, there 
have been many changes but through data-based problem-solving strategies and 
careful planning, Indiana has found systems in which the SSIP initiatives fit seamlessly, 
providing strength to the plan, and further, providing a system for the SSIP which is 
driven by SSIP initiatives and not driving SSIP initiatives. For clarity, the SiMR for the 
state of Indiana is as follows: Indiana will increase reading proficiency achievement on 
the Indiana Reading Evaluation and Determination (IREAD-3) assessment by at least 
.5% each year for all third grade students, including those with disabilities attending 
elementary schools participating in the Indiana SSIP Initiatives. The FFY 2020 SSIP will 
focus on three of the indicators within the ToA: Systemic Alignment, Multi-Tiered 
System of Support (MTSS)/Universal Design for Learning (UDL) Implementation, and 
Early Literacy.  Indiana believes addressing these three areas through intense, targeted 
technical assistance in a select number of school districts will yield outcomes desired in 
the SiMR and provide data to support scale-up opportunities statewide.  


 


History of the Indiana SSIP 


Indiana’s SSIP was initially implemented through a partnership with the Indiana 
Department of Education (IDOE) Division of Outreach, State Development Network 
(SDN) as part of school improvement. The plan initially was to increase systemic 
alignment and to begin the installation of the selection of evidenced-based practices 
within three site schools.  These site schools were an elementary school within the 
districts of Garrett-Keyser-Butler, School City of Hammond, and Marion Community 
Schools. In the second year of implementation, Indiana's SEA-level infrastructure had 
significant changes which caused the originally developed SSIP core team to 
investigate partnerships within the reorganized IDOE.  Members of the originally 
developed SSIP core team included representatives from offices within the department 
including: Special Education, Title and Grants, School Improvement including literacy 
and math representatives, as well as outside agencies from the Center for Deaf and 
Hard of Hearing Education, PROJECT Success, and the Indiana IEP Resource Center  
(IEPRC).  


Using the “Plan, Do, Study, Act” (an iterative, four-stage problem-solving model 
used for improving a process or carrying out change) format, the original SSIP core 
team discussed what work had been done with the schools/districts and discussed 
options regarding the SSIP, including the Indiana SiMR, the ToA, and the Logic Model 
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(See Appendix A), and overall implementation of SSIP. Discussion included possible 
partners with the newly established IDOE Office of School Improvement and the Indiana 
IEP multi-resource Center (IEPRC) because of their combined work with the Least 
Restrictive Environment (LRE) and the establishment of MTSS in districts.  Because the 
Office of School Improvement team was still being established, and the new statewide 
literacy framework was in the process of being created, the core team unanimously 
agreed upon a partnership with IEPRC.  The core team also agreed continuing to focus 
on improving literacy by the third grade for the SiMR would not be changed. 


Delving into the ToA, it was decided no changes were warranted regarding the 
components of Quality Instruction, Early Literacy, High Expectations, MTSS/Universal 
Design for Learning (UDL) Implementation, and Systemic Alignment to improve reading 
proficiency. However, the path to achieving the SiMR using those components required 
remapping.  IEPRC has been using the evidence-based process of Implementation 
Science with specific districts to establish an MTSS framework through the Schoolwide 
Integrated Framework for Transformation (SWIFT) Center. IDOE included, as part of the 
federally-approved ESSA plan, MTSS as a foundation of the work with districts. The 
SSIP Core team, with stakeholder input, made the decision to incorporate the SSIP 
work within the broader IDOE MTSS initiative.  The MTSS initiative focuses on core 
instruction within the education environment, as well as quality instruction and high 
expectations as a solid platform for the SSIP work. 


Four Indiana districts: School City of Hammond, Garrett-Keyser Butler, East 
Chicago Lighthouse Charter School, and Gary Lighthouse Charter decided to 
implement the comprehensive framework for MTSS. Of these four districts, School City 
of Hammond and Garrett-Keyser-Butler were members of Indiana’s initial SSIP. 
Michigan City was originally involved in SSIP but had to take a year to realign goals and 
visions with new leadership. They are currently participating in this year's SSIP work, 
addressing MTSS and Results Driven Accountability (RDA).  With the addition of the 
two charter schools, the four districts agreed to be involved in the SSIP, and as a result, 
there were eight elementary schools contributing to the data for the measurement of the 
Indiana SiMR. 


Our state team and stakeholders have worked tirelessly to develop a system that 
addresses the goals set within the ToA. Our team continues to work with other IDOE 
offices to support more inclusive practices and promote the overall goal of equity and 
access to improve outcomes for each and every student in Indiana.  
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Phase 1: Analysis  


State-Identified Measurable Results for Children with Disabilities 


IREAD-3 Data. 
The Indiana Reading Evaluation and Determination (IREAD-3) assessment 


measures foundational reading standards for grade 3 students each spring. Based on 
the Indiana Academic Standards, IREAD-3 is a summative assessment that was 
developed in accordance with House Enrolled Act 1367 (also known as Public Law 109 
in 2010). This test is administered in April each school year and every third grader is 
required to take it.  


IREAD-3 is being used for Indiana’s SSIP report because it aligns with the SiMR, 
which states reading proficiency will increase by 0.5% each year by third grade.  Since 
FFY 2016, our SSIP Team and SSIP Stakeholder Team has gathered and reviewed the 
statewide data as well as the targeted SSIP School and district-specific cohort data 
yearly. Proficiency data of the general education population and the special education 
population over several years are compared to see trends and growth within the 
system.  
 


Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Data. 
In the area of LRE, Indiana's SSIP Team used this measure to consider the 


strong relationship between high expectations for students yielding high outcomes. With 
this understanding embedded in research from the Inclusion Study completed by the 
Indiana Institute on Disability and Community (IIDC) (See Appendix B), Indiana 
continues to use MTSS as a framework for districts to increase their expectations for 
their learners which will then yield higher outcomes reflective in IREAD-3 data. 


The Indiana SSIP Team and SSIP Stakeholder Team used LRE code 50 (80% or more 
of a students’ time spent in the general education setting) to provide a deeper look into 
the correlation between inclusive practices and improved reading proficiency for 
students based on IREAD-3 data.  
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Data Analysis. 
 


Graph 1: Comparison of IREAD-3 and Least Restrictive Environment Data 
Between the State of Indiana and the SSIP Cohorts from FFY 2015- FFY 2019 


 
The above graph indicates that while targeted SSIP schools for FFY 2014 - FFY 


2019 increased the number of students included within LRE code 50, IREAD-3 scores 
simultaneously dropped 5.3%. It can be inferred there is a direct correlation of the 
participating schools working with IEPRC on LRE leading to the increase of support to 
provide equity and access to students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). 
That being said, the LRE placement of students with disabilities did not yield the 
expected outcomes evidenced by the decline in IREAD-3 scores. It can also be inferred 
this may be due to a lack of specific and intentional implementation of Evidence-Based 
Practices (EBPs) in early literacy at the tier 1 level. This data supports the argument for 
Indiana’s need to shift the literacy focus to the youngest students to ensure it is a 
priority for children by third grade.  


In addition, it was determined that a focus on early literacy cannot remain at the 
universal level. Targeted early literacy support and a stronger correlation between those 
supports and data collected to address the SiMR must be addressed. Indiana feels 
strongly that it remains important to review LRE data as well as to ensure the 
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connection that schools are making in regard to student growth and achievement. 
Moving forward, this will be driven by the MTSS Framework which will ensure a whole 
child approach. After analysis of the data above, as well as review of the Inclusion 
Study1 from the Center on Education and Lifelong Learning, it can be hypothesized that 
by providing students’ academic, social-emotional, and behavioral support in the least 
restrictive environment, Indiana will see an improvement in their achievement. The 
MTSS Framework encompasses all three of these pillars (academic, social-emotional, 
and behavior supports). Therefore, it is the framework Indiana has identified to help 
support and improve teaching and learning for ALL. 


  


                                                
1 Information is from the Indiana Institute on Disability and Community Center on Education and Lifelong 
Learning.  Inclusion Study Phase 1 and Phase 2 information can be found in Appendix B. 
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Table 1: Baseline and IREAD 3 Passing Percentage both statewide and for the 
SSIP Cohort. 


 
Table 2: FFY 2015-2016 and FFY 2016-2017 targets and outcomes. 


 


Table 3: FFY 2017-2018 and FFY 2018-2019 targets and outcomes. 


 
The above tables provide context to the Indiana SiMR and targets over the life of the SSIP. As 
previously stated, Indiana has struggled to meet the targets from year to year which speaks to 
the need to make changes in implementation. Please note the FFY 2019-2020 targets above in 
gold.  
 


Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity 


 
Figure 1: Stakeholder Connections and Team Participation 
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Stakeholders. 
 Indiana has a resource network (Indiana Resource Network (IRNs)) of centers 
funded through Part B money to support work around inclusive practices that benefits 
not only students with disabilities but all students. The Office of Special Education 
(OSE) SSIP work currently relies very heavily on partnerships with stakeholders from 
some of these resource centers as well as our stakeholders from other internal IDOE 
offices. Indiana has worked diligently on creating teams to carry out and contribute to 
conversations around SSIP planning, tools, and resources for the Local Education 
Agency (LEAs). Stakeholder members and their roles are defined below.  
SSIP Stakeholder Team - tasked with discussing data, resources, implementation, and 
progress toward SiMR. Meets quarterly and is made up of both internal and external 
members. 


● Public Consulting Group, Inc (PCG): External Evaluator 
● Early Childhood Center: IRN focused on early literacy research, data and 


development of EBPs for FFY 2020 Targeted SSIP District 
Implementation 


● Indiana IEP Resource Center: IRN focused on the FFY 2020 
implementation of MTSS and early literacy EBPs in the FFY 2020 
Targeted SSIP Districts 
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● Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI): Office within the IDOE housing 
literacy specialists and early learning specialists (general education and 
community-based) 


● Office of Special Education(OSE): Office within the IDOE housing the 
preschool special education specialist and LRE specialist 
 


SSIP State Team - tasked with writing and orchestrating SEA-level SSIP 
initiatives, communicating with all other stakeholder teams, and managing all activities 
in the SSIP. This team is in attendance at all stakeholder engagement meetings and is 
an exclusively internal team all from the OSE. 


● Assistant Director of the Office of Special Education 
● Preschool Special Education Specialist 
● Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Specialist 


 
SSIP Technical Assistance (TA) Team - tasked with SSIP implementation in the 


FFY 2020 Districts. This team will meet with districts through a combination of in-person 
and phone conferences monthly or more frequently depending on the district’s stage of 
readiness.   


● Indiana IEP Resource Center specialists 
● Office of Special Education: Preschool Special Education and LRE 


Specialist 
 


MTSS/UDL Core Team - tasked with planning and managing activities for the 
Indiana MTSS Pilot Program. There are six districts participating in the state-level pilot 
program and one was an SSIP-targeted district in FFY 2018. This group consists of 
internal stakeholders only and meets monthly.  


● Office of Social Emotional Learning: three Social-Emotional Learning 
Specialists (SEL) 


● Office of Special Education: Preschool Special Education Specialist, LRE 
Specialist, and the State Director of Special Education 


● Office of Curriculum and Instruction: Specialists from content areas in 
Math, Literacy, Dyslexia 


● Office of Title and Grants: seven specialists with at least one assigned to 
each state-level MTSS pilot program team for fiscal support 
 


 Preschool Team - This team consists of the early learning positions within the 
IDOE. The team meets bi-weekly and provides guidance and opportunities for 
collaboration around early literacy for learners ages three to five.  


● Office of Special Education: Preschool Special Education Specialist 
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● Office of Curriculum and Instruction: Preschool Expansion Specialist and 
Early Learning Specialist 


● Office of Assessment: Preschool Assessment Specialist 
 


 Indiana Literacy Plan Team - This is a team of both internal and external 
stakeholders and serves as a landing ground for all literacy initiatives pertaining to the 
SSIP and statewide rollout outside of the SSIP work for the State of Indiana. It will be 
meeting monthly in FFY 2020 and data will be collected via Google Forms to track goals 
and progress.  


● Office of Curriculum and Instruction: Primary and Secondary Literacy 
Specialists, Early Childhood Specialist, and Dyslexia Specialist 


● Office of Special Education: Preschool Special Education Specialist 
● Early Childhood Center: Research Associate 
● Indiana IEP Resource Center: Specialists implementing EBPs in Targeted 


SSIP Districts 
 


Early Literacy Team- This is a subgroup of the Indiana Literacy Plan Team 
focusing on research, a taxonomy of resources, and development of EBPs which 
contribute to the Indiana Literacy Plan Team with an SSIP lens. This team meets 
monthly with the Indiana Literacy Plan Team as well as monthly as an Early Literacy 
Team for collaboration on activities to address goals that will also be tracked via google 
forms. 


● Office of Special Education: Preschool Special Education Specialist 
● Early Childhood Center: Literacy Research Associate 


 


FFY 2014-2018 SSIP Targeted School Progression. 
 Over the last 5 years, Indiana has experienced shifts in the SSIP targeted school 
participation. Reasons for these shifts ranged from schools needing to take a step back 
to focus on internal leadership changes, to schools no longer interested in participation 
due to lack of alignment between their district initiatives and the SSIP priorities. See the 
chart below for a list of districts participating over the last six years in the Indiana SSIP 
and the justifications for the changes in those targeted districts. 
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Table 4: SSIP District Participation by Federal Fiscal Year 
SSIP Year Indiana Districts Participating Justification for change (if 


any) 


FFY 2014 
And  


FFY 2015 


N/A School Identification was a goal 
of the SSIP in FFY 2014 


FFY 2016 School City of Hammond, 
Community Schools of Frankfort, 


Garrett Keyser Butler, MSD 
Decatur Township, Marion 
Community Schools, South 
Bend Community Schools, 


School City of East Chicago, 
MSD of Wayne Township 


During the first year of SSIP 
Implementation, districts 
determined that their goals no 
longer aligned with SSIP 
Initiatives 


FFY 2017 Garrett-Keyser Butler, School 
City of Hammond, Marion 


Community Schools 


IDOE Infrastructure 
changes;outreach Division no 
longer existed to complete the 


current work 


FFY 2018 Garrett-Keyser Butler, School 
City of Hammond, Lighthouse 


Charter Schools, Marion 
Community Schools 


Changes in leadership; goals no 
longer aligned with SSIP 


initiatives  


FFY 2019 Garret-Keyser Butler, School 
City of Hammond, Michigan City 


School Corporation, Decatur 
Community Schools, and Marion 


Community Schools 


Changes in leadership; goals no 
longer aligned with SSIP 


initiatives  


 


Universal Tier 1 Supports. 
Through collaborative efforts from all of these stakeholders, Indiana has 


developed many universal supports that are provided statewide to all schools around 
MTSS (academic, behavior, and social-emotional components) and UDL, early literacy, 
and systemic alignment. Indiana is currently focusing on these three core components 
from the ToA for the FFY 2019 and FFY 2020 SSIP reports. Each of the universal 
supports pertaining to the currently identified ToA indicators has been identified below in 
the following categories: Guidance, Collaboration, and Implementation (See Appendix C 
for descriptions).  


The guidance, collaboration, and implementation listed below outline each IDOE 
effort to support LEAs in their work as they focus on systemic alignment through the 
MTSS Framework utilizing EBPs in the implementation of Social-Emotional Learning, 
Behavior, UDL, and Early Literacy.  When considering the need to understand how LRE 
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affects student outcomes, it was important to the Preschool Team to provide LEAs with 
EBPs on inclusion coupled with resources and tools to provide clarity on preschool LRE. 
Likewise, with the implementation of MTSS, it was important to also provide EBPs in the 
areas of social-emotional learning and behavior. The MTSS (academics, social-
emotional learning, and behavior) practices are embedded in the tools provided by the 
Indiana IEP Resource Center and IDOE. 


 Indiana does not have data to support which districts, if any, utilized these 
universal supports in 2019, or whether or not their use directly impacted the SiMR data 
for the SSIP cohort. For this reason, Indiana is reexamining what targeted support will 
be provided in year 6 in an effort to better align these supports to IREAD-3 results which 
are used to track the SiMR data.  


 


Guidance. 
● Indiana’s Adapted LRE Tool 
● Preschool Special Education Guidance on LRE 
● Preschool Inclusion Directory 
● Foundations For Early Learning Guidance 
● Early Learning Guidebook 
● Short Share Webinars: DEC Recommended Practices 
● Coffee Talks 
● #INspireEDearly Newsletter 
● PATINS UDL Resources 
● Indiana Social-Emotional Learning Competencies 
● IDOE Social-Emotional Learning Toolkit 
● Indiana IEP Resource Center: MTSS Resources 
● MTSS Promising Practices 


 Collaboration.  
● Special Education Administrators Conference 
● Data Dashboards 
● Preschool Roadshow 
● LRE Webinar 
● MTSS Regional Trainings 


 Implementation. 
● Literacy Framework Pilot Program 
● Indiana’s Self-Assessment of MTSS (SAM) 
● MTSS Pilot Program 
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Figure 2: Theory of Action 
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MTSS/UDL 
As the structure of Indiana’s SSIP is shifting, there has been robust conversation 


and brainstorming with the SSIP Stakeholder Team as well as the MTSS/UDL Core 
Team regarding why many of the goals, scaleups, and in-district work have been 
unsuccessful over the past few years. As Indiana navigated through the root cause 
analysis process to identify what these causes were, it was discovered Indiana used 
many of these universal supports in our SSIP-targeted schools but not in a targeted and 
intentional way.  These supports were used universally and therefore it is challenging to 
directly tie school and district level successes around early literacy specifically to this 
the SiMR. Indiana concluded that the work around MTSS and UDL would continue to 
play a critical role in our state seeing growth in early literacy.  Our state has developed 
numerous universal supports to aid districts in the creation and implementation of 
MTSS. As discussed in the proposal above, this is the main reason for the shift in the 
structure of our SSIP work. Our SSIP Stakeholder Team along with the Early Literacy 
Plan Team will be creating a continuum that reaches beyond the K-3 grade band and 
into preschool to be used in the FFY 2020 SSIP report. There will be resources, tools 
and a technical assistance model that will be used to support the newly-identified SSIP 
targeted schools for the FFY 2020 SSIP report.  


Early Literacy 
Early Literacy was introduced in the FFY 2018 SSIP along with many scale-up 


plans for aligning early literacy initiatives across state agencies such as the intent to 
include initiatives for community-based preschools. Some of these plans were 
dependent on other agencies’ timeframes, securing grant funding, and having a system 
for targeted technical assistance in place at the SEA level. Of the above-mentioned 
plans, many have been accomplished and are provided to community-based preschool 
programs and LEAs at a universal level. This information can be found in the Guidance 
section listed above. Barriers to cross-agency alignment arose when Indiana did not 
receive the second round of funding for the Preschool Development Grant (PDG). 
Through the PDG project, Indiana’s state and local agencies began a plan and set a 
goal targeted at promoting a high-quality  early childhood care and education workforce 
which included specific activities in early literacy. The full goal description and activities 
can be found in Appendix D.  


It has become apparent to the Indiana SSIP Team, through data analysis of 
schools targeted by the FFY 2014-2018 SSIP, there is a need to focus specifically on 
early literacy EBPs while continuing to support the State of Indiana as a whole in 
inclusive practices. In Phase 2 of this report, activities and timelines have been 
articulated addressing the research, taxonomy, and process for implementation of EBPs 
in early literacy in the chosen FFY 2020 Targeted SSIP districts.  


 
Systemic Alignment 
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As part of the SSIP writing process for FFY 2019, yearly IREAD-3 data from FFY 
2014 - 2018 were collected and analyzed. Through collaboration and discussion with 
stakeholders, it was determined that Indiana's past SSIPs were meaningful and 
produced helpful material to the field, but the work tied to the SSIP was driving it rather 
than the SSIP driving the work around the state. As the SSIP team reviewed current 
strong systems within the IDOE, they found several opportunities for alignment. 
However, in order for any new alignment to be successful, there needed to be criteria to 
determine a pool for identifying new Targeted SSIP districts for targeted assistance. To 
better align with the SiMR, the first system was The Office of Curriculum and Instruction 
(OCI), which is where the Literacy Team is housed. The OCI, in conjunction with the 
Office of Title Grants, awarded over two-hundred schools in the State of Indiana with 
Early Literacy Funding Grants. The SSIP Team compared this list of recipients to the list 
of schools that are working with the IRNs, specifically IEPRC, on their School 
Improvement Plans (SIP). This was an obvious opportunity for alignment as IEPRC is 
an extension of the OSE and they are currently supporting several schools that are 
identified as Additional Targeted Support and Improvement (ATSI). After cross-
referencing the two lists, the team reviewed the SIPs for each remaining school to 
identify schools with early literacy goals. Another list of schools working with IEPRC on 
efforts for the LRE was cross-referenced with those who received Early Literacy 
Funding Grants. This new set of schools’ SIPs were reviewed for an early literacy goal. 
Of those, 13 schools were selected. The graphic below displays the process used to 
narrow down schools to create a pool of potential Targeted SSIP districts who are 
engrossed in current systems within IDOE and IEPRC who already have an early 
literacy initiative.  


 
Figure 3: SSIP School Identification Process 
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Phase 2: Plan  


Infrastructure Development 


How to Identify Schools. 
The SSIP Stakeholder Team meets quarterly throughout the year to discuss 


progress, data, and needed changes for the SSIP. The conversation around the FFY 
2019 progress and planning for SSIP yielded a clear need to look at and examine the 
current schools that participate in the SSIP work. In working with our current Targeted 
SSIP Schools (Garret-Keyser Butler, School City of Hammond, Michigan City School 
Corporation, Decatur Community Schools, and Marion Community Schools) it became 
clear, as stated above, that the early literacy focus of the Indiana SSIP was not 
necessarily a priority for each of our currently existing schools. Through the use of data 
and a reflection on the SSIP practices over the last year (FFY 2019), it was 
unanimously agreed that there was a need to find opportunities to incorporate the SSIP 
work within currently existing systems. In an effort to do so, it was imperative to identify 
opportunities to connect directly to the Indiana SiMR. As the SSIP Team began looking 
at the currently targeted schools, it was determined the work currently being carried out 
lacked a clear focus on early literacy which increased barriers to implementation. It was 
also clear to the team that the priorities of the SSIP and the priorities of the SSIP-
targeted schools did not align. Moving forward, in an effort to build a strong system, it is 
important the targeted schools have a focus on early literacy.  


Communication with FFY 2019 Schools. 
Each district that was identified with a Targeted SSIP school for FFY 2019 will 


receive a letter from the IDOE/OSE. This letter will indicate the changes made to the 
Indiana SSIP and inform the district contact of the requirements to be an Targeted SSIP 
district moving forward. Districts may choose to continue their work as an FFY 2020 
Targeted SSIP District, with the understanding of the new requirements which are 
identified in the Next Steps for School Districts section of this report.  


 


Identification and Communicating with FFY 2020 Targeted SSIP Districts. 
As stated above, the SSIP Team identified a specific process in which the 


districts that the IEPRC were already working with through LRE and ATSI initiatives2 
were chosen. These districts were then crosswalked with districts that received the early 
literacy grant from the IDOE. There were 13 districts on this list. The next step in this 
process is to take the list of 13 districts to the SSIP Technical Assistance Team who will 
look at several different components and decide on the final list of FFY 2020 Targeted 
                                                
2Please note: Districts participating in ATSI technical assistance initiatives were selected based on the 
identification of specific schools. Those SIPs were used to confirm early literacy initiatives. For the purpose of 
SSIP, each of those schools' districts were invited to participate at the district level. 
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SSIP Districts. These components include location, size, demographics, number of 
district preschool programs, the number of elementary schools, and willingness to 
participate. Once the potential FFY 2020 Targeted SSIP districts have been identified, 
the SSIP Technical Assistance Team will contact those districts to discuss what support 
and participation will look like and to confirm their interest and willingness in 
participating in the FFY 2020 SSIP work. 
 


Next Steps for Schools. 
The SSIP Technical Assistance Team has laid out next steps that will be taken 


after the FFY 2020 Targeted SSIP districts are identified and have agreed to participate. 
The steps are each outlined below.  


● The first step after districts are identified is to create a data dashboard that 
includes IREAD-3 and LRE data specific to the district and schools.  


● Next, district and school teams will identify what targeted supports are 
needed around the work being done to improve early literacy results by 
third grade.  


● Once a plan is in place, the SSIP Technical Assistance Team will provide 
the agreed upon support to SSIP targeted school districts. The SSIP 
Technical Assistance Team will support districts in tracking LRE data and 
progress data related to literacy throughout the year (create a data-based 
problem-solving system for each school). 


● The SSIP Technical Assistance Team and the school and district 
leadership teams will review IREAD-3 scores at the end of the year to 
determine progress and next steps. 


Additionally, the purpose of this implementation and support stage is to offer 
specific support to teachers on Early Literacy EBPs in the SSIP targeted schools. This 
process will begin with The Early Childhood Center (ECC) creating a taxonomy of early 
literacy guidance and tools using the High Leverage Practices from the Council for 
Exceptional Children (CEC), and current EBPs in the Indiana Literacy Framework as 
well as the Foundations Guidance beginning May 2020. For the first year of 
implementation, the support being provided to districts will focus on alignment and 
systemic changes around MTSS - setting the foundation to being in early literacy EBPs 
at the tier 1 level once the foundation has been laid. The Indiana Literacy Team will be 
discussing the EBPs and deciding which ones will be the focus of SSIP Implementation. 
The activities for this work are listed below: 


 
1. Identify evidence-based early literacy practices for children from PreK to Third 


Grade and submit for adoption by OSE for dissemination 
• Review literature and identify current EBPs 
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• Compile literature base for each that we can share with the field 
• Cross reference with Indiana’s ELA Foundations 
• Integrate into IDOE’s SSIP work 


2. Establish a state implementation plan to communicate and support statewide 
efforts 
• Establish State Implementation Team, including OSE, Early Learning, 


practitioners, and IU, to develop, implement, and evaluate a plan for 
promoting the adoption and implementation of the EBPs 


• Establish and maintain data share agreements that support identified 
analyses and reports 


• Develop a statewide plan (roles, activities, and timelines clearly identified) for: 
a. marketing the EBPs and promoting general awareness and 


understanding (see below), 
b. providing technical assistance to districts interested in exploring 


adoption of the EBPs, and 
c. providing more intensive professional development to districts 


committed to adopting the EBPs 
3. Develop ongoing evaluation plan for continuously measuring the implementation 


and impact of the state plans and supporting continuous improvement 
4. Conduct an analysis of LRE and child outcome data (IREAD, ISTAR-KR, 


ISPROUT) and follow up with interview/observation data to identify exemplary 
districts 
• Analyses of state data and individual district dashboards 
• Identify and confirm model districts/practitioners (current and new) to serve as 


exemplars and co-trainers 
• Provide Indiana-specific examples that illustrate research to practice and 


challenges 
• Assess usability, capacity, and supports needed to implement EBPs 


5. Establish an online directory and/or integrate with existing Inclusion Directory 
6. Engage in extensive, statewide marketing efforts designed to build awareness, 


increase understanding, and strengthen relationships among districts and their 
knowledge of EBPs. These activities may include: 
• Presentations and communications from OSE in support of EBPs 
• Roadshow (2/yr) 
• webinars (4/yr) 
• podcasts (2/yr) 
• Short Shares (2-4/yr) 
• Coffee Talks (2/yr) 
• conference presentations (e.g., ICASE, ECSE)  
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Evaluation. 
○ Stakeholder Input and Meetings- Four Google Forums have been 


created to collect meeting dates, notes, agendas, action items and 
progress on those action items (See Appendix E). 


○ Targeted SSIP District Evaluations - The Targeted SSIP Districts 
will be given a survey at the middle and the end of the year to 
capture the following data: progress toward goals, effectiveness of 
technical assistance, needs and next steps. This survey has not yet 
been developed as Indiana wants the questions to be specific and 
direct toward the goals and feedback Indiana is looking to get from 
each of the Targeted SSIP Districts. 


○ Data-Based Evaluation - The SSIP Stakeholder Team along with 
the SSIP Technical Assistance Team and the Indiana Literacy 
Team will discuss IREAD-3 and LRE data annually. These 
discussions will continue to drive the next steps and decisions 
moving forward with the Indiana SSIP report.  


 
Phase 3: Implementation and Evaluation 


Beginning April 2020, the FFY 2020 SSIP work will roll out to the stakeholder 
teams and goal setting will take place to solidify the foundation of each team for the FFY 
2020 SSIP. This year, the SSIP team has created specific checkpoints and tools to 
ensure goals are being monitored and data is being reviewed throughout the process to 
ensure all SSIP goals are being consistently tracked in order for data-based problem-
solving to occur.  Forms to track team goals have been created and will be 
disseminated in May 2020 to each stakeholder team. As noted in previous sections of 
this document, infrastructure has been built with strong ties back to the SiMR. This was 
completed through the creation of a pool of districts, narrowed down to meet the needs 
of the district, IDOE, and resource network systems, all the while being strategically 
aligned to the priorities of the SSIP with the intention to create a strong correlation 
between targeted technical assistance efforts in the FFY 2020 Targeted SSIP Districts 
yielding an increase in IREAD-3 scores by .5% each year.  
 


The deliverables for the outlined early literacy research have been approved by 
the Indiana State Director of the OSE to be added to the Early Childhood Center (ECC) 
contract, and a plan for implementation has been outlined with the SSIP Technical 
Assistance Team. Detailed descriptions of each deliverable can be found in Table 3 as 
well as Appendix F.  Each stakeholder team will continue to meet as outlined in the 
above Stakeholder section of this report. Indiana will implement this plan in FFY 2020.  
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Appendix A: Logic Model 


Process and Evaluation Outcomes – Impact 
Learning Outcomes for SSIP Districts 
Learning outcomes for Partner LEAs and site schools: 


• All stakeholders will develop a shared vision for improving outcomes for all learners 
• District and building leaders will commit to MTSS framework 
• Site school staff trained on MTSS framework 
• Compilation of school funding/plans for each site school 
• Selection of pre-k site schools and completion of needs assessment 
• Special education input on state level comprehensive needs assessment that included 


systems alignment 


Medium Term Goals: 
• Ongoing, site specific TA/PD of MTSS framework 
• Site school staff will build capacity to implement MTSS framework 
• Universal and ongoing site specific TA/PD on evidence based practices for early 


learning 
• Increase uses for evidence based practices by prek staff 
• Continued support and review of comprehensive needs assessment 
• Implementation of evidence based practices as determined by state literacy plan team 


Long Term Goals: 
• Students in Prek-3rd grade show evidence of improved outcomes based on formative 


data 
• Students will have increased reading proficiency by 3rd grade 
• Statewide implementation of MTSS framework 
• State level systems alignment on comprehensive needs assessment 


Process Inputs: 
• EBPs related to MTSS implementation 
• EBPs for systems alignment 
• EBPs in early literacy 
• EBPs for statewide identified areas (Quality instruction, early literacy, MTSS) 
• Support from Indiana Resource Network TA providers 
• Stakeholders 
• Part B funding 
• State Intervention Funds 
• State Title Funds 


Process Activities: 
• Core Stakeholder Team meetings to review and revise SSIP 
• Universal and targeted PD and support for targeted TA providers 
• Establish partnership with SSIP districts 
• IRN supports for targeted TA needs 
• MTSS training for IDOE Staff 
• IDOE offices collaborate to complete state level comprehensive needs assessment  
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Process Outputs: 
• Support for SSIP Targeted Districts 
• Revised SiMR 
• Onsite meeting with SSIP Districts 
• MTSS training for LEAs 
• Systems alignment at the state level 
• Supports for systems alignment for LEAs 
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Appendix B: Inclusion Study by the Indiana Institute on Disability and Community 


Please click the links below to access the Indiana based inclusion study referenced 
above. 


Inclusion Study Phase 1 Poster Session  


Inclusion Study Phase 2 Poster Session 


  



https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.iidc.indiana.edu%2Fdoc%2Fresources%2Finclusion-study-phase1-poster-session&data=02%7C01%7CSarah.Larrison%40indstate.edu%7C2a79ac55ce6341a2396708d7cce24c98%7C3eeabe396b1c4f95ae682fab18085f8d%7C0%7C0%7C637203144658338569&sdata=4O7FdBjNMzL3RiKb1hdekw5Cqqj2RioRCakT%2FsDwRB8%3D&reserved=0

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.iidc.indiana.edu%2Fdoc%2Fresources%2Finclusion-study-phase2-poster-session&data=02%7C01%7CSarah.Larrison%40indstate.edu%7C2a79ac55ce6341a2396708d7cce24c98%7C3eeabe396b1c4f95ae682fab18085f8d%7C0%7C0%7C637203144658348559&sdata=bwDeg58cnvq6jnbchnF0AQt4Xhqx1F0k6Rx47p6SU8w%3D&reserved=0
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Appendix C: Universal Supports for Indiana SSIP 
 


Guidance 
• Indiana’s Adapted LRE Tool 


The decision tree was adapted from the IDEA Data Center (IDC) decision tree 
found here. Following the webinar, which used the IDC tool and different LRE coding, a 
need for an adapted tool using Indiana Specific LRE codes was needed. It is an easy-
to-use three-question process that ends in the appropriate LRE code for determining 
preschool environments.  


 
• Preschool Special Education Guidance on Least Restrictive Environment 


The previous statewide guidance on LRE for Indiana was written in 2017. As 
questions continued regarding LRE and uncertainty around students attending outside 
regular early childhood programs, it was clear new guidance would be beneficial to the 
field. As this new guidance was created, it was important to break down the thought 
process between determining codes for students falling in the 26, 27, 28, and 29 LRE 
categories. The new guidance offers scenarios and an easy-to-read table for better 
understanding the differences between these codes. There are also helpful clarifications 
for other codes and what types of service delivery models can change LRE. This 
guidance document was released alongside a scheduled webinar to walk through the 
document, practice with other universal LRE tools, and ask questions in real-time.  


• Foundations for Early Learning Guidance 


This guidance is intended to be a resource for educators to support and enhance 
childrens’ learning and development while using the Foundations, Indiana’s Early 
Learning Development Framework.  While this is not an exhaustive list, this guide is 
meant to serve as a suggestion for practice from birth to age five including the transition 
into kindergarten. It can be used to support a child’s development at different levels of 
learning and promotes fluid movement between developmental stages.  The 
Foundations are not intended to be a curriculum, but more of a roadmap of what 
children should know and be able to do throughout developmental stages. Curricula are 
content that children should learn and methods to teach the content, whereas lesson 
plans are intended to demonstrate how the content is conveyed to children. This 
guidance is a resource for educators to use while developing an intentional lesson plan. 


• Early Learning Guidebook 


The Early Learning Guidebook is a statewide resource tool for schools to 
develop, expand, and/or sustain high-quality preschool programs by providing 
information to support young children’s development and learning, as well as how to 
fund and manage such programs.  In the absence of a statewide, fully funded early 
childhood education program, this Early Learning Guidebook for Indiana Schools is 



https://www.iidc.indiana.edu/ecc/resources/decision-tree/index.html

https://ideadata.org/B6tools/decision-tree.html

https://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/specialed/preschool-lre-2019-final.pdf

https://www.doe.in.gov/earlylearning/framework

https://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/earlylearning/early-learning-guidebook-indiana-schools-final.pdf
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designed to support schools in developing a preschool program, expand existing 
programs and consider inclusive models, as well as ensure all programs are of high-
quality.  


• Short Share Webinars: Division for Early Childhood (DEC) Recommended 
Practices 


The DEC Recommended Practices included in this webinar series were chosen 
based on their inclusive components in relation to the work being done in Indiana. The 
topics were collaboration, membership, accessibility, and participation. Each webinar 
lasts anywhere between 5-10 minutes, will soon have checks for understanding as well 
as will provide educators with professional growth points to apply toward license 
renewal. These webinars are meant to provide important information to educators in a 
quick way, empowering them to take swift action in implementation.  


 
• Preschool Inclusion Directory 


In Indiana, less than one in three preschoolers with a disability receive special 
education services alongside their peers without disabilities. The Preschool Inclusion 
Directory provides LEAs who are interested in learning more about districts where the 
majority of preschoolers are educated alongside each other (preschool inclusive 
services), access to Indiana’s Online Directory of Effective Preschool Inclusion Models. 
By clicking the link above, and hovering over the districts highlighted, it is easy to find 
districts offering high-quality inclusive services to preschoolers. By clicking on them, 
LEAs can learn more about funding streams, instructional practices, personnel 
supports, and more.  


• Coffee Talk 


Coffee Talks are a great opportunity to send out information for the field in the 
form of a chat among collaborators. In this Coffee Talk, representatives from the ECC 
and OSE discuss the next six months of activities planned for the field. These are 
planned to take place about every six to eight months as a way to inform the field about 
guidance documents, roadshows, conferences, webinars, and short shares.  


 
• #INspirEDearly Newsletter 


The #INspirEDearly Newsletter was launched in March of 2019.  This newsletter 
has over 800 subscribers from educators across all early learning settings.  On average, 
the newsletter receives around 1,000 views per month.  Newsletter topics include 
updates from IDOE and our partners, engagement and funding opportunities, a 
resource list reflecting relevant topics, and upcoming professional development 
opportunities.  Additionally, this newsletter is used to spotlight educators and the great 
work being done around the state.  Educators are nominated by their colleagues for the 



https://www.iidc.indiana.edu/ecc/resources/inclusion-directory/index.html

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2htKNKfx7Ms&feature=youtu.be

https://www.doe.in.gov/earlylearning
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great things they are doing in the classroom and nominations are reviewed by the Early 
Learning Team. 


• PATINS UDL Resources 


The PATINS Project is another resource center funded through the OSE. This 
center provides support to school districts on assistive technology, evidence-based 
practices and uses in classrooms, augmentative communication devices and more. One 
of the components connecting the PATINS work to SSIP is its focus on UDL. PATINS 
has created a UDL Lesson Planning Tool for educators and hosts professional 
development opportunities for the state as well as individual school corporations.  


• Indiana Social-Emotional Learning Competencies 


The newly-created Indiana Social-Emotional Competencies for students in 
grades Pre-K through 12, address social and emotional well-being through a 
neurodevelopmental, culturally responsive framework. The foundation for these 
competencies has been developed from the most current brain research, social-
emotional research, and trauma and culturally responsive best practices. This 
neurodevelopmental model is in alignment with the latest brain research regarding brain 
development and the fundamental skills of attachment and regulation. If our social and 
emotional learning outcomes, programs, and competencies are to be reflective of the 
current brain research addressing the severe life disruptions, exposure to trauma, and 
the increasing unmet mental health needs that are occurring in our student populations 
across the country, then we need to address specific areas of brain development with 
regard to acquiring these competencies.  


• IDOE Social Emotional Learning Toolkit. 


Together, school districts and educators can help students develop social-
emotional learning competencies by intentionally teaching these skills, implementing 
educational neuroscience learning strategies, practicing culturally responsive classroom 
management, and approaching this work with a growth mindset.  


Goals of the Toolkit: 


● To increase educators’ awareness, knowledge, and skills regarding social-
emotional learning  


● To promote collaboration between educators, community, and families to 
address the social-emotional learning competency development of all 
students  


● To enhance knowledge of educational practices that promote social-
emotional learning competency development  


● To provide tools and resources to educators to help improve students' social-
emotional skills 


● Indiana IEP Resource Center: MTSS resources 



https://www.patinsproject.org/

https://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/sebw/sel-competencies-final.pdf

https://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/sebw/sel-toolkit-final-updated-cover.pdf

https://www.indianaieprc.org/index.php/mtss
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The IEPRC is one of many resource centers funded through the OSE. This 
resource center continues to contribute to the development and implementation of the 
SSIP through the support of districts around the LRE and MTSS.  


● Least Restrictive Environment  


Indiana's SSIP team used LRE as a measure to consider the strong relationship 
between high expectations for students yielding high outcomes. With this 
understanding embedded in research from the Inclusion Study completed by the 
IIDC, Indiana continues to use MTSS as a framework for districts to increase 
their expectations for their learners. Indiana feels this will then yield higher 
outcomes reflective in IREAD-3 data. 


Given the process explained above, Indiana realizes the necessity for targeted 
early literacy support and the need for a stronger correlation between those 
supports and outcome data. Indiana also feels strongly that it remains important 
to review LRE data as well to ensure the connection that schools are making in 
regards to student growth and achievement. Above, the longitudinal data 
comparing the Targeted SSIP Districts’ LRE to their IREAD-3 outcomes over 
time can be found. 


● Multi-Tiered System of Supports 


The IEPRC is actively working with 10-15 districts around the state to provide 
targeted technical assistance around MTSS implementation. In the past, this 
work has not always been directly aligned with the SSIP. Moving forward, 
partnerships with the IEPRC will provide opportunities to scale up the current 
MTSS work with our Targeted SSIP Districts. 


● MTSS Promising Practices 


The MTSS Promising Practices Google folder is a landing page for the resources 
that have been created by our pilot schools as well as some partner districts within our 
state related to MTSS and UDL implementation. It is imperative that schools have 
access to the work that their colleagues are doing in order to support their current 
practices. This is a resource that has been shared statewide through IDOE 
communications and the MTSS regional training. It continues to grow and evolve to 
include the exceptional work that LEAs in our state are doing.  


Implementation 


● Literacy Framework Pilot Program 


Following the creation of the Indiana Literacy Framework for grades K-12, the 
OCI completed a pilot program to ensure the tools embedded in the framework were 
capable of producing the results intended by the SSIP Team. The process by which the 
pilot took place was highly individualistic and dependent on the needs of the building 
and district participating. Overall there were three elementary schools and three 



https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1_rNLJg8tORK9uXQAI2axSMkyI4jjU3y7

https://www.doe.in.gov/literacy/framework
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secondary schools involved. Schools were chosen based on three criteria: location, 
population, and standardized test scores.  Of these chosen schools, monthly in-person 
meetings were held (as well as virtual meetings as requested by the school). The way in 
which OCI worked with each school varied. In one building, a train the trainer model 
was implemented. Classroom observations were completed with the administration to 
practice using a literacy lens across disciplines. Also, Professional Learning Community 
planning time was used for working with educators in the building on the functionality 
and use of the Literacy Framework in their classrooms. At another building, a 
junior/senior high school, technical assistance predominantly focused on curriculum 
mapping and instructional best practices. The pilot program was a great success 
evidenced by increased writing and E/LA scores, both for benchmark and state-testing. 
The success of this program largely impacted the decision to integrate the SSIP work 
with phase two of the literacy initiatives coming out of the Department, known as The 
Indiana Literacy Plan.  Direct reflections of both the Literacy Framework pilot and the 
needs of Indiana Comprehensive School Improvement Schools (CSI) were taken into 
consideration when building the Indiana Literacy Plan. The intended use of this plan is 
to act as a guide for administrators to reflect on what systems their school has in place 
and where they should focus their instruction and development on next.  


● Indiana Self-Assessment of MTSS (SAM) 


This instrument is used to measure the school-level implementation of MTSS. 
MTSS is a term used to describe an evidence-based model of educating students that 
uses data and problem solving to integrate academic, behavior, and social-emotional 
instruction and intervention, to maximize the success of all students. Instruction and 
intervention are provided to students across multiple tiers of intensity based on need. 
The staff makes data-based decisions in order for resources (e.g., time, staff, and 
evidence-based strategies) to reach the students at the appropriate levels to increase 
the performance of ALL students with the goal of achieving and/or exceeding 
proficiency. 


● MTSS Pilot Program 


The IDOE created an MTSS pilot program for the 2019-2020 school year. An 
application was sent out to districts that had expressed interest and then opened up to 
all LEAs through the state superintendent's weekly communications. These applications 
were scored by multiple members of the internal stakeholder team for readiness and 
commitment to the work, among other components. Six districts were chosen, and of 
those six districts, each district identified an elementary and secondary pilot site within 
their district. Once this process was completed, a multidisciplinary team made up of 
members from multiple internal offices and external state resource centers was 
assigned to each of the districts. Teams meet monthly with each school to support their 
work in creating and implementing an MTSS framework that meets the needs of their 
schools.  



https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1xRMrgS4YtmW7wO5KCS5Xwia2cFsvxgAF/edit#gid=2018714646

https://www.doe.in.gov/grants/mtss-pilot-program
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Collaboration 
● Special Education Administrators’ Conference 


Twice each year, the preschool special education representative from the IDOE 
is invited to attend the Preschool Special Educators Administrator Conference. 
Attending this conference offers the opportunity to introduce new tools, materials, 
initiatives, and resources to all who attend.  


● Data Dashboards 


IDOE has a data share agreement with the IIDC for a variety of data-driven 
deliverables in their contract as one of the IRNs. One such deliverable is to create data 
dashboards for LEAs at their request. The dashboards provide a variety of valuable 
information specifc to each LEA. This information includes data such as December 1 
count, preschool assessment outcomes averages, LRE by eligibility category, and 
more.  


● MTSS Implementation and Regional Trainings 


The IDOE put on a series of one day trainings on how a MTSS can be 
implemented in a school and/or district. Districts were encouraged to attend in teams of 
two to four educators (administrators, general education teacher, student services, 
and/or special education teacher.) An overview of the MTSS framework was covered 
and then breakout sessions were conducted where district teams could choose to 
receive more introductory information on MTSS or go to a session geared more toward 
implementation practices.  


● Preschool Roadshow 


The Preschool Roadshow was a great opportunity for the OSE, alongside the 
OCI and the ECC, to bring information and resources to the LEAs around the state of 
Indiana. The opportunity was provided for attendees to learn and engage in 
collaborative conversations on the topics of Transition, Preschool Expansion, Social 
Emotional Learning, ISPROUT (the new preschool assessment), Data Dashboards, and 
Inclusion. The roadshow was taken to four different locations around the state of 
Indiana and reached 163 attendees.  


● LRE Webinar 


The LRE webinar was hosted by OSE in collaboration with the ECC. Attendees 
were invited to follow along during several scenarios sampled from the IDC tools and 
examples. To date, there have been 201 additional views following the live recording. 
Professional Growth Points (PGPs) were also made available to participants.   



https://www.doe.in.gov/school-improvement/mtss-fall-regional-training

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mSTX2Wu5tIo&feature=youtu.be
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Appendix D: Preschool Development Grant Literacy Goal 


Goal #5: Promote a High-Quality Early Childhood Care and Education Workforce 


● Goal: Implement training recommendations for early childhood care and 
education professionals that further promote equitable, high-quality 
programming, particularly for those early childhood care and education 
professionals who serve vulnerable families.   


● Desired outcome: Early childhood care and education professionals will 
enhance their skills in order to further promote child growth and learning, 
especially for children who have been impacted by adverse childhood 
experiences (ACEs), children whose primary language is not English, and 
children with developmental disabilities or other specific needs. 


● Action Steps: 
A. By 2020, assemble a stakeholder workgroup or utilize an existing 


workgroup to make recommendations for revising or improving 
existing workforce requirements and guidance for early childhood 
care and education professionals. 


B. Develop recommendations by reviewing current practices and 
literature on evidence-based practices and incorporating needs 
assessment findings. 


● Recommendations will specifically address working with 
children form vulnerable populations, especially those who 
have experienced ACEs, speak a language other than 
English, and children with developmental disabilities or other 
specific needs. 


● Include results from INAEYC PDG work in review of current 
practices and literature. 


● Coordinate with other strategic plan workgroups working on 
high-quality early childhood care and education activities. 


C. Conduct a cost analysis and determine how training opportunities 
could be made available to early childhood care and education 
professionals and others in the birth-5 service array 


D. Make recommendations to strategic plan governance committee by 
the end of 2020 


E. Develop new training materials and/or promote existing training 
resources for early childhood care and education professionals to 
access by the end of Quarter 2, 2021. Stakeholders will share this 
information with Indiana higher education institutions who provide 
CDA training if these institutions desire to leverage the expectations 
in their programs. 


● Owner: OECOSL, DOE 
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● Partners: DCS, ISDH, community partners, early childhood care and education 
providers, families 
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Appendix E: Activity Progress Monitoring Tools 


Activity and Google Form 


Indiana Literacy Plan Meetings 


SSIP TA Team Meetings 


Early Literacy Team 


Documented Collaboration Among Agencies, Stakeholder Groups, etc.   



https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfuwl5z8mz27TgWi9sF4vBjR4p6wRhp2-aD0VoKtq55ige6qg/viewform?usp=sf_link

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSc0S0sHYF9c_GKW7IMcjMq1C7stIBz841SQzVL1LmeaRFocMg/viewform?usp=sf_link

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSd44blAunQrqox_PlATpGCHRygD1x9lgNpYhXC8IUwXCznn1w/viewform?usp=sf_link

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSdwGCe_QRve5Ssdqz_kgfXOhFBGMDTRckvGXuhcESbqwZcvVA/viewform?usp=sf_link
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Appendix F: Support Evidence-Based Literacy Practice TA Preschool-Grade3 


Key Steps 


• Convene and choose Targeted SSIP Districts 
• Plan goals and set a timeline for implementation 
• Meetings with targeted districts 
• Build out of MTSS framework beginning in preschool 
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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) = 


APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 2 of 3 







       


     


 
 


 
 


  
 


 
  


 
 


 
 


 


 


 
 


 


 
  


    


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: 0

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 0

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 17

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 2

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 22

		618GrandTotal: 22.857142800000002

		State List: [Indiana]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              0]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              0]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 22

		B618GrandTotal: 22.857143

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 44.857143

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 20

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9345238125

		IndicatorScore0: 93.45238125

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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Indiana  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


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


77.5 Needs Assistance 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 24 100 


Compliance 20 11 55 


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 


94 2 


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


90 2 


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


28 2 


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


90 1 


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


37 2 


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


91 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


94 2 


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


90 2 


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


58 2 


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


92 1 


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


39 2 


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 8 2 


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


80 2 


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. 


Not Valid and 
Reliable 


No 0 


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


0.28 N/A 2 


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


Not Valid and 
Reliable 


No 0 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 98.34 No 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


99.68 No 2 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 68.7 No 0 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 93.45  1 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 100  2 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 100  2 


Longstanding Noncompliance   0 


Special Conditions None   


Uncorrected identified noncompliance Yes, 5 or more 
years 


  


 


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


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


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Jennifer McCormick 


Superintendent of Public Instruction 


Indiana Department of Education 


115 West Washington Street South, #600 


Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 


Dear Superintendent McCormick: 


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 Indiana 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:  


(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;  
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(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. 


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;  
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(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. 


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.  







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


9 


• 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.  







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


10 


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%.  
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Indiana
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 147
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 72
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 38
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 72
(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. 75


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 66


(2.1) Mediations held. 49
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 11
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 6


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 38


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 34


(2.2) Mediations pending. 3
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 14


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 84
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 63
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 23


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 1
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 0
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 1
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 18
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 65


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 20


(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 18
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 6
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered. 0
(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending. 2
(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed. 18


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Indiana. These data were generated on 11/6/2019 1:34 PM EST.






Attachment B Professional Development System

Depending upon the subject matter and the intensity of the need, the OSE offers various levels of TA and/or professional development. 



The OSE provides assistance to LEAs either directly (telephone/email and on-site) or indirectly (online resources, and/or through IRN vendors that have been contracted for the purpose of TA and/or professional development (http://www.doe.in.gov/specialed/indiana-resource-network).  



These entities are described below and can be directly accessed by the LEAs in the state: 



Indiana IEP Resource Center: The IEPRC promotes inclusive education with a belief in shared responsibility and equitable access to a strong core curriculum with high quality instruction benefitting all students. The IEPRC provides professional learning and TA statewide which includes developing resources and materials, training and coaching individuals and teams, facilitating statewide and regional collaborative networks, advancing the use of statewide technology during the IEP process, and delivering intensive services and support to districts as assigned by the IDOE. 



Indiana Center on Teacher Quality (ICTQ): ICTQ intends to 1) increase the number of high quality teachers serving students with disabilities by providing job embedded professional development at the state, regional and district levels; 2) increase the number of students with disabilities who have access to a high quality teacher by improving recruitment, support and retention of all teachers who teach students with disabilities across the LRE continuum (general education and special education); and 3) to improve school transitions and post-school outcomes for students with disabilities through partnerships and collaborations among schools, community agencies, higher education and families in a pre-K-12 system of support by aligning the policies and practices of key educational stakeholders across the lifespan serving individuals with disabilities. 



Project Success: Project SUCCESS supports higher academic achievement for students with disabilities. They build local capacity to ensure that students with significant cognitive disabilities achieve higher academic outcomes and leave high school ready for post-secondary options. Project SUCCESS supports teams of teachers and administrators as they work to implement academic standards into instruction. Project SUCCESS provides current, research-based resources related to content standards, instructional design, complex communication needs, alternate diploma requirements and student outcomes specifically designed to meet the needs of students with significant disabilities. They provides support and TA to teachers throughout the state through regional training, on-site visits, coaching, webinars, and by the dissemination of useful information via email and social media. 



IN*SOURCE: The Indiana Resource Center for Families with Special Needs or IN*SOURCE is a parent organization that provides service to Indiana’s families of infants, toddlers, children, youth and young adults with disabilities. Through the work and dedication of the Board of Directors, the staff and many volunteers, virtually all of whom are parents of persons with disabilities, IN*SOURCE, utilizing a proven parent to parent model, has provided assistance, support services and educational resources to the community of individuals and organizations that serve and support persons with disabilities. 



Pass Project: Promoting Achievement for Students with Sensory Loss: To provide professional development opportunities for educators that will improve instructional quality, promote academic achievement and foster successful post-secondary transition outcomes for students with sensory loss. 



PATINS Project: The PATINS Project provides accessible technology for assisting LEAs in the utilization and creation of accessible learning environments and instructional materials. The PATINS Project provides a complete state NIMAS delivery process, inclusive of assistive and accessible technologies, designed to support the Indiana Department of Education and LEAs in addressing the statutory and final regulatory requirements of the IDEA. 



Indiana Center for Accessible Instructional Materials (ICAM): The Indiana Center for Accessible Instructional Materials (ICAM) is a  managed web-based system designed to provide supports to Indiana LEAs in meeting the NIMAS regulations of the Individuals with Disabilities Improvement Act of 2004. The mission is to partner with LEAs in securing accessible textbooks and core curriculum materials in specialized formats for qualifying students with print disabilities. Access to the system, technical support and professional training are provided through the ICAM and PATINS projects. 



Indiana Secondary Transition Resource Center: To create and enhance professional development activities and resources in order to build capacity that will improve school and post-school outcomes. The center's work focuses on student-focused planning activities and self-determination skill development; improved Transition IEPs and use of transition assessments; access to effective academic and life-skills instruction, quality work-based learning; interagency collaboration; and, family involvement. 



The Indiana Disproportionality Resource Center (IDRC): To assist the IDOE in defining and identifying disproportionality in special education, and provides TA to LEAs in order to increase equity in special education throughout the state. 



Virtuoso Education Consulting: To empower educators to meet the needs of all students by developing practitioners’ awareness, knowledge, and skills related to best practices in the PK-12 environment. The team helps educators meet school improvement goals, remediate disproportionality, close discipline and achievement gaps, and develop proficiency in culturally responsive practices. 



Indiana School Mental Health Initiative: To ensure all of Indiana’s students, including those with disabilities, are socially, emotionally, and mentally healthy so they are ready to learn and can achieve their full potential. 

Mission: To build local capacity by providing resources and training with the goal of supporting schools and their community partners as they work together to address the social, emotional, behavioral, and mental health needs of Indiana’s students. 

Goals: raise awareness on the effects of trauma, stress, and adversity on social, emotional, and cognitive development; promote the development of multi-tiered, cross-system infrastructures to support school communities in addressing the social, emotional, behavioral, and mental health needs of their students and staff within existing structures; share best and promising practices across Indiana by building a community of practice and harnessing our collective knowledge; identify barriers that exist and work to close gaps in systems; assist school districts in building strong community partnerships and connecting to their local System of Care; and identify funding mechanisms and cross-system collaboration opportunities to promote the above. 



The Early Childhood Center (ECC): Provides training, TA, data analyses, and strategic planning to support schools in improving the quality and impact of their preschool programs. Its work focuses on program evaluation and professional development related to inclusive services, universal design, collaborative service approaches, transition, family engagement, and high quality early education practices for all children. ECC works with early education programs serving children with and without disabilities throughout Indiana. It also works closely with Indiana’s First Steps system in providing evaluation and continuous quality improvement services. The ECC also supports LEAs involved with Indiana’s SSIP which focuses on early literacy. 



There are other resources in the state that can be accessed by the LEA, however the OSE does not have a direct contract relationship. They include: 



Indiana Deafblind Services Project: The Indiana Deafblind Services Project is designed to improve the quality of educational services available to Indiana's infants, toddlers, children and youth who have a combined vision and hearing loss.



PBIS Indiana: Positive Behavior Interventions & Supports Resource Center: To develop and establish a statewide network of culturally responsive school-wide positive behavior support sites and increase educators' knowledge and understanding of how PBIS impacts student achievement, family engagement, dropout rate and least restrictive environment placements 



HANDS (Helping Answer Needs by Developing Specialists) in Autism Resource Center: To help school personnel increase knowledge, skill and application of research-based educational and behavioral strategies rooted in Applied Behavior Analysis and related to working with students with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) and other neurodevelopmental disabilities. 



Center on Education and Lifelong Learning (CELL): Provides tools, training and TA as schools increase student achievement, build staff capacity and align resources. Their work focuses on professional development related to teacher evaluation systems, differentiated instruction, classroom management, co-teaching, instructional consultation teams, cultural responsive practices, and PBIS. In addition, CELL conducts program evaluations for a variety of district, state and national programs. 



Center for Deaf and Hard of Hearing Education (CDHHE): To promote positive outcomes for all deaf and hard of hearing children through information, services, and education. The CDHHE provides direct services and facilitation of services to children birth through school exit. Services provided for school-age children include transition support from Part C to special education services, comprehensive multidisciplinary assessments, hearing assessments and TA to schools, Teacher of Record services, secondary transition support, and school program consultation and assessments. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]The Indiana Resource Center for Autism (IRCA): IRCA staff are actively engaged in work that leads to improved outcomes for individuals on the autism spectrum and related disorders, and their families by providing professionals, family members, and individuals with ASD with the knowledge and skills to support children and adults in typical early intervention, school, community, work, postsecondary and home settings. The work of IRCA covers a wide range of activities focused on building local capacity via information development and dissemination, customized trainings, statewide conferences, individual consultations, coaching, and research.  
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