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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
MA DESE is pleased to make available the Massachusetts IDEA Part B FFY 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (MA SPP/APR). Throughout the Indicator reporting, MA DESE has set high targets, many of them aspirational in order to reflect our Commonwealth's commitment to high performance expectations for our students with disabilities and the communities in which they live and go to school. MA DESE welcomes suggestions, feedback, and other public comment.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
406
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

MA DESE has an integrated system of general supervision reflective of the eight key components of general supervision:
•
State Performance Plan; 
•
Policies, Procedures and Effective Implementation; 
•
Integrated Monitoring Activities; 
•
Fiscal Management; 
•
Data on Processes and Results; 
•
Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions; 
• Effective Dispute Resolution; and
• Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development

See attached file for detail. File name: MA.SPP.FFY18.Intro
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.

MA DESE has comprehensive systems of targeted technical assistance (TA) and professional development (PD) that are tied directly to local and statewide needs identified through the SPP/APR data collection and review processes and through the state’s accountability system.

The MA DESE provides a coordinated set of guidance documents, technical assistance, and support to LEAs working to improve results for students with IEPs. This work is done within all programmatic offices at MA DESE, and in collaboration with other state agencies and national technical assistance and support centers.

Central to this work is the State's newly designed framework for district accountability and assistance: http://www.doe.mass.edu/accountability/. The new framework creates a coherent structure for linking the state's accountability and assistance activities with LEAs based on their level of need, and provides school and LEA leaders with common indicators and tools for assessing systems and practices, diagnosing challenges, and identifying appropriate interventions.
Under the new system, Massachusetts discontinued its former use of accountability and assistance levels 1-5 and replaced them with accountability categories that define the progress that schools and LEAs are making and the type of support they may receive from MA DESE. LEAs are now classified based on LEA-level data rather than the performance of the LEA's lowest performing school. As noted above, the State's process for making special education determinations was also revised and aligns with the new accountability system.

MA DESE uses special education determinations, SPP/APR indicator data, compliance data, and other achievement data to tailor technical assistance (TA) specifically to the needs of LEAs. Conversely, LEAs can and are encouraged to analyze local level data and make requests for technical assistance based on their analyses. Some examples of TA available to all LEAs include Technical Assistance Advisories; Frequently Asked Question (FAQs); webinars on selected special education topics; MA DESE-facilitated Regional Meetings for Special Education Directors and their staff; and compliance monitoring. For targeted LEAs, MA DESE has designed a Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD) to address specific needs and/or deficits in special education topic areas. Finally, for LEAs with specific issues or compliance problems, MA DESE provides direct, one-on-one TA to address the problems and create action plans for improvement. Technical assistance is provided in collaboration with national TA centers, including the Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center, the IDEA Data Center (IDC), the Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR), the Positive Behavioral Interventions & Support Technical Assistance Center, the Center on the Social and Emotional Foundations for Early Learning, and WestEd's National Center for Systemic Improvement.

The Statewide System of Support (SSoS) also provides assistance and facilitates improvement planning in schools and districts identified by the accountability system. This includes districts and schools demonstrating performance gaps for students with disabilities. SSoS staff provide direct support in the field for planning and connections to existing resources. Additionally, SSoS convenes educators from across districts to learn from each other in networks, including related to inclusive practices.

Further information regarding MA DESE’s general accountability and support system can be found here: http://www.mass.gov/edu/government/departments-and-boards/ese/programs/accountability/. Additional information specific to special education technical assistance, guidance and policy can be found here: http://www.doe.mass.edu/sped/ta.html.
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.

Educator Preparation
A core strategy in MA DESE’s Strategic Plan is to promote educator development. By improving the depth and quality of preparation for new teachers , MA DESE intends to narrow the impact gaps between new and experienced teachers, improve retention rates for LEAs, and improve student outcomes, particularly for our most vulnerable and underserved populations — inclusive of low-income students, English learners, students of color, and students with disabilities.

This objective includes improving the licensure system and supporting and evaluating educator preparation providers. MA DESE continues to streamline and improve processes for state licensure requirements. MA DESE also maintains and updates the Subject-Matter Knowledge Requirements (SMKs) (http://www.doe.mass.edu/edprep/resources/smk-guidelines.pdf) that define what content educators should know in each license field and that align to the curriculum standards for students outlined in the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks. Massachusetts licensure tests (MTEL) are based on SMKs and the Frameworks, and educator preparation programs rely on SMKs to guide their programming. Based on 2018 and 2019 updates to the SMK Guidelines, both the MTELs and teacher preparation programs are undergoing significant updates to align the assessments and programming to the SMKs.

Furthermore, MA DESE reviews the quality of programs offered by educator preparation providers. Over multi-year cycles, MA DESE, together with trained evaluators, reviews sponsoring organizations (including higher education institutions, non-profits, and LEAs) and examine a range of educator preparation program data, including survey data collected from a range of program stakeholders. MA DESE also provides organizations with formative feedback based on data on the performance of the candidates they prepare, and shares data tools with educator preparation providers to improve the educational experience of candidates.

MA DESE is committed to building the cultural responsiveness and diversity of our educator workforce (http://www.doe.mass.edu/instruction/crdw/). We have committed significant resources to support this work. In addition to the efforts and resources to diversify our workforce, we have built out tools to support building the cultural responsiveness of current educators practicing in our K-12 schools and districts.

MA DESE is working to offer resources and professional learning opportunities to enhance educator effectiveness for early-career educators, including resources for pre-service candidates and resources for in-service educators. For example, at the pre-service stage, to complete educator preparation, candidates must demonstrate skills and dispositions reflective of high-quality teaching through the Candidate Assessment of Performance (CAP) (http://www.doe.mass.edu/edprep/cap/). MA DESE highlights effective practices for Induction and Mentoring based on an annual statewide survey of local education agencies.

Finally, MA DESE has invested in supporting LEAs to implement the Educator Evaluation Framework to provide all teachers and administrators, including new and experienced educators, with meaningful feedback to continuously improve their practice. MA DESE has recently updated resources to support effective implementation of the Model System. Most recently, MA DESE has developed and released a professional development tool, OPTIC, that supports Massachusetts educators to refine a shared understanding of effective, standards-aligned instructional practice and high quality feedback. 

Educator Professional Development
MA DESE continues to dedicate resources to helping all educators improve their practice through participation in High Quality Professional Development (HQPD) (http://www.doe.mass.edu/pd/default.html). MA DESE defines HQPD as a set of coherent learning experiences that is systematic, purposeful, and structured over a sustained period of time with the goal of improving teacher practice and student outcomes. HQPD enables educators to facilitate the learning of students by acquiring and applying knowledge, skills, and abilities that address student needs and improvement goals of the LEA, school, and individual. HQPD conforms to best practices in research, relates to educators' assignments and professional responsibilities, and aligns to the ten Massachusetts Standards for Professional Development:
1. HQPD has clear goals and objectives relevant to desired student outcomes.
2. HQPD aligns with state, district, school, and/or educator goals or priorities.
3. HQPD is designed based on the analysis of data relevant to the identified goals, objectives, and audience.
4. HQPD is assessed to ensure that it is meeting the targeted goals and objectives.
5. HQPD promotes collaboration among educators to encourage sharing of ideas and working together to achieve the identified goals and objectives.
6. HQPD advances an educator's ability to apply learnings from the professional development to his/her particular content and/or context.
7. HQPD models good pedagogical practice and applies knowledge of adult learning theory to engage educators.
8. HQPD makes use of relevant resources to ensure that the identified goals and objectives are met.
9. HQPD is taught or facilitated by a professional who is knowledgeable about the identified objectives.
10. HQPD sessions connect and build upon each other to provide a coherent and useful learning experience for educators.

All professional development offered by MA DESE and providers approved by the agency to award Professional Development Points (PDPs) must align with the HQPD standards. Through the HQPD registration and approval process, MA DESE assesses the evidence providers submit to demonstrate alignment with the MA Standards for Professional Development for the grade span and specific content area covered by the professional development. MA DESE delivers a wide variety of free HQPD, as exampled in the 2019-20 Center for Instructional Support Program Catalog (http://www.doe.mass.edu/instruction/networks.docx). 

MA DESE also supports a HQPD website. This website provides consistent, reliable access to: HQPD Case Studies guidelines and tools (http://www.doe.mass.edu/pd/leaders.html) for educators to use when pursuing professional development; guidelines and HQPD Registry for providers; and resources and tools for local professional development leaders, including connecting HQPD to educator evaluation. 
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part B results indicators (y/n)

YES
Reporting to the Public
How and where the State reported to the public on the 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.

Annually, MA DESE makes available the information contained in the state's SPP/APR for review and discussion in a variety of inter- and intra-agency meetings and forums, as well as in communications with external stakeholders and interested parties. This information is the basis for reflection and planning, and provides a longitudinal look at statewide performance in various areas.

MA DESE has publicly posted a complete copy of the State's FFY17 SPP/APR, and all previously submitted SPP/APRs, as well as OSEP's response to the state's submissions, on its website at: http://www.doe.mass.edu/sped/spp/maspp.html.

MA DESE also publicly reports annually on LEA results on performance and compliance indicators. Data from FFY17 and for the preceding ten years may be viewed through LEA and school level reports on MA DESE’s website, including the SPP targets for each SPP Indicator: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/gis/sped_map.aspx?orgcode=04450000&fycode=2018. FFY18 data will be posted at this location in the Winter/Spring of 2020 when all data reports are available.

In response to OSEP’s required action in the FFY16 SPP/APR, MA DESE is demonstrating in this SPP/APR that it has publicly reported on the performance of each LEA located in the state in meeting the state targets for each SPP/APR Indicator for FFY17: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/gis/sped_map.aspx?orgcode=04450000&fycode=2018. Reports may be selected by LEA or school using the alphabetical drop down menu on the top right of the webpage.

In accordance with 34 CFR § 300.160(d), MA DESE publicly reports data on the participation of students with IEPs in statewide assessments at the state, LEA and school levels. State level information is available on the assessment participation webpage: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/participation.aspx. Please copy the link to the browser to access the statewide reports. LEA-level information on the participation of students with IEPs in statewide assessments, with and without accommodations and including students who participate in the MCAS-Alt, may be accessed from the state-level page referenced above by clicking on the LEA name. An example of an LEA-level report is provided here: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/mcas/participation.aspx?orgtypecode=5&linkid=26&fycode=2019&orgcode=04450000. Reports are selected by school year using the arrow button at the top left of the web page.

MA DESE publicly reports performance results for students with IEPs who take the MCAS-Alt in a separate state level report found here: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/mcas_alt.aspx. Reports may be selected by type (district/school), school year and subject by using the drop down menu at the top of the page. LEA-level information on MCAS-Alt performance results may be accessed from the state level page referenced above by clicking on the name of the LEA. An example of an LEA level report is provided here: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/mcas/achievement_alt_level.aspx?linkid=116&orgcode=06000000&orgtypecode=5&fycode=2019. Reports are selected by school year using the arrow button at the top left of the web page.

At the instruction of OSEP during the FFY16 clarification period, MA DESE updated its public reporting systems to ensure that it makes available assessment data for students with disabilities with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessment of students without disabilities, consistent with 34 CFR 300.160(f). This information is now integrated into the assessment webpages referenced above at: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/participation.aspx and http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/mcas_alt.aspx

MA DESE reports accountability data at the LEA and school levels: http://www.doe.mass.edu/accountability/.

MA DESE also makes available information about progress, slippage, and related requirements through meetings with stakeholders and professional organizations, and through regional and statewide interest groups, some of which are facilitated by partner agencies and organizations.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

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 State will include FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) in the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) report to be filed with the U.S. Department of Education on or before April 1, 2020. As requested, this report will include relevant data and explanation of the activities implemented in Phase III, Year 4; implemented and achieved measures and outcomes; a detailed summary of the coherent improvement strategies executed as part of the SSIP; and other relevant data and information to assess the State's capacity to improve SiMR data. MA DESE is currently preparing this report for timely 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 target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.


   
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.
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
	2011
	65.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	80.00%
	82.00%
	84.00%
	86.00%
	88.00%

	Data
	67.80%
	69.10%
	69.90%
	71.79%
	72.83%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	72.36%
	73.36%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.

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
	10,543

	 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
	14,571

	 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
	72.36%


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

	10,543
	14,571
	72.83%
	72.36%
	72.36%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
To receive a diploma from a public high school in Massachusetts, a student must:
1)
earn a Competency Determination (CD), which means achieving a specific level of proficiency on Grade 10 English Language Arts (ELA); Mathematics; and Science, Technology, and Engineering (STE) statewide assessments administered through the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) or MCAS-Alt for students needing an alternate mode of testing; and 
2)
meet local graduation requirements for the LEA awarding the diploma. 
Students receiving a diploma in four years or less are counted as graduates for the purposes of reporting these data in the SPP/APR. 
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)
*Note: the targets for 2018 and 2019 have been revised to correspond with the annual graduation rate targets for children with disabilities under Title I of the ESEA.
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

The State revised its target for FFY 2018 and provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
1 - Required Actions

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	4.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	3.30%
	3.00%
	2.70%
	2.40%
	2.10%

	Data
	3.30%
	3.32%
	3.50%
	3.13%
	3.29%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	1.70%
	1.70%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.

Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 2
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	8,415

	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)
	595

	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)
	550

	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)
	1,701

	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)
	20


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

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

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

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
OSEP allows states to use the same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY10 APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012 (identified as "Option 2" in the Part B Indicator Measurement Table). In Massachusetts, dropout rate calculations are based on an annual event. Using the calculation of the number of students with IEPs enrolled in grades 9-12 during the 2017-2018 school year as the denominator, and the number of students with IEPs enrolled in grades 9-12 who dropped out during the 2017-2018 school year in the numerator, MA DESE calculates a dropout of 3.36%. This does not meet the annual target of 1.7 and is a slight increase over FFY17 (3.29%).
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

	1,551
	46,115
	3.29%
	1.70%
	3.36%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
In Massachusetts, a dropout – regardless of disability status – is defined as a student in grades 9-12 in a public school who, prior to graduation, leaves school for reasons other than to transfer to another public school and who does not re-enroll before the following October 1 reporting. 

To calculate this rate, MA DESE uses dropout data obtained through the Student Information Management System (SIMS) October 1 enrollment report. Students who were reported as a “dropout” at the end of the previous year and then enrolled prior to the October 1 reporting date are removed from the dropout count. MA DESE also removes from the data set any student who dropped out of high school but earned a GED/HISET certificate. 
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In order to set new targets for Indicator 2, MA DESE engaged in a review of longitudinal data and activities. Our review showed a larger than expected number of the dropouts this past year were Hispanic (35%), and that the primary disability category identified for most dropouts during this period was Emotional (31.5%). The results point to areas of potential focus for targeted improvement and support strategies as we move forward with our agenda. Although previous targets were aspirational, and MA DESE has not met the Indicator 2 targets in recent years, the Special Education Advisory Panel recently affirmed its support for maintaining low targets and has recommended specific actions that could be taken by MA DESE and LEAs to lower the dropout rate going forward. The extended targets reported here reflect that priority.
2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

The State revised its target for FFY 2018 and provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
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 >=
	99.00%
	99.00%
	99.00%
	99.00%
	99.00%

	A
	Overall
	97.60%
	Actual
	98.80%
	97.23%
	97.75%
	98.45%
	98.51%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	99.00%
	99.00%
	99.00%
	99.00%
	99.00%

	A
	Overall
	97.70%
	Actual
	99.01%
	97.41%
	97.54%
	98.45%
	98.48%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	99.00%
	99.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	99.00%
	99.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
The MA DESE, in consultation with the Special Education Advisory Panel, previously set Indicator 3 targets through FFY 2018. In setting these targets the Panel reviewed statewide longitudinal data, improvement activities, and State policies, including the ESEA waiver granted by the U.S. Department of Education. The Panel recommended Indicator 3 targets based on the ESEA waiver, and supported setting ambitious targets for Indicator 3, as this reflects the State’s commitment that all students, regardless of disability, participate in the State’s assessment system. 

At its January 2020 meeting, the Advisory Panel reviewed the previously established targets and endorsed maintaining the same target of 99% participation for reading and math assessments through FFY 2019.
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
	13,835
	14,586
	14,935
	14,770
	14,532
	13,839
	
	12,647
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	3,956
	2,712
	2,421
	2,129
	2,198
	2,070
	
	1,501
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	8,731
	10,718
	11,277
	11,492
	11,112
	10,542
	
	9,817
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	988
	1,003
	1,105
	966
	1,032
	943
	
	907
	
	
	


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
	13,860
	14,581
	14,939
	14,771
	14,528
	13,842
	
	12,592
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	3,324
	2,265
	1,811
	1,733
	1,693
	1,690
	
	1,391
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	9,426
	11,187
	11,909
	11,910
	11,609
	10,944
	
	9,798
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	1,009
	1,019
	1,119
	973
	1,051
	959
	
	914
	
	
	


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
	99,144
	97,620
	98.51%
	99.00%
	98.46%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	99,113
	97,734
	98.48%
	99.00%
	98.61%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

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

As required by 34 CFR § 300.160(f), Massachusetts publicly reports 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 children without disabilities, including participation rates and performance results on regular assessments at the district and school levels. Participation results for students with disabilities, including the participation of students with disabilities at the district and school levels, in regular assessments, with and without accommodations, and in MCAS-Alt assessments are available on the MA DESE website: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/participation.aspx. 

Performance results for students with disabilities on the regular state assessment, with and without accommodations and at both the district and school levels, is available on MA DESE’s website at http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/nextgenmcas.aspx. As of FFY 2018, all students in grades 3-8, and 10 are now taking the Next-Generation MCAS in both reading and mathematics. Performance results for the old legacy MCAS are still available here: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/mcas.aspx. The results, on both of these pages, are sortable by report type (district or school), year, grade, school type, and student group, including students with disabilities. To view for different subgroups, including students with disabilities, use the dropdown menus. To view students with disabilities, use the student group menu on the top right of the page to select “Students w/disabilities,” and then click the “View Report” button. To switch between district and school level data, use the “Report Type” menu. Select either “District” or “School,” and then click the “View Report” button. 

MA DESE reports performance results for students with disabilities who participate in the MCAS-Alt in a separate report found here: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/mcas_alt.aspx. All students participating in the administration of the MCAS-Alt are students with disabilities. The MCAS-Alt results page is sortable by report type (district or school), year, and subject. To switch between district and school level data, use the “Report Type” menu. Select either “District” or “School,” and then click the “View Report” button.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Different than in prior SPP/APRs, the above participation rates reported above exclude from the denominator first year English learners (reading only), and students with medically documented absences (reading and math). Upon reviewing the Indicator 3 data prepopulated from other data reports submitted separately by MA DESE, MA DESE noted this discrepancy from prior years' reporting. 

 The children not included are broken down by assessment type, as follows:
• For reading (English Language Arts (ELA)), 94 students did not participate because they were first year English Language Learners and 371 students did not participate due to a medically documented absence. These students are not included in the above calculations. 
• For math, 423 students did not participate due to a medically documented absence, and were not included in the calculations above. 

The 1993 Massachusetts Education Reform Law, M.G.L. c. 69, § 1I, mandates that all students educated with Massachusetts public funds participate in MCAS testing. MA DESE regularly updates its student participation requirements, (http://www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/participation.html?section=gr3-8and10) and information about accessibility and accommodations (http://www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/accessibility/) to support students' access to statewide assessments.
3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.  
3B - Required Actions
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 >=
	
	
	
	50.00%
	60.00%

	A
	Overall
	16.69%
	Actual
	30.79%
	31.73%
	33.73%
	19.68%
	21.35%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2018
	Target >=
	
	
	
	50.00%
	60.00%

	A
	Overall
	15.31%
	Actual
	22.48%
	22.71%
	24.71%
	17.39%
	17.36%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	
	20.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	
	19.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
In FFY 2016, MA DESE introduced a new statewide assessment, the Next-Generation Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS). With this new statewide assessment, MA DESE no longer reports proficiency rates and CPI scores, as it had in the past. For reporting purposes as required by the SPP/APR, MA DESE has reported "Meeting Expectations" and "Exceeding Expectations" on the Next-Generation MCAS as "proficient." 

Although historical records indicate that FFY 2016 was a new baseline year, in practice, FFY 2018 is the first year that all students who were tested took the Next-Generation MCAS, and therefore FFY 2018 should be considered the baseline year going forward.

Throughout the multi-year process of designing and implementing the Next-Generation MCAS, and corresponding updates to the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks, MA DESE developed a robust stakeholder engagement process, led by an oversight committee, inclusive of members of the MA DESE Board of Education and a Next-Generation MCAS steering committee. Further, MA DESE formed the following project advisory teams and work groups comprised of stakeholders and experts: 
• Project Communications
• Procurement Management
• Test Administration
• High School Testing
• English Language Arts and Mathematics Curriculum Standards Review Panels
• Standard Setting Policy Committee
• MCAS Accessibility
• Standard-Setting Committee
• Digital Learning Advisory Council
• Test Content Review panels
• MCAS Technical Advisory Committee
• School and District Accountability and Assistance Advisory Council
• History and Social Science

To solicit participation in these work groups, MA DESE contacted approximately fifty associations and groups representing families and students, the state Special Education Advisory Council, curricular experts, special education stakeholders, teachers, and administrators, among others.

At its December 2018 meeting, MA DESE and the MA Special Education Advisory Panel discussed the implementation of the Next-Generation MCAS and its impact on students with disabilities. The Panel was interested in understanding and reviewing the proficiency measurements on the Next-Generation MCAS. MA DESE also reviewed with the Panel the State’s newly implemented accountability system (http://www.doe.mass.edu/accountability/). MA DESE revisited target setting with the Advisory Panel at its January 2020 meeting. The Advisory Panel endorsed setting FFY 2018 as a new baseline year and new targets for FFY 2019 of 20% for reading and 19% for math proficiency, reflecting statewide results under the gradual implementation of the Next-Generation MCAS. Moving forward, MA DESE will continue to engage its special education stakeholders in discussions around proficiency on the Next-Generation MCAS. As more years of assessment results are available, allowing for year over year comparison, MA DESE, with support from the IDEA Data Center and in collaboration with the Advisory Panel, will continue to update targets that are rigorous yet reflective of actual and anticipated growth. 

Please see the FFY 2018 Data tab in the "Additional Information" section for a more detailed description of the MA DESE's new statewide assessment and the implications for this report.
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
	13,678
	14,440
	14,815
	14,596
	14,359
	13,581
	
	12,271
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,265
	815
	698
	617
	456
	515
	
	526
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,713
	1,677
	1,639
	1,643
	1,221
	1,359
	
	2,165
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	
	
	


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
	13,720
	14,445
	14,815
	14,580
	14,325
	13,571
	
	12,096
	
	
	

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,129
	802
	591
	578
	431
	406
	
	428
	
	
	

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,370
	1,711
	1,599
	1,634
	1,368
	1,109
	
	1,777
	
	
	

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	
	
	


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
	97,740
	16,309
	21.35%
	
	16.69%
	N/A
	N/A


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
	97,552
	14,933
	17.36%
	
	15.31%
	N/A
	N/A


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

As required by 34 CFR 300.160(f), Massachusetts publicly reports 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, including performance results of children with disabilities on regular assessments at the district and school levels.

Performance results for students with disabilities on the regular state assessment, with and without accommodations and at both the district and school levels, is available on MA DESE’s website at http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/nextgenmcas.aspx. As of FFY 2018, all students in grades 3-8, and 10 are now taking the Next-Generation MCAS in both reading and math. Performance results for the legacy MCAS are still available here: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/mcas.aspx. The results, on both of these pages, are sortable by report type (district or school), year, grade, school type, and student group, including students with disabilities. To view for different subgroups, including students with disabilities, use the dropdown menus. To view students with disabilities, use the student group menu on the top right of the page to select “Students w/disabilities,” and then click the “View Report” button. To switch between district and school level data, use the “Report Type” menu. Select either “District” or “School,” and then click the “View Report” button. 

MA DESE publicly reports performance results for students with disabilities who participate in the MCAS-Alt in a separate report found here: http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/mcas_alt.aspx. All students participating in the administration of the MCAS-Alt are students with disabilities. The MCAS-Alt result page is sortable by report type (district or school), year, and subjects. To switch between district and school level data, use the “Report Type” menu. Select either “District” or “School,” and then click the “View Report” button. 

Please note that MA DESE has reported Meeting Expectations and Exceeding Expectations on the Next-Generation MCAS as proficient for SPP/APR reporting requirements, but MA DESE reporting for the Next-Generation MCAS to the public no longer uses the designation of "proficiency." 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Accountability System Changes
In the 2017-2018 school year, Massachusetts began implementing a new statewide accountability system (http://www.doe.mass.edu/accountability/). The system measures school and LEA performance in meeting student needs, as well as the type and amount of support that schools and LEAs need from the state. This new accountability system includes additional accountability indicators that provide a more in-depth analysis of school and LEA needs. The new system eliminates the five assistance levels that characterized the previous accountability system and replaces them with accountability categories that define progress and the support that LEAs are receiving from MA DESE. The system also shifted away from measuring an LEA based on its lowest performing school and now focuses on LEA-level data. 

Next-Generation MCAS 
Over the last few years, MA DESE has gradually implemented a new statewide assessment, called the Next-Generation MCAS. Compared to the legacy MCAS, the new assessment better aligns to the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks and better measures students' preparation for the next grade level and college/career readiness. The Next-Generation MCAS also incorporates new, more rigorous test content that is aligned to standards that reflect higher expectations for college readiness and proficiency at the next grade level. Beginning in the spring of 2019, all students in grades 3-8 and grade 10 now take the Next-Generation MCAS in reading (English Language Arts (ELA)) and math. For reporting purposes as required by the SPP/APR, MA DESE reports student scores of Meeting Expectations and Exceeding Expectations as proficient. More information on the Next-Gen MCAS is available here: http://www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/nextgen/resources.html.
 
FFY 2016 was the first year students in grades 3-8 took the Next-Generation MCAS, and students in grade 10 were phased into this new assessment program in FFY 2018. Because this is the first year that MA DESE Is reporting data from the first statewide administration of Next-Generation MCAS in all grade levels, Indicator 3C proficiency scores in FFY 2018 cannot be compared to scores reported in prior years when the reported proficiency rate included results from both the legacy assessments and the Next-Generation MCAS, or the legacy MCAS test only; FFY 2018 is a new baseline year for Indicator 3C.

As Massachusetts transitioned to statewide administration of the Next-Generation MCAS, MA DESE maintained its previous targets set in consultation with the Advisory Panel. Now that students at all grade levels are being assessed using the Next-Generation MCAS, MA DESE and the Advisory Panel revisited those targets in January 2020 and established FFY 2018 the new baseline year. The Panel and MA DESE have identified Indicator 3C proficiency targets at 20% for reading and 19% for math moving forward with the Next-Generation MCAS.

Resources and general information related to the MCAS are available here: http://www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/. Detailed information about the Next-Generation MCAS, including updates and resources, is available here: http://www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/nextgen/. 

Improving Outcomes for Students with Disabilities 
MA DESE is committed to improving outcomes for all students, especially for students with disabilities. MA DESE recognizes that the low percentage of students with disabilities who are Meeting Expectations on the Next-Generation MCAS is unacceptable and that improvement activities must include an increased focus on improving instruction. Some of the activities that MA DESE is doing are: 
1.
emphasizing Universal Design for Learning in inclusive environments which are at the forefront of the professional development activities across the state; 
2.
supporting LEAs in the building of robust multi-tiered systems of supports; 
3.
providing professional development and intensive intervention strategies in literacy, math and inclusive practices; 
4. implementing the IEP improvement Project to update and create a more robust IEP process;
5.
focusing on supporting students with neurological learning disabilities, in particular dyslexia; and 
6. implementing the new accountability system to support LEAs to find direct connections between compliance and performance.
To this end, MA DESE and districts work together to support students with disabilities to: 
• individualize instruction to meet the needs of diverse learners, 
• create universally designed learning opportunities, 
• teach with poverty in mind, 
• build cultural competency, 
• address disproportionate and excessive student suspensions, 
• support homeless students, and 
• make schools safe for vulnerable students, such as LGBTQ students, recent immigrants, and others.

As MA DESE and the Massachusetts Board of Education in collaboration with stakeholders move this work forward, MA DESE looks forward to continuing to report in future SPP/APR periods on the continued implementation of the Next-Generation MCAS and revised student accountability targets for students with IEPs, and to demonstrate improvement in students' proficiency rates. 
3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

   
3C - Required Actions
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2016
	1.92%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	Data
	0.75%
	1.00%
	1.25%
	1.92%
	1.36%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
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.

34

	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

	4
	372
	1.36%
	0.00%
	1.08%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

The state’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology is the number of districts with five times the State's rate of suspension and expulsion for more than 10 days for students with IEPs divided by the number of districts that met the “n” size of 30 multiplied by 100. Districts who meet the criteria of “n” size requirements and have a discrepancy rate of five times the state average for two consecutive years are found to have a significant discrepancy. 

Because of the data lag required for indicator 4 reporting, data reported here is reviewed for the 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 school years. The FFY 2016 school year showed an overall State average for suspension or expulsion for greater than 10 days for all students at 0.614%. Districts that suspended students with disabilities at five times this rate were found to have a discrepancy in that year. For the FFY 2017 school year, the overall State average for suspension or expulsion for greater than 10 days for all students was 0.5834%. Districts that suspended students with disabilities at five times this rate were found to have a discrepancy in that year. Districts meeting these criteria for both FFY 2016 and 2017 (two consecutive years) were identified as having a significant discrepancy. Overall, four (1.07%) of school districts have a significant discrepancy during this reporting year.

Discipline data are reported by the school districts to MA DESE using the School Safety and Discipline Report (SSDR). The SSDR includes all incidents involving bullying, drug, violent, or crime related offenses on school property and any other offenses that result in a disciplinary action which removes the student from the regular educational environment, including both in- and out-of-school suspensions. 
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.
MA DESE uses the same methodology for reviewing policies, practices and procedures (PPPs) for LEAs identified with significant discrepancies for both Indicators 4A and 4B. 

Assessing the appropriateness of the PPPs regarding the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral and instructional interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards has been a coordinated and collaborative process among several offices at MA DESE. MA DESE verifies compliance of LEAs PPPs through its focused monitoring review process, including special education monitoring criteria that addresses these focus areas, MA DESE also assesses corrective action reports and progress reports completed by LEAs in all other areas of identified noncompliance to assesses whether the noncompliance contributed to the discrepancy in indicators 4A and 4B. Any deficiencies in the PPPs must be corrected by the LEA within one year from date of notification and the LEA must submit evidence of the corrections to MA DESE for verification. 

In this focused process. MA DESE verified that the four LEAs identified through data analysis as having significant discrepancy had policies, practices, and procedures that were compliant with the relevant IDEA requirements and MA DESE made no findings of noncompliance for this reporting period that must be corrected. Nonetheless, MA DESE is supporting the districts' participation in the Rethinking Discipline Professional Learning Network, which includes targeted assistance conversations with staff from the MA DESE Offices of Student and Family Support, Special Education Planning and Policy, and Charter Schools and School Redesign. This engagement includes discussion of district specific data, as well as information about successful strategies that LEAs have implemented and challenges they are facing related to student discipline and behavioral support for students. Participating LEAs reflect on policies, practices, and procedures in order to provide necessary support to students with IEPs and reduce the districts' use of disciplinary removal in the future. 
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4A - OSEP Response
 The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
4A - Required Actions
Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2017
	0.51%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.25%
	0.00%
	0.50%
	0.51%


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.

8

	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

	8
	0
	398
	0.51%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

MA DESE’s definition of significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions (for greater than 10 days in a school year) of students with IEPs who are members of a specific racial/ethnic group is a suspension/ expulsion rate of five times the state rate for all students for three consecutive years. During FFY 2017 the state rate of all students statewide who were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days is .0058; five times the state rate is .029 or 2.9%. (Please note that because Indicator 4 is reported using a one-year lag, the final year of data analysis reported here is from FFY 2017.) Therefore, LEAs meeting the State's definition of significant discrepancy if they:
• met the minimum “n” size of 10 students with IEPs in a particular racial/ethnic group; and
•
more than 2.9% ( five times the state rate) of students with an IEP who are members of a particular racial /ethnic group were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days over the course of the 2017-2018 school year; 
•
and the identified LEA had similar data for the two prior school years. 

Discipline data are reported by the school districts to MA DESE using the School Safety and Discipline Report (SSDR). The SSDR includes all incidents involving bullying, drug, violent, or crime related offenses on school property and any other offenses that result in a disciplinary action removing the student from the regular educational environment, including both in- and out-of-school suspensions. 

Although 407 LEAs were in operation during the 2017-2018 school year, MA DESE has overwritten the data for indicator 4B, removing from the calculation those LEAs that did not have data for each year of the calculation or did not meet the the state’s minimum “n” size for all reporting years. Data reported here is on the 398 LEAs that met the state’s “n” size requirement for Indicator 4B.
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.

By reviewing information, inclusive of monitoring progress reports, policies, procedures and action plans,  MA DESE verified that these LEAs were correctly implementing all regulatory requirements related to the development and implementation of IEPs, positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. MA DESE determined that there is no noncompliance identified for the 8 discrepant LEAs identified above. 
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	2
	2
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
By reviewing subsequent information, inclusive of monitoring progress reports, revised policies, procedures and action plans, and student level data for each LEA in the FFY 17 APR identified as non-compliant, MA DESE verified that these LEAs were correctly implementing all regulatory requirements related to the development and implementation of IEPs, positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, and had corrected each individual case of noncompliance within one year. MA DESE determined that all noncompliance has been corrected within one year of identification, and there is no outstanding noncompliance identified in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

MA DESE reviewed LEA PPPs regarding the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards through its public school monitoring process. MA DESE verified each individual case of noncompliance was corrected through review of corrective action plans, progress reports and related student level incident data. The two LEAs found noncompliant with regarding to reported policies and procedures were ordered to take corrective action to address areas of identified noncompliance by submitting a corrective action plan with corresponding progress reports through the public school monitoring process and a Rethinking Discipline action plan for review and approval. MA DESE then reviewed this information and additional LEA information to determine that the LEA had submitted evidence of correction. Within one year of identification of noncompliance, MA DESE verified appropriate corrections had been made and the LEAs have in place compliant policies and procedures, and are appropriately implementing the regulatory requirements related to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral intervention and support, as well as procedural safeguards.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
4B- Required Actions
Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	60.50%
	60.50%
	61.00%
	61.00%
	61.50%

	A
	49.10%
	Data
	61.07%
	61.86%
	62.34%
	62.82%
	63.83%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	14.50%
	14.50%
	14.50%
	14.40%
	14.40%

	B
	15.70%
	Data
	14.67%
	14.43%
	14.05%
	13.82%
	13.40%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	5.50%
	5.50%
	5.50%
	5.50%
	5.40%

	C
	6.70%
	Data
	6.82%
	6.86%
	6.81%
	6.93%
	6.86%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	61.50%
	61.50%

	Target B <=
	14.30%
	14.30%

	Target C <=
	5.40%
	5.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
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
	158,250

	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
	102,902

	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
	20,914

	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
	9,247

	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
	979

	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
	172


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
	102,902
	158,250
	63.83%
	61.50%
	65.02%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	20,914
	158,250
	13.40%
	14.30%
	13.22%
	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]
	10,398
	158,250
	6.86%
	5.40%
	6.57%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

MA DESE has identified multiple LEAs that have unusually high or low rates of use of substantially separate settings.  We are working with these LEAs to analyze evaluation and placement data, review local practices and procedures, and assess the appropriateness of placement decisions for the student population. MA DESE, the participating LEAs, and partner educational collaboratives are identifying successful practices and augmenting school and district systems to better support inclusive activity.   A cadre of trainers are available statewide from sixteen educational collaboratives to support all LEAS in the content area of inclusive education environments.
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 >=
	39.00%
	41.00%
	43.00%
	45.00%
	47.00%

	A
	23.90%
	Data
	47.29%
	48.94%
	53.05%
	53.68%
	54.41%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	13.80%
	13.50%
	13.20%
	12.80%
	12.40%

	B
	14.00%
	Data
	15.54%
	15.34%
	15.44%
	16.74%
	16.80%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	50.00%
	50.00%

	Target B <=
	12.40%
	12.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
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
	18,377

	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
	10,064

	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
	2,771

	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
	202

	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
	3


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
	10,064

	18,377
	54.41%
	50.00%
	54.76%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	2,976
	18,377
	16.80%
	12.40%
	16.19%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

MA DESE and its partners and stakeholders have a long-standing commitment to promoting community-based inclusive opportunities for young children with disabilities. This commitment continues with an expansion of the "Building Inclusive Communities" initiative for preschool children as described below. In FFY 2016, MA DESE and the Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) established a steering committee to develop action plans and design strategies for building relationships with families and community partners. This past year, EEC and MA DESE have collaborated to convene a stakeholder group of the mixed delivery system to develop and publish a policy paper designed to provide guidance about Least Restrictive Environment in Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE).

Building Inclusive Communities in Early Childhood Initiative (BIC)
EEC contracted with the Collaborative for Educational Services (CES) to organize logistics for the Building Inclusive Community (BIC) Series in collaboration with MA DESE. Two nationally renowned experts, Drs.  Rich Villa and Jacque Thousand, are supporting the school and LEA leaders in engaged in the BIC initiative by providing a professional development and coaching series for participating educators. The premise of the series is to improve educational supports for preschool-age children with disabilities by increasing the use of effective inclusion practices in early learning settings. Ten (10) preschool teams are participating in intensive instruction and coaching with Drs. Villa and Thousand. The professional learning community for local inclusive preschool teams has access to webinars focused on gathering information about federal policies and national research on inclusion and inclusive practices in early childhood, which are used to inform the teams’ Inclusive Preschool Action Plan; and works together to identify strategies for building relationships with families to engage them in discussion related to early childhood inclusion.

The first BIC conference in school year 2019-2020 was held on October 21, 2019. The participants represented the mixed delivery system (public schools, early care and education programs, early intervention, head start and Preschool Expansion Grantees). The keynote address, “Inclusive Early Childhood Education: Equity and Excellence for All,” reflected MA DESE's and EEC's shared commitment of promoting equitable, high quality services for young children with disabilities.
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
	2017
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	85.00%
	

	A1
	85.61%
	Data
	85.44%
	87.20%
	79.14%
	88.70%
	85.61%

	A2
	2017
	Target >=
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	49.00%
	

	A2
	47.00%
	Data
	44.49%
	47.81%
	53.57%
	47.74%
	47.00%

	B1
	2017
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	83.00%
	

	B1
	84.90%
	Data
	81.37%
	83.89%
	78.19%
	85.47%
	84.90%

	B2
	2017
	Target >=
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	48.00%
	

	B2
	48.39%
	Data
	44.28%
	45.93%
	52.62%
	46.48%
	48.39%

	C1
	2017
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	85.00%
	

	C1
	85.51%
	Data
	84.78%
	85.90%
	80.84%
	89.31%
	85.51%

	C2
	2017
	Target >=
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	62.00%
	

	C2
	60.46%
	Data
	58.90%
	60.33%
	61.58%
	63.73%
	60.46%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	86.00%
	86.00%

	Target A2 >=
	50.00%
	50.00%

	Target B1 >=
	85.00%
	85.00%

	Target B2 >=
	49.00%
	49.00%

	Target C1 >=
	86.00%
	86.00%

	Target C2 >=
	63.00%
	63.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
Beginning with FFY 2013, MA DESE set targets based on the state’s expectation that most, if not all, students with disabilities who enter the preschool program below age expectations should substantially increase their rate of growth by the time they exit the program or turn six (i.e., FFY 2013 through FFY 2016 Summary Statement 1 target = 100%). Additionally, these targets reflect the belief that educators will be able to guide the majority of preschool children with disabilities to reach their full potential by the time they exit the program or turn six (i.e., FFY 2013 through FFY 2016 Summary Statement 2 target = 90%). 

While the state has observed positive trends over time across outcomes measures, in particular for Summary Statement 1, the rigorous targets established for FFY 2013 and beyond had not been achieved. During the fall of 2018, the MA DESE and the Massachusetts Special Education Advisory Panel worked to reframe and reset the targets, striving to make them more realistic on a year-to-year basis while still being rigorous. The objective was to shift to establishing targets that could be used to monitor annual progress, rather than to view the targets as the overall goal. The belief of both MA DESE and the Advisory Panel is that having more achievable targets will allow MA DESE to continue to support educators in their work with preschool children with disabilities. By setting targets that can be met or exceeded, it also allows the State and its LEAs to demonstrate progress as we continue to maintain high expectations and help all preschool children with disabilities reach their full potential. After a process of internal analysis and review at MA DESE, as explained below, new targets were discussed, reviewed, and approved by the Panel for FFY 2017 and beyond. 

FFY 2017-FFY 2020 Target review process
Based on the recommendation of the U.S. Department of Education's Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) during FFY 2017, Massachusetts reset future targets, beginning with FFY 2017. MA DESE reviewed and analyzed available data for Indicator 7 (FFYs 2008 through 2017). As part of this process, MA DESE received guidance from the IDEA Data Center (IDC) regarding how to approach this process most effectively.

In consultation with the Advisory Panel at its December 11, 2018 meeting, MA DESE revised Indicator 7 targets. After a detailed review of the Indicator 7 data, MA DESE brought three target setting proposals to Panel for its consideration. The members of the Panel advocated for maintaining high standards for the students of Massachusetts while also establishing targets that could be used meaningfully to help support the work of educators across the State. As a result, they endorsed the model establishing targets in FFY 2018 as the average over the prior four years (FFY 2014 to FFY 2017). During the FFY 2017 SPP/APR clarification period, however, OSEP rejected the new proposed targets because the State’s targets for FFY 2018 for summary statements A2 and B2 did not reflect improvement over the baseline data. OSEP required MA DESE to revise its FFY 2018 targets to reflect improvement. As a result of this instruction, MA DESE reexamined the state’s Indicator 7 baseline and subsequent targets. After further analysis and consultation with OSEP, MA DESE updated Indicator 7 baselines and reassessed the targets previously established with the Advisory Panel at its December 2018 meeting. 

MA DESE has reported FFY 2017 as a new baseline year because of the expansion of data collection activities during that period related to this indicator and Massachusetts’ State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). The State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) for the SSIP is devoted to improving the outcomes for preschool children with disabilities (i.e., Indicator 7). MA DESE also reviewed the targets for FFY 2018 through FFY 2020 to determine any necessary revisions. The new targets for FFY 2018 and beyond are above the FFY 2017 baseline, as instructed by OSEP. MA DESE maintained any FFY 2018 targets set by the Advisory Panel at its December 11, 2018 meeting that were above the FFY 2017 baseline. This resulted in MA DESE resetting the FFY 2018 targets, from the original FFY 2017 target proposals, for B1.

The revised targets for FFY 2018 through FFY 2020 are as follows:
 
 FFY 2018 FFY 2019 
A1 86% 86%

A2 50% 50%

B1 85% 85%

B2 49% 49%

C1 86% 86%

C2 63% 63%

The rigorous targets reflect the State’s overall goals for this indicator, and continue to maintain high expectations for all preschool students with disabilities.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

1,045
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	10
	0.96%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	123
	11.77%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	431
	41.24%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	333
	31.87%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	148
	14.16%


	
	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)
	764
	897
	85.61%
	86.00%
	85.17%
	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)
	481
	1,045
	47.00%
	50.00%
	46.03%
	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
	14
	1.34%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	133
	12.73%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	411
	39.33%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	336
	32.15%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	151
	14.45%


	
	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)
	747
	894
	84.90%
	85.00%
	83.56%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	487
	1,045
	48.39%
	49.00%
	46.60%
	Did Not Meet Target
	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
	7
	0.67%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	105
	10.05%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	299
	28.61%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	399
	38.18%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	235
	22.49%


	
	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. 
	698
	810
	85.51%
	86.00%
	86.17%
	Met 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. 
	634
	1,045
	60.46%
	63.00%
	60.67%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B1
	MA DESE’s goal is to meet and exceed the rigorous targets that have been established for this measure. We are mindful that there can be a variety of reasons for changes in the data, including data quality, changes in programs, and/or changes in the population being served. This past year saw an increase of 64% in the number of usable records for Indicator 7. This increase in data collection and reporting, as supported by MA DESE through improved and more frequent outreach, and the increase in SSIP district data, may explain the slight fluctuation in the results.
 
To better understand the extent of slippage, we compared the results using the Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA) Meaningful Differences Calculator to determine whether there was a statistical difference year-to-year (http://ectacenter.org/eco/pages/childoutcomes-calc.asp.). For [B1, B2], proportional differences from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018 were not found to be significant, based on a 90% confidence interval. Due to relatively small n’s of these samples (651 and 1045 respectively), results were also compared using a chi-square test of independence to assess proportional differences. Differences were not found to be significant a p<.05. Based on these results, it appears as though the difference from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018 represents a stable result on this measure.

	B2
	MA DESE’s goal is to meet and exceed the rigorous targets that have been established for this measure. We are mindful that there can be a variety of reasons for changes in the data, including data quality, changes in programs, and/or changes in the population being served. This past year saw an increase of 64% in the number of usable records for Indicator 7. This increase in data collection and reporting, as supported by MA DESE through improved and more frequent outreach, and the increase in SSIP district data, may explain the slight fluctuation in the results. 

To better understand the extent of slippage, we compared the results using the Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA) Meaningful Differences Calculator to determine whether there was a statistical difference year-to-year (http://ectacenter.org/eco/pages/childoutcomes-calc.asp.). For [B1, B2], proportional differences from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018 were not found to be significant, based on a 90% confidence interval. Due to relatively small n’s of these samples (651 and 1045 respectively), results were also compared using a chi-square test of independence to assess proportional differences. Differences were not found to be significant a p<.05. Based on these results, it appears as though the difference from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018 represents a stable result on this measure.


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? 
	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.

MA DESE and the MA Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) collaboratively selected a cohort model for the purpose of this indicator’s reporting activities. Massachusetts divides districts into four cohorts, with each cohort being representative of the State. Further information about this OSEP-approved cohort model can be found at: http://www.doe.mass.edu/sped/spp/datacollection.html. According to the cohort schedule, LEAs collect entry data for students once every four years as part of their assigned cohort. Data collection and reporting activities for those participating LEAs continue for approximately three years following entry data, until all originally assessed students have exited from or terminated early childhood special education services. Once all the children from the cohort have exited from early childhood special education, the LEA participates in the next cycle of data collection efforts with a new cohort of entering eligible students. 

In addition to the cohort model described above, MA DESE collects additional early childhood outcomes data as part of the Massachusetts State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). Through SSIP, MA DESE is currently working with 30 districts to implement the Pyramid Model for Promoting the Social and Emotional Development of Infants and Young Children (the Pyramid Model) to support improved social-emotional outcomes. Participating SSIP districts began collecting and reporting Indicator 7 data every year starting in FFY 2015, and other districts have continued to be represented in the approved cohort collection model. (The number of participating SSIP districts was 19 at that time, and has since expanded to 24 districts.) The SSIP districts include several of the largest districts in Massachusetts; preschool enrollment of young children with disabilities in these districts represents more than 21% of the total population of students with disabilities aged three to five in the state. Progress on Indicator 7 as it relates to the State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) for Indicator 17 for SSIP districts specifically is reported in the appropriate section of this report.

In August 2016, MA DESE changed the data collection parameters for districts collecting only entry data beginning with Cohort 4. Districts collected entry data on students who began receiving special education services between August 1 and May 31 of the following year. This change continued for FFY 2018, with districts in this reporting cycle collecting data between August 1, 2018 and May 31, 2019. This expanded data collection window, combined with the SSIP districts' data mentioned above, and improved and more frequent outreach by MA DESE to districts this past year about the data collection activities, have likely contributed to an increase in the number of usable records for Indicator 7 in FFY 2017 (64%), and a 61% increase from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. 

MA DESE continues to work toward increasing districts’ capacity for reporting high quality data to ensure valid and reliable results. MA DESE and EEC are currently conducting hands-on training sessions in coordination with the Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA) to help build statewide capacity among its master cadre of coaches to support LEAs in collecting and using data via the Child Outcomes Summary Process. 
Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no)

YES

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

MA DESE uses the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process and collects data using a cohort model described above. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

MA DESE continues to provide professional development and technical assistance to LEAs for this indicator in two ways, to support both data quality and to improve child outcomes: 1) assistance with the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process, including training to improve general knowledge about child development and functional assessments; and 2) training, including coaching, to implement evidence based practices to improve child level outcomes.

At this time, MA DESE is in the process of designing and delivering hands-on training sessions in coordination with ECTA to help build statewide capacity among its master cadre of external coaches. The goal of the sessions is to continue to build coaches’ capacity for supporting all LEAs in collecting, reporting, and using high-quality data, and in particular, assisting LEAs in using program-level child outcomes data for program planning and improvement. 
7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.

MA DESE meets annually with the Statewide Special Education Advisory Panel to review Indicator 8 data including survey questions, response rate, and agreement rate. The Panel makes recommendations based on the data presented. MA DESE met with the Panel to review data and targets most recently at its December 2018 meeting, and shared updated data and information with the Panel at its January 2020 meeting.

To set Indicator 8 current targets through FFY 2018, MA DESE worked with the Paneland stakeholder groups focused on family engagement to review longitudinal data for Indicator 8, improvement activities, and state policy regarding the facilitation of parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities. The groups also assessed the application of the Family, School, and Community Partnership Fundamentals (June 2012) (see http://www.doe.mass.edu/sfs/fscp-fundamentals.docx) in evaluating appropriate targets for Indicator 8. The current targets were developed in December 2015 and have been endorsed annually by the Panel.
At the December 2018 Panel meeting, stakeholders participated in discussions regarding data representativeness and the collection of demographic information from families completing the Parent Survey. Stakeholder feedback indicated an understanding of the value of collecting demographic information. Members also expressed caution about the collection of unnecessary information, the reluctance of families to provide information, and the reality that many families may face challenges in completing a parent survey.

Stakeholders were also asked to review and discuss setting targets in preparation for FFY 2018. Members discussed maintaining the FFY 2018 target of 86.5% for two additional years, allowing MA DESE to focus on increasing representativeness and responses. To demonstrate our goals of improvement in the area of parent involvement, MA DESE will set the target for FFY19 at 89.5% .  The Panel intends to re-examine targets in school year 2020-2021.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2018
	89.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	85.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%
	85.50%
	86.00%

	Data
	79.85%
	84.98%
	81.01%
	82.94%
	80.82%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	86.50%
	89.50%


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

	3,205
	3,601
	80.82%
	86.50%
	89.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
42,828

Percentage of respondent parents

8.41%

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

In FFY 2018, MA DESE collected Indicator 8 data as part of the Tiered Focus Monitoring process (TFM) through a parent survey. To facilitate access and response, MA DESE made the surveys available online, through mobile device, via email, or in hard copy. Information regarding the Parent Survey was sent by MA DESE to families of students with IEPs, ages 3-21, in the LEAs. Separate preschool surveys were not used; the questions used in the Parent Survey were developed to include families with children in Early Childhood Special Education and are appropriate for all populations. FFY 2018 data indicates that 2.43% of all respondents represent children in Preschool-Grade 5.

	Was sampling used? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	YES

	If yes, provide sampling plan.
	Indicator 8_Letter amending data collection and reporting activities_6-2019


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

The FFY 2018 cohort reported Indicator 8 data using the parent survey administered through the Tiered Focused Monitoring (TFM) process. Each year a representative group of LEAs participates in the TFM process, including urban, suburban, rural, large, medium and small LEAs, as well as the full range of LEA program and structure types (charter, virtual, CVTE, and comprehensive). These LEAs serve a full range of student disability types and need for services, such that the TFM process is representative of the State as a whole. The TFM survey also includes demographic questions related to race/ethnicity, gender, placement and grade span.

MA DESE fully integrated Indicator 8 data collection into the TFM process beginning in FFY 2018. DESE believes this integration will provide benefits to LEAs and to MA DESE. LEAs will no longer need to facilitate collection of two parent surveys as part of monitoring activities and Indicator 8 data collection. Also, integrated procedures at MA DESE will promote improved internal coordination of activities that support parent engagement. Redundancies in paperwork, data collection, and compliance activities will be eliminated, enhancing LEAs' capacity for self-assessment and service delivery, and MA DESE's capacity for providing technical and targeted assistance. Data from the TFM Parent Survey also will better inform MA DESE’s other monitoring activities with LEAs, allowing for MA DESE to better connect survey results with other identified areas of concern. 

To ensure the broadest representation of respondents, surveys are made available for all families of children with an IEP in LEAs participating in the identified TFM cohort. In FFY 2018, 95 LEAs particpated. MA DESE does not have concerns about the validity and reliability of its sampling method for Indicator 8, as parent responses to the parent surveys are submitted directly by families to MA DESE. However, MA DESE recognizes that its FFY 2018 response rate of 8.4% is low. Because of the low response rate, MA DESE has low confidence in the data for basing conclusions about family engagement or parental satisfaction for the LEAs involved. MA DESE continues to analyze existing resources and outreach in order to design additional efforts to increase the survey response rate.

Because the sampling plan has been changed, MA DESE is setting a new baseline for FFY 2018. 
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

	If yes, provide a copy of the survey.
	Special_Education_Parent_Survey-English _Boston SY 2018-2019 (11) (1)

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


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
MA DESE collected Indicator 8 data in FFY 2018 using a survey available to families in LEAs participating in the TFM process. To encourage the broadest representation of respondents, LEAs participating in data collection activities made surveys available to families of students with IEPs in the LEAs. While MA DESE does not have concerns about the validity and reliability of the data reported because parent responses to the surveys are submitted directly to MA DESE by families, MA DESE cannot confirm that the results are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, however. MA DESE collected demographic information regarding grade span, placement, gender and race/ethnicity. Through analysis, MA DESE determined that the data collected are not representative, as described in the section below. 

MA DESE recognizes that its FFY 2018 response rate of 8.4% is low. Because of the low response rate, MA DESE has low confidence in the data for basing conclusions about family engagement or parental satisfaction for the LEAs involved in the data collection and reporting activities. MA DESE continues to analyze existing resources and outreach in order to design additional efforts to increase its response rate and representatives of the survey results.

MA DESE is taking specific steps to increase representatives of data. The data collection methodology for Indicator 8 is designed to support broad representation of survey respondents to promote validity and reliability in reporting. Additionally, MA DESE works with the identified LEAs to make the survey available in several formats to all families of students with IEPs, aged 3 through 21, who are enrolled in the LEA. Multiple input modalities allow for responses online, through mobile devices, and as a printed survey. For FFY 2018, MA DESE activities to increase response rate include reviewing representativeness to determine which families are not responding, including any findings of trends in the final TFM exit meeting and developing targeted technical assistance for the LEAs to develop plans to better support families in accessing the survey. 

MA DESE is using the IDEA Data Center's Parent Involvement Data Toolkit to assist in the analysis of data relative to representativeness. As a result, and through discussion with the Special Education Advisory Panel members, MA DESE is collecting demographic information for race/ethnicity, placement, gender and grade span. MA DESE is also working on develop an Indicator 8 report that would provide the LEA with data regarding who is responding and the representativeness of the data, as well as resources related to evidence based family engagement practices.

The TFM process ensures that the Parent Survey is translated into the three highest incidence languages in each LEA. This year, those languages included Spanish, Portuguese and English. The TFM Parent Survey will also be translated based on district demographics for lower occurring translation needs, including Vietnamese and Haitian-Creole, and others as needed. These additional translations will be available upon request. LEAs participating in the TFM process use emails and other forms of notification to facilitate parental response. The breadth of the outreach and access initiatives will help to support representative sampling through the data collection process.

MA DESE will continue to use the IDC Parent Involvement Data Toolkit to aid in discussions with the Advisory Panel about the collection and analysis of demographic information, strategies for targeted outreach for specific populations, and target setting. The Panel asked to revisit the discussion in FFY 2019 to further reflect on the Toolkit's recommendations and current results.
Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.

The annual response rate is calculated by comparing the number of survey responses received compared to the number of surveys distributed families of students with IEPs served by the participating LEAs. This year’s response rate is 8.4%. MA DESE recognizes that historically the response rate has been low. For FFY 2018, MA DESE reviewed representativeness in an effort to determine which families are not responding, and is developing technical assistance (TA) and resources for the LEAs to develop plans to better engage these families. MA DESE continues to work within the TFM systems to increase the response rate in an effort to increase the representativeness of the results.

The Parent Survey is intended to complement the family engagement activities and surveys that occur locally, and are comprised of statements/questions that parents rate on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) through 4 (strongly agree). The standard adopted to demonstrate “schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for students with disabilities” requires that each survey respondent agree or strongly agree with 50% or more of the survey items. The MA DESE Office of Planning and Research has approved the methodology for calculating results. In FFY 2018, 3205 of the 3601 respondent parents agreed or strongly agreed with at least 50% of the items, yielding an agreement rate of 89%.

MA DESE recognizes that data should be representative to provide meaningful information about family engagement. The Parent Survey administered through the TFM process was developed to include optional questions for which families could identify grade span, placement, gender and race/ethnicity. The data collected that the FFY 2018 survey responses are not representative of the statewide enrollment data of students with disabilities by race or ethnicity as shown in the charts below.

Using the TFM Parent Survey, there was one response identifying gender. While MA DESE has statewide data regarding the gender of students with an IEP, the data collected through the FFY 2018 Parent Survey does not provide reportable data.
STATE Female: 34.5  Male: 65.5  Non-Binary: Not available
LEA  Female: 0.0  Male: 0.0  Non-Binary: 0.0

Using the TFM Parent Survey, the data collected regarding responses from families of students with an IEP in a specific grade span are not representative of the statewide data.
State - PreK-5: 3.02%  6-8: 23.71% 9-12: 28.31%  12+: 4.96%
LEA - PreK-5: 2.43%  6-8: 2.19% 9-12: 1.62%  12+: 0.90%

Using the TFM Parent Survey, the data collected regarding the race/ethnicity of students with an IEP indicates that the data is not representative of the state.
State - Multiracial: 3.8%  Hispanic-Latino: 24.0%  White: 57.9%  Black-African American: 10.4%  Asian: 3.6%  Native American-Native Alaskan: 0.3%  Native Hawaiian-Pacific Islander: 0.1%
LEA - Multiracial: 6.0%  Hispanic-Latino: 10.0%  White: 75.0%  Black-African American: 6.0%  Asian: 4.0%  Native American-Native Alaskan: 1.0%  Native Hawaiian-Pacific Islander: 0.0%

Using the TFM Parent Survey, the data collected regarding the placement of students with an IEP could not be analyzed. It is suspected that families completing the survey identified multiple placements. For example, the family may have identified an inclusive program as well as a substantially separated program with an explanation that their child attended inclusive classrooms for most academics but attended a separate program for an additional class. This confusion resulted in data that could not be compared to statewide data. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Through the TFM process, MA DESE is introducing informational meetings for families to explain the TFM process and survey, and the importance of receiving input from families. The TFM process also provides information to the LEA administrator regarding trends and any concerns identified through the Parent Survey; this is done during administrator interviews and at the exit meeting.

MA DESE continues to support family engagement central to successful student outcomes. The priority continues to be incorporated into the MA DESE’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) focused on implementation of the Pyramid Model and Positive Solutions for Families. MA DESE has also adopted an agency-wide definition of Family Engagement and was awarded grant funding for four LEAs to participate in the research-based, nationally practiced Parent Institute for Quality Education (PIQE) program. Additionally, MA DESE facilitates a cross-agency stakeholder group to develop a Prenatal-Grade 12 (or completion) Family Engagement Framework. To augment the implementation of this framework, MA DESE is a recipient of the Federal Grant for the Statewide Family Engagement Center to build state and local infrastructures to implement effective family engagement practice; currently in year two of five. MA DESE also works closely with the Federation for Children with Special Needs to provide training for families and LEAs regarding special education and family engagement.
8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2018 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR
Some of the actions MA DESE is taking to support greater representatives of data are as follows. MA DESE's data collection methodology for Indicator 8 is designed to support broad representation of survey respondents to promote validity and reliability in reporting. Additionally, MA DESE continues to work with the identified LEAs to make the survey available in several formats to all families of students with IEPs, aged 3 through 21, who are enrolled in the LEA. Multiple input modalities allow for responses online, through mobile devices, and as a printed survey. MA DESE activities to increase response rate include reviewing representativeness to determine which families are not responding, including any findings of trends which will be included in the final TFM exit meeting. Additionally, MA DESE will provide targeted technical assistance for the LEAs to develop plans to better support families in accessing the survey. 
MA DESE is using the IDC Parent Involvement Data Toolkit to assist in the analysis of data relative to representativeness. As a result, and through discussion with the Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP) members, MA DESE is collecting demographic information for race/ethnicity, placement, gender and grade span. MA DESE is also working on the development of an Indicator 8 report that would provide the LEA with data regarding who is responding and the representativeness of the data as well as resources related to evidence based family engagement practices.

MA DESE will continue to use IDC Parent Involvement Data Toolkit to aid in discussions with the SEAP related to the collection and analysis of demographic information, strategies for targeted outreach for specific populations, and target setting. 
8 - OSEP Response
The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision.

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

The State submitted a revised sampling plan for this indicator with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. An evaluation of the sampling plan indicated that it could yield valid and reliable data for this indicator.
8 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2019 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.  

8 - State Attachments
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	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.

6

	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

	2
	0
	400
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Massachusetts defines “disproportionate representation” using a calculation of weighted or alternate risk ratios and a review of the appropriateness of an LEA’s policies, practices and procedures (PPPs) for identifying students as eligible for special education services.

MA DESE calculates a weighted or alternate risk ratio for each LEA, using a minimum cell size of 10 students with disabilities in each racial/ethnic group in every LEA. In LEAs in which there are at least 10 students with disabilities both in the racial/ethnic group, as well as the comparison group, MA DESE uses a weighted risk ratio. In cases where there are fewer than 10 students in the comparison group, MA DESE employs the alternate risk ratio. A cell of fewer than 10, though removed from the calculation, is reviewed individually to see if data irregularities for specific racial and ethnic groups in the LEA would suggest disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification. All cells of greater than 10 are retained in the data set and are used to calculate disproportionate representation. Once the calculation is made for each district, the weighted or alternate risk ratios are compared to the two previous years’ weighted or alternate risk ratios. LEAs are flagged if, for three consecutive years, they exhibit a weighted or alternate risk ratio of 3.0 or greater for possible over-representation. All LEAs identified by way of this quantitative analysis are then subject to a review of the appropriateness of their policies, practices, and procedures (PPPs) for special education eligibility determination and disability identification, and communication with MA DESE about the identified disproportionate representation. If MA DESE determines the PPPs are inappropriate or otherwise inconsistent with federal and state regulations and concludes that the PPPs likely caused the disproportionate representation, then the LEA is identified as having disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification and is required to take corrective actions.

For the FFY 2018 analysis, Massachusetts used the October 1, 2018 enrollment and child count data that it collects from LEAs through its Student Information Management System (SIMS). Four hundred and six LEAs were in operation in Massachusetts in October 2018, and 400 met the State's n size requirement for at least one racial/ethnic group. MA DESE found that two of these LEAs—a public school and a charter school-- flagged by the weighted risk ratio—were flagged for overrepresentation of African American students; the charter school was additionally flagged for overrepresentation of Hispanic students. In reviewing the LEAs’ PPPs, MA DESE determined that in these two LEAs the disproportionate representation was not the result of inappropriate identification and no findings of noncompliance were made.
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.

If an LEA displays a weighted or alternate risk ratio that exceeds 3.0 for three consecutive years for any racial/ethnic group, MA DESE follows up to review the appropriateness of the LEA's policies, practices, and procedures. MA DESE requires the LEA to submit its policies, practices, and procedures regarding eligibility determination, along with any other data or information that may explain the pattern of disproportionate representation, including:
•
LEA policies and practices regarding child find, student support teams, and special education referral and evaluation. 
• Descriptions of tiered systems of support and/or other supports for struggling students in place within the LEA prior to referral for special education.
•
Information regarding the LEA’s collaboration with other organizations (such as sending districts, local Early Intervention providers, etc.), if applicable. 
•
Information regarding any training or support that the LEA provides staff around cultural competency. 
MA DESE then reviews this information to determine whether the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification.

MA DESE reviewed the policies, practices and procedures, as described above, of the two LEAs identified as having disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services. MA DESE determined for each LEA that the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was not the result of inappropriate identification.
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


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
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
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	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.

42

	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

	9
	0
	364
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Massachusetts defines “disproportionate representation” using a calculation of weighted or alternate risk ratios and a review of the appropriateness of an LEA’s policies, practices, and procedures (PPPs) for identifying students as eligible for special education services.

MA DESE calculates a weighted or alternate risk ratio for every LEA in each of the six required disability categories (intellectual impairments, specific learning disabilities, emotional disturbance, speech/language impairments, other health impairments, autism) using a minimum cell size of 10 for each racial/ethnic disability group in every LEA. In LEAs in which there are at least 10 students with disabilities both in the racial/ethnic disability group, as well as the comparison group, MA DESE uses a weighted risk ratio. In cases where there are fewer than 10 students in the comparison group, MA DESE employs the alternate risk ratio. Cells of fewer than 10, though removed from the calculation, are reviewed individually to see if data irregularities for specific racial and ethnic groups in these LEAs would suggest disproportionate representation. All cells of greater than 10 are retained in the data set and are used to calculate disproportionate representation. Once the calculation is made for each LEA, the weighted or alternate risk ratios are compared to the two previous years’ weighted or alternate risk ratios. LEAs are flagged if, for three consecutive years, they exhibit a weighted or alternate risk ratio of 4.0 or greater for possible over-representation.

All LEAs identified by way of this quantitative analysis are then subject to a review by LEA staff and MA DESE of the appropriateness of their PPPs for special education eligibility determination and disability identification, along with any other information that may explain the pattern of disproportionate representation. If MA DESE identifies through review that the PPPs are inappropriate or otherwise inconsistent with federal and state regulations and concludes that the PPPs likely caused the disproportionate representation, then the LEA is identified as having disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification and is required to take corrective action.

For the FFY18 analysis, Massachusetts used the October 1, 2018 enrollment and child count data that it collects from LEAs through its Student Information Management System (SIMS). 406 LEAs were in operation in Massachusetts in October 2018, and 42 LEAs did not have at least 10 students with disabilities in any racial/ethnic disability group, leaving 364 LEAs that met the state's n size requirement for at least one racial/ethnic disability group.

Of the nine LEAs flagged, one is a local school district (flagged for African American students with intellectual impairments), six are charter schools (one of which was flagged for African American students with intellectual disabilities, three of which were flagged for Hispanic students with specific learning disabilities, two were flagged for Hispanic students with communication disabilities), and two were regional vocational technical school districts flagged using the alternate risk ratio for white students with other health impairments. MA DESE reviewed the policies, practices, and procedures of each of these LEAs and determined that the disproportionate representation was not the result of inappropriate identification and no findings of non-compliance were made. 
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.

If an LEA displays a weighted or alternate risk ratio that exceeds 4.0 for three consecutive years for any racial/ethnic group in any disability area, MA DESE follows up to review the appropriateness of the LEA's policies, practices, and procedures. MA DESE requires the LEA to submit its policies, practices, and procedures regarding eligibility determination, along with any other data and information that may explain the pattern of disproportionate representation, including:
•
LEA policies and practices regarding child find, student support teams, and special education referral and evaluation. 
• Descriptions of tiered systems of support and/or other supports for struggling students in place within the LEA prior to referral for special education.
•
Information regarding the LEA’s collaboration with other organizations (such as sending districts, local Early Intervention providers, etc.), if applicable. 
•
Information regarding any training or support that the LEA provides staff around cultural competency. 
MA DESE then reviews this information to determine whether the disproportionate representation is the result of inappropriate identification.

MA DESE reviewed the policies, practices, and procedures, as described above, of the nine LEAs identified as having disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in a specific disability area. MA DESE determined for each LEA that the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability areas was not the result of inappropriate identification.
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

	
	
	
	


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11: Child Find

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2017
	96.50%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.89%
	99.29%
	95.26%
	95.83%
	96.50%


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

	1,264
	1,159
	96.50%
	100%
	91.69%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage
MA DESE is reporting slippage of approximately 4.81 percentage points from the compliance rate reported last year. 

MA DESE attributes the overall slippage in state compliance rate to three large MA LEAs reporting significant delays. These LEAs reported data demonstrating compliance rates that ranged between 56% to 82%, respectively. Should these LEA data be removed from the calculation, the overall compliance rate for the reporting cohort would be 96.5%, which is consistent with the compliance rate identified in FFY 2017. Nearly 50% of the reasons reported for delay by these three LEAs were attributable to insufficient staff availability to complete evaluations within the 45-day timeline required by State law. The LEAs also reported scheduling conflicts as reasons contributing to delays. Of the 240 children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received in these three districts, 69 students, or 28.75%, were not timely evaluated. Of those students, almost half (40.6%) were found not eligible for services.

To address this identified noncompliance, MA DESE required the districts to create a corrective action plan to address the root causes of noncompliance. The MA DESE special education office is working with the agency's Public School Monitoring office to follow up on the implementation of the districts' corrective action plan, and to verify through analysis of additional data that the activities have addressed the root causes of noncompliance. MA DESE will require each district to submit additional data and information to verify that the district is correctly implementing the requirements for evaluation timelines. As part of this process, the State has confirmed that all individual incidences of noncompliance have been corrected for the students affected by it, insofar as all students' evaluations have been completed. MA DESE will report on the results of all corrective action activities with these districts, and with any others for which noncompliance was identified, in the anticipated clarification period in April 2019, or in the next SPP/APR reporting cycle.
Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)

105

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.
In FFY 2018, there were 105 students from 11 districts in the data collection cohort districts for whom initial evaluations were not completed timely within the State-established timeline of 45 days. On average, those delays exceeded the State-established timeline by 10.17 school working days. This has decreased by 2.82 days as compared to last year’s average of 12.99 days. Of particular note is the difference between the mean, median, and mode for the number of working days beyond the 45-day timeline. The mean amount of days beyond the 45-day timeline, as reported above, was 10.17 days. In comparison, the median was only 5 days beyond the 45-day timeline, and the mode was one day beyond the 45-day timeline. The districts with the longest delays reported that delays resulted from insufficient staff availability. 

Noncompliance is not identified for delays that were the result of circumstances over which the districts did not have control, such as school closures for weather or unanticipated emergencies, parent identified needs such as parent scheduling challenges or missing scheduled meetings, extended student absences or student illness, and extensions to evaluation timelines with agreement of the parents. Although these types of delays do not result in MA DESE finding noncompliance, these issues are addressed by MA DESE in the technical assistance the agency provides to districts that is focused on creating local systems and supports that anticipate contingencies to prevent unexpected delays. 

District-related issues with scheduling and timing of evaluations are not acceptable reasons for delay and are determined to be noncompliance. Of those delays reported here, most were attributed to insufficient staff availability, the school/district having scheduling conflicts, and 45-school day timeline calculation errors.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

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

What is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations? If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in (b).
The State's timeline for initial evaluations is 45 school working days. See 603 CMR 28.05(1): Special Education - Education Laws and Regulations.
603 CMR 28.05: The Team Process and Development of the IEP states:

(1) Convening the Team. Within 45 school working days after receipt of a parent's written consent to an initial evaluation or reevaluation, the LEA shall: provide an evaluation; convene a Team meeting to review the evaluation data, determine whether the student requires special education and, if required, develop an IEP in accordance with state and federal laws; and provide the parents with two copies of the proposed IEP and proposed placement, except that the proposal of placement may be delayed according to the provisions of 603 CMR 28.06(2)(e); or, if the Team determines that the student is not eligible for special education, the LEA shall send a written explanation of the finding that the student is not eligible. The evaluation assessments shall be completed within 30 school working days after receipt of parental consent for evaluation. Summaries of such assessments shall be completed so as to ensure their availability to parents at least two days prior to the Team meeting. If consent is received within 30 to 45 school working days before the end of the school year, the LEA shall ensure that a Team meeting is scheduled so as to allow for the provision of a proposed IEP or written notice of the finding that the student is not eligible no later than 14 days after the end of the school year.
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. 

In FFY 2018, MA DESE has continued the process begun in FFY 2016 (and completed in FFY 2017) of phasing certain SPP/APR Indicator data collection activities (Indicators 8, 11, 12 and 13) into the Tiered Focused Monitoring (TFM) review process conducted by MA DESE's Public School Monitoring Office (PSM). Please see the Introduction section for an detailed explanation of the new process and the basis for implementing it. As noted therein, the only LEA exception to this process is Boston Public Schools, for which MA DESE continues to oversee data collection on an annual basis for all Indicators.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

During the FFY 2018 data collection period, participating cohort LEAs received parental consent for initial evaluation for 1264 students. Of those evaluations, 1159, or 91.69%, were completed within the State established timeline of 45-school working days. This is a decrease of 4.14% percentage points from last year’s reported compliance rate. Of all the evaluations completed, 784 students, or 62.03%, were deemed to be eligible for special education services. This is a 0.27 percentage point decrease from FFY 2017 results, and is a reasonable variation between different cohorts.

Through all verification activities, MA DESE makes sure that noncompliance corrections are made and verified as complete as soon as possible following the identification of noncompliance, and within one year after the findings were made. First, MA DESE analyzes data provided by the LEAs to ensure that for each student affected by delays in evaluation timelines, LEAs completed evaluations and determined students’ eligibility, although not timely. Through this process, MA DESE verifies that each of the LEAs has corrected noncompliance for each student affected by it, unless the student is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA by determining that initial evaluations are completed, even if completed beyond the State's timeline. Second, MA DESE requires each LEA to engage in a root cause analysis and develop a comprehensive corrective action report as part of the procedures to ensure that each LEA is implementing the applicable regulatory requirements correctly. LEAs assess data and systems in consultation with MA DESE to identify the reasons for noncompliance and create corrective actions to amend policy or practice, and/or develop and implement appropriate systems related to the causes of noncompliance. MA DESE then reviews additional data and documentation demonstrating the LEAs’ implementation of corrective action activities, and subsequent student data to determine that the LEAs are now correctly implementing the relevant regulatory requirements.

Through this process to date, MA DESE identified noncompliance in five LEAs resulting in letters of findings. The five LEAs are currently developing and implementing their comprehensive corrective action plans, and/or submitting subsequent data to the MA DESE to demonstrate compliance with regulatory requirements. Corrective action activities and demonstration of compliance through MA DESE’s analysis of subsequent LEA data sets is on track to be completed within one year of the state’s finding of noncompliance. 

Current corrective action plans include LEAs:
• Resolving a software malfunction that was responsible for miscalculating the number of school days in the timeline;
• Hiring and retaining qualified staff (including team leaders, evaluators, and school psychologists);
•
Contracting and outsourcing requests for translators when translators aren’t available; 
• Reviewing and revising LEA policies, practices, and procedures to determine root cause of the delays;
• Addressing scheduling conflicts by providing additional meeting days when staff are available for team meetings;
• Providing internal special education department professional development; and
• Reporting quarterly compilations of initial referral status, results, and outcomes.
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

	32
	32
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
In its FFY 2017 APR, MA DESE made 32 findings of noncompliance under Indicator 11. Consistent with the process described above, MA DESE required each LEA to assess the root cause(s) of noncompliance and to take corrective actions to amend policy or practice, and/or to develop and implement appropriate systems, to ensure that timelines are met and eligible students receive services timely. MA DESE verified that these activities occurred by reviewing supplemental documentation provided by the LEAs. Additionally, MA DESE examined a supplemental data set submitted by each LEA and confirmed that the LEA was reporting 100% compliance with the requirements following the implementation of corrective action activities. This process, consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, ensured that corrections were made as soon as possible following the identification of noncompliance, and within one year of the noncompliance finding. 

In FFY 2017, for the first time, MA DESE implemented a one-step process for correction of noncompliance. Under this process, MA DESE issued a formal letter of finding with required correction activities immediately following its identification of noncompliance. This one-step process did not allow either for MA DESE to confirm correction prior to a finding, or for an LEA to explain its data reporting, and resulted in 32 findings which were considerably more findings than MA DESE made in the past. In FFY 2018, MA DESE returned to implementing a two-step process for correction of noncompliance for Indicators 11, 12 and 13. Returning to the two-step process whereby MA DESE allows LEAs to document that they have corrected noncompliance prior to MA DESE issuing a written finding has resulted in fewer findings than reported last year.

Actions LEAs engaged in to address non-compliance include resolving a software malfunctions, hiring and retaining qualified staff (including team leaders, evaluators, and school psychologists), contracting for translators when translators aren’t available, reviewing and revising LEA policies, practices, and procedures to determine root cause of the delays; addressing scheduling conflicts by providing additional meeting days when staff are available for team meetings, and providing internal special education department professional development. 

LEAs corrected each finding within one year of identification, and MA DESE documented verification of correction consistent with the procedures reported above. There is no outstanding noncompliance that was first reported in FFY 2017.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The state verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected by examining corrective action reports and documentary evidence of correction, including subsequent data as appropriate. Each LEA was able to provide evidence that evaluations had been completed, albeit late, for all students affected by the noncompliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
11 - Required Actions
Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2017
	92.12%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	99.17%
	92.12%


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. 
	221

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	31

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	68

	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. 
	102

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	6

	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.
	 68
	82
	92.12%
	100%
	82.93%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Indicator 12 data collection has been implemented through MA DESE's Tiered Focused Monitoring (TFM) system since FFY 2017. The only exception to this applies to Boston Public Schools for which MA DESE continues to oversee data collection on an annual basis for all Indicators. The FFY 2018 Indicator 12 data sample size is significantly smaller than that of FFY 2017. While the data shows instances of non-compliance from fewer districts, MA DESE believes that the smaller sample size contributed to the slippage of 9.22 percentage points over last year's compliance rate.

MA DESE, the MA Department of Public Health (DPH) and the MA Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) will continue to offer statewide training for Early Intervention (EI) providers and Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) providers across the state on Indicator 12 data collection and reporting, and underlying transition activities. This training was offered on a limited basis in the spring of FFY 2018. This limited availability of training for LEAs, as well as known staff turnover at EI and ECSE programs, may account for some slippage in the reported compliance rate this year. The agencies will examine ways to support increased training and technical assistance next year.
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

14

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.
Fourteen student records reflected delays in eligibility determination, IEP development, and/or IEP implementation beyond the child's third birthday. The table attached lists, for each record for which MA DESE identified noncompliance, the number of days following the child’s third birthday that the LEA implemented the IEP, and the reason(s) for delay in implementation reported by the LEA.

MA DESE issued letters of finding to three LEAs on the basis of these 14 student records where either eligibility was not determined until after the child's third birthday and/or an IEP was not developed and implemented by the child's third birthday. Each district identified that the IEP meeting was not held before the child’s third birthday due to district scheduling conflicts. Of these 14 children affected by the identified noncompliance, eight were referred to the LEA from Early Intervention (EI) less than 90 days before the third birthday. Three children, though evaluated timely, were not served because the child's parents did not consent to services, and five children were found to be not eligible for special education services. Through this process to date, LEAs with identified noncompliance are currently developing and implementing their comprehensive corrective action plans, and/or submitting subsequent data to the MA DESE to demonstrate compliance with regulatory requirements. Corrective action activities and demonstration of compliance through MA DESE’s analysis of subsequent LEA data sets are set to be completed within one year of the state’s finding of noncompliance.
Attach PDF table (optional)
Indicator 12_data_delays_FFY2018 (1)
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. 

FFY 2018 Indicator 12 data activities were managed by the MA DESE office of Public School Monitoring as part of the Tiered Focused Monitoring (TFM) review process. For Indicator 12 reporting, LEAs use a SmartForm created by MA DESE that contains the following data points: dates of referral, evaluation, IEP Team meeting, and written consent for services received, as well as information about reasons for delay, if any. For the FFY 2018 reporting period, participating LEAs were required to report data and referrals from EI, eligibility determination and IEP implementation for children turning three in January, February, and March of 2019.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Using a cycle of continuous improvement, MA DESE continues to work closely with MA DPH - the lead agency for IDEA Part C – and the MA Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) to monitor data and design appropriate improvement activities based on the needs in the State. The agencies collaborated to provide training and technical assistance using Technical Assistance Advisory SPED 2019-1: Transition from Early Intervention Programs to Early Childhood Special Education (http://www.doe.mass.edu/sped/advisories/2019-1ta.html).

MA DESE continues to evaluate its own policies and procedures related to Indicator 12 to consider what additional actions are needed to decrease the number of allowable delays included in “d” of the data calculation. MA DESE will continue to offer targeted technical assistance in cooperation with DPH and EEC. Members of the Early Childhood Transition Stakeholder group are presenting the Technical Assistance Advisory at regional meetings and Early Childhood Learning Networking meetings in the 2019-2020 school year.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	5
	5
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
In FFY 2017, MA DESE determined that five LEAs did not meet compliance for 13 children for Indicator 12. The agency notified each LEA and required the LEAs to create focused Corrective Action Plans that included:
• Assessment of the LEA early childhood special education referral and evaluation data and procedures to identify the root causes of noncompliance. This included a review of local policies, practices, and procedures for transition from Part C to Part B, and consideration of what additional steps must be taken to demonstrate that, for children referred from EI, evaluations are completed and IEPs for eligible children are developed and services are implemented by the children’s third birthday.
• A summary of the LEA's early childhood transition scheduling policy.
• A plan for their review of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) developed with the EI programs serving children in the LEA, including any plans for revisions or updates. The MOU was required to be jointly developed and agreed upon by each program and to outline the policies and procedures used to support smooth transition from EI (Part C) to ECSE (Part B- Section 619 under IDEA).
• Additionally, to demonstrate that the LEA practice has improved and that the LEA is able to report 100% compliance, the LEA was required to submit additional data based on the LEA size for up to 10 children referred from EI. The additional data was to include referrals where there may have been scheduling challenges. The LEA also submitted the required documentation to demonstrate that they reviewed their early childhood transition policies and practices, including the MOU between their LEA and the EI program. Additionally, each LEA was required to demonstrate that they addressed and corrected issues leading to a delay in evaluation and implementation of services for children referred from EI. Subsequent data for additional students met the 100% compliance requirement.

Examples of corrective action activities by LEAs included, but were not limited to: evidence that the LEA administration met with the IEP Team Chairs and Special Education liaisons to review requirements to develop and implement an IEP for eligible children by their third birthday; and evidence of policy development as needed to address delays in evaluation or IEP development.

The five LEAs corrected all findings within one year of identification, and MA DESE documented verification of correction for individual students affected and demonstration of compliance with relevant requirements, consistent with OSEP memorandum 09-02. There is no outstanding noncompliance from FFY 2017.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The State verified that the each individual incident of noncompliance was corrected by examining the LEA's data submission including date of IEP implementation, subsequent corrective action report and documentary evidence of correction, including subsequent data as appropriate. The LEA was able to provide evidence that the each evaluation for those children affected by the noncompliance had been completed and the IEP was implemented after the receipt of the signed IEP for 12 of the children affected by the noncompliance. For the one additional child affected by the noncompliance, the district reported that the family decided not to enroll the child in the special education program. 
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
12 - State Attachments


[image: image5.emf]Indicator  12_data_delays_FFY2018 (1).pdf


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
	2017
	97.09%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.46%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	99.80%
	97.09%


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

	1,512
	1,559
	97.09%
	100%
	96.99%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

MA DESE collects Indicator 13 data through its Tiered Focused Monitoring (TFM) system, through which the Indicator is integrated into districts’ comprehensive self-assessment on a six-year rotating cohort cycle. Using the Massachusetts Postsecondary Transition Planning Checklist for Indicator 13, all LEAs in the cohort evaluated a representative sample of files for students aged 14-22 with IEPs. MA DESE shared data and targets for Indicator 13 with the Special Education Advisory Panel most recently at its January 2020 meeting.
	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)

FFY 2017 set a new baseline for Indicator 13 data, since that was the first year MA DESE began to report data for students aged 14 and up. 

For FFY 2018, MA DESE issued Indicator 13 findings for eight LEAs and engaged with those LEAs in corrective activities such as those detailed below for FFY 2017. To date, MA DESE has verified correction of noncompliance and closed the findings for five of the eight, which have achieved 100 percent compliance. MA DESE will report on the compliance status of the three remaining LEAs in the FFY 2019 APR. For FFY 2018, MA DESE also identified one pre-finding correction, and this LEA has also achieved 100 percent 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

	22
	22
	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
MA DESE required that each LEA create and implement a corrective action plan to ensure that systems would be in place to ensure 100% compliance. Through active communication to ensure oversight and through the submission of subsequent data documenting compliance, MA DESE verified that these corrective action plans were effective. LEA plans included elements such as these:
• Purchase tools to assist in developing appropriate transition goals and train staff in the use of those tools
•
Hire new staff 
• Enhance collaboration activities between the guidance department and special education staff
• Create a transition elective with a transition curriculum to be implemented at both high schools
• Deliver training for special educators and coordinators on student invitation
• Partner with nearby Collaborative (i.e., Educational Service Agency) to facilitate transition planning training and procedure development
• Develop a district plan for transition with measurable goals and action steps
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

In each case, MA DESE required each LEA to reconvene IEP meetings for students whose records indicated noncompliance, to ensure that these students would now have 100% compliant transition planning and services. In the case of each reconvened meeting, LEAs submitted relevant documents to MA DESE, so that compliance could be verified. For example, if the Indicator 13 review indicated that the student had not been invited to their IEP meeting, the LEA submitted documentation of student invitation for the reconvened meeting. As an additional example, if the Indicator 13 review indicated that the student lacked measurable annual IEP goals related to the student's transition needs, then the LEA submitted to MA DESE the new IEP from the reconvened meeting, with compliant annual IEP 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.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


higher education or competitively employed);


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	A
	2017
	Target >=
	45.00%
	47.00%
	49.00%
	51.00%
	53.00%

	A
	50.00%
	Data
	42.05%
	48.94%
	53.83%
	49.64%
	50.00%

	B
	2017
	Target >=
	80.00%
	82.00%
	84.00%
	86.00%
	88.00%

	B
	79.37%
	Data
	77.00%
	82.00%
	81.31%
	83.13%
	79.37%

	C
	2017
	Target >=
	87.00%
	89.00%
	91.00%
	93.00%
	95.00%

	C
	87.09%
	Data
	88.73%
	90.16%
	93.74%
	94.43%
	87.09%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	50.20%
	50.40%

	Target B >=
	79.60%
	79.80%

	Target C >=
	87.30%
	87.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
Targets were discussed with the Special Education Advisory Panel during its April 2019 meeting, and shared again at its January 2020 meeting.
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
	1,020

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	420

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	303

	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)
	38

	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).
	45


	
	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)
	420
	1,020
	50.00%
	50.20%
	41.18%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	723
	1,020
	79.37%
	79.60%
	70.88%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment (1+2+3+4)
	806
	1,020
	87.09%
	87.30%
	79.02%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	MA DESE and its stakeholders are concerned that the engagement rates reported for FFY 2018 do not meet this year's targets and are also lower than the FFY 2017 engagement rates used to set the State’s new baseline. As we consider these results, we acknowledge that the Indicator 14 data collection process has limited precision. Several factors affect the precision of engagement rates:

1) The sampling plan was designed to be statistically significant at the .95 confidence level with a plus or minus five percent margin of error. 
2) It is well known that when conducting interviews for a survey, both respondent bias and interviewer bias can influence what is collected and reported. 
3) Sub-populations that are under- or over-represented in the response group can cause the reported engagement rates to be higher or lower than the actual engagement rates that former students with IEPs experience.
4) Based on the response group size for Measures A, B, and C, there is a margin of error of approximately plus or minus three percent.

Considering all of these factors, it is possible that data reported in any given year may be higher or lower that the actual engagement rate for each of the measures by five percent or more. Engagement rates are best considered over several years/survey cycles and will be monitored moving forward. MA DESE is committed to empowering every student with a disability to succeed by providing effective education, individualized supports, and secondary transition planning and services. DESE is and will be working with stakeholders and district staff to improve the Indicator 14 data collection process statewide.

	B
	MA DESE and its stakeholders are concerned that the engagement rates reported for FFY 2018 do not meet this year's targets and are also lower than the FFY 2017 engagement rates used to set the State’s new baseline. As we consider these results, we acknowledge that the Indicator 14 data collection process has limited precision. Several factors affect the precision of engagement rates:

1) The sampling plan was designed to be statistically significant at the .95 confidence level with a plus or minus five percent margin of error. 
2) It is well known that when conducting interviews for a survey, both respondent bias and interviewer bias can influence what is collected and reported. 
3) Sub-populations that are under- or over-represented in the response group can cause the reported engagement rates to be higher or lower than the actual engagement rates that former students with IEPs experience.
4) Based on the response group size for Measures A, B, and C, there is a margin of error of approximately plus or minus three percent.

Considering all of these factors, it is possible that data reported in any given year may be higher or lower that the actual engagement rate for each of the measures by five percent or more. Engagement rates are best considered over several years/survey cycles and will be monitored moving forward. MA DESE is committed to empowering every student with a disability to succeed by providing effective education, individualized supports, and secondary transition planning and services. DESE is and will be working with stakeholders and district staff to improve the Indicator 14 data collection process statewide.

	C
	MA DESE and its stakeholders are concerned that the engagement rates reported for FFY 2018 do not meet this year's targets and are also lower than the FFY 2017 engagement rates used to set the State’s new baseline. As we consider these results, we acknowledge that the Indicator 14 data collection process has limited precision. Several factors affect the precision of engagement rates:

1) The sampling plan was designed to be statistically significant at the .95 confidence level with a plus or minus five percent margin of error. 
2) It is well known that when conducting interviews for a survey, both respondent bias and interviewer bias can influence what is collected and reported. 
3) Sub-populations that are under- or over-represented in the response group can cause the reported engagement rates to be higher or lower than the actual engagement rates that former students with IEPs experience.
4) Based on the response group size for Measures A, B, and C, there is a margin of error of approximately plus or minus three percent.

Considering all of these factors, it is possible that data reported in any given year may be higher or lower that the actual engagement rate for each of the measures by five percent or more. Engagement rates are best considered over several years/survey cycles and will be monitored moving forward. MA DESE is committed to empowering every student with a disability to succeed by providing effective education, individualized supports, and secondary transition planning and services. DESE is and will be working with stakeholders and district staff to improve the Indicator 14 data collection process statewide.


Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.
	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.

For FFY 2018, MA DESE continued to use the OSEP-approved cohort sampling method, to yield valid and reliable estimates.
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

	If yes, attach a copy of the survey
	FFY2018 Indicator 14 Survey


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
The Response Calculator is a tool designed by the National Post-School Outcomes Center so that states can input key demographic data on the Respondent and Target Leaver Groups. The Response Calculator compares proportions between the two groups on demographic variables and identifies where important differences exist between the two groups on those variables. The demographic variable categories are: Specific Learning Disability (LD), Emotional Disability (ED), Intellectual Disability (ID), All Other disability groups (AO), Gender, Minority, English Language Learners (ELL), Dropout.  Of the eight demographic characteristics analyzed, only one is underrepresented by more than 3.00%: Dropout (-7.77%).  This underrepresentation suggests that the engagement rates reported may be slightly higher than they would have been if former students who dropped out had been proportionately interviewed rather than being underrepresented.  
	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.
Although MA DESE asks districts to collect up-to-date contact information to be used during the survey process during the school year they are expected to complete/leave school, it is often impossible to collect up-to-date contact information when students choose to drop out. Additionally those who drop out tend to refuse to be interviewed more often than other former students.  To help remedy the under-representation of former students who dropped out, MA DESE will emphasize to districts the importance of collecting up-to-date contact information for all students identified as at-risk each year. MA DESE will also encourage districts to work with their dropout prevention centers to seek contact information from former students and to help with surveying those who decline to re-engage with the school system. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

For FFY 2018, MA DESE implemented a new redundant system to double-check that school districts were contacting the correct exiters. In past years, school district staff developed their own list of former students with IEPs to be contacted and interviewed for the Indicator 14 survey. This year, DESE generated a master list of 2017-2018 exiters using the state’s Student Information Management System (SIMS). Each district then received a SIMS list of their exiters to check against the district list, to ensure accuracy. A small number of discrepancies were discovered and resolved, enabling improved survey tracking and data analysis.

MA DESE also improved the data collection system by instituting a new online survey that was more user-friendly to exiters and district staff than the previous paper-only version. In the past, each exiter’s survey responses were recorded on print forms and then entered into an Excel form that was delivered securely to MA DESE by the end of September. For FFY 2018, MA DESE made the Indicator 14 survey available online so that it could be completed by either school staff or the exiters themselves. Once the online survey opened, MA DESE’s Indicator 14 contractor, the Potsdam Institute for Applied Research (PIAR), provided continuous data to MA DESE on which districts were actively completing the survey and the total numbers of completed surveys from each district. PIAR also informed each district of its own totals and sent Indicator 14 reminders to each district that had not yet completed any surveys. MA DESE also sent reminders to districts, via email and telephone. For the majority of the survey period, PIAR’s updates occurred once every two weeks. For the last month before the data collection deadline, this was accelerated to once per week.
14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
14 - OSEP Response
The State revised its targets for FFY 2018 and provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
14 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2019 data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. 
14 - State Attachments


[image: image6.emf]FFY2018 Indicator  14 Survey.docx


Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	24

	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
	17


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 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	48.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	48.00% - 58.00%
	48.00% - 58.00%
	48.00% - 58.00%
	48.00% - 58.00%
	48.00% - 58.00%

	Data
	25.00%
	42.11%
	41.67%
	57.14%
	53.85%


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

	Target
	48.00%
	75.00%
	48.00%
	75.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

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

	17
	24
	53.85%
	48.00%
	75.00%
	70.83%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

MA DESE exceeded its own originally expected range of performance (48% to 58%) and has, therefore, following discussion with the Special Education Advisory Panel, adjusted the target at the high end (48% to 71%) of its expected range in order to acknowledge the increase over time in the reported number of resolution sessions that result in settlement agreements.
15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
15 - OSEP Response
The State revised its targets for FFY 2018 and provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
15 - Required Actions
Indicator 16: Mediation

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	613

	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
	10

	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
	498


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 

MA DESE works closely with stakeholders on developing SPP targets and setting priorities for improvement in each of the substantive areas reported in the SPP. As identified in previous years’ SPP/APR reports, until school year 2018-2019, MA DESE facilitated two advisory panels, known as the Special Education Advisory Council and the Statewide Special Education Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was comprised of members of the Special Education Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (formed under M.G.L. c. 15, § 1G), as well as representatives of other entities articulated in IDEA Part B (34 CFR § 300.167), inclusive of representatives of state agencies with which the SEA and LEAs work to support children and families (e.g., the Departments of Early Education and Care, Public Health, Developmental Disability Services, Mental Health, Children & Families, Youth Services, Transitional Assistance, and the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission), parents of students with disabilities and representatives of parent serving agencies including the federally funded Parent Training and Information Center; individuals with disabilities; special and general educators and service providers from public school districts, charter schools, approved private special education schools, and educational collaboratives; representatives of higher education; and health care and related service providers.

Since the inception of the SPP, the Steering Committee’s primary focus was the annual review of the SPP/APR targets and activities. At an annual meeting facilitated by MA DESE, the Committee reviewed the state's progress toward meeting targets and discussed statewide improvement activities and strategic plans for supporting improved performance and outcomes for students with IEPs. The Advisory Council engaged in a broader approach to discussing policy priorities and advising on the unmet needs in the area of special education and met multiple times throughout the year.

In order to better support a unified approach to stakeholder engagement and coordination of the advisory bodies mandated by MA DESE consistent with state and federal laws, MA DESE merged these entities into a single state advisory panel in 2018. Now, a single Special Education Advisory Panel meets up to five times each school year to review data, discuss policy priorities, and identify unmet needs in the area of special education consistent with state law and IDEA Part B. At each meeting the group addresses various aspects of the SPP/APR and the State’s general supervision systems, as well as relevant policy matters. MA DESE facilitates discussion of baseline and current data, longitudinal targets, historical rates of performance and compliance and the trajectory for improvement for each of the indicators, and the effectiveness of focused improvement activities within the context of the state's Results Driven Accountability framework. The Panel met most recently in January 2020 to review current data and targets, and to set extended targets through FFY 2019 for those indicators for which extended targets had not yet been set. These targets are included in this year’s report. 

As needed, MA DESE also convenes stakeholder working groups throughout the year to provide focused input on specific projects and policy priorities. Examples of these focused groups include a Statewide Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) leadership team and working group, a family engagement workgroup, and a secondary transition stakeholder group. MA DESE also consults with educators, parents, advocates, and others on an ad hoc basis to inform policy and practice. Stakeholder engagement is an essential component of MA DESE’s special education agenda.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	83.40%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	77.00% - 87.00%
	77.00% - 87.00%
	77.00% - 87.00%
	77.00% - 87.00%
	77.00% - 87.00%

	Data
	83.72%
	84.35%
	86.49%
	82.85%
	85.29%


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

	Target
	77.00%
	87.00%
	77.00%
	87.00%


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

	10
	498
	613
	85.29%
	77.00%
	87.00%
	82.87%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Massachusetts continues to report high rates of mediation agreements reached. At its January 2020 meeting, the Special Education Advisory Panel endorsed maintaining the target range established by the state in FFY 2011.
16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
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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: 

Teri Williams Valentine
Title: 
Director of Special Education Planning & Policy
Email: 
Teri.W.Valentine@mass.gov
Phone:
781-338-6202
Submitted on:
04/30/20 12:31:55 PM 
ED Attachments
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Indicator 12 Data Delays FFY2018 


Child experiencing a delay in 
services 


Number of days the IEP 
was implemented after 
turning 3 


Reported Reason(s) for delay 


1 34 IEP held after third birthday 


 


Referral from EI received less 
than 90 days before the third 
birthday 


 


Delay in receipt of signature 


2 46 IEP held after third birthday 


 


Delay in receipt of signature 


3 n/a IEP held after third birthday 


 


Parent did not consent to services 


4 42 IEP held after third birthday 


 


Referral from EI received less 
than 90 days before the third 
birthday 


 


Delay in receipt of signature 


5 n/a IEP held after third birthday 


 


Found not eligible 


6 n/a IEP held after third birthday 


 


Referral from EI received less 
than 90 days before the third 
birthday 


 


Parent did not consent to services 


7 n/a IEP held after third birthday 


 


Referral from EI received less 
than 90 days before the third 
birthday 


 


Parent did not consent to services 







8 n/a IEP held after third birthday 


 


Referral from EI received less than 
90 days before the third birthday 


 


Found not eligible 


9 n/a IEP held after third birthday 


 


Found not eligible 


10 32 IEP held after third birthday 


 


Referral from EI received less than 
90 days before the third birthday 


 


District schedule conflict 


11 n/a IEP held after third birthday 


 


Referral from EI received less than 
90 days before the third birthday 


 


Found not eligible 


12 49 IEP held after third birthday 


 


Parent delay in completing proof of 
residency 


13 46 IEP held after third birthday 


 


Referral from EI received less than 
90 days before the third birthday 


 


Parent delay in completing proof of 
residency 


14 n/a IEP held after third birthday 


 


Referral from EI received less than 
90 days before the third birthday 


 


Parent delay in completing proof of 
residency 


 
Found not eligible 
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A. Summary of Phase III Year 4  


The Massachusetts State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) is devoted to improved social emotional 


outcomes for preschool children with Individual Education Programs (IEPs). In collaboration with key 


stakeholders, the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (MA DESE) selected the 


implementation of Early Childhood Positive Behavior Supports through Pyramid Model strategies (EC-


PBS/Pyramid Model) as its evidence-based practice (EBP) to achieve this goal and to help prepare all children 


for success.  


The Pyramid Model is a research-based, tiered intervention framework that begins with an effective workforce 


as its foundation. The first level refers to the creation of nurturing and responsive relationships among all 


adults and children engaged in child care, and providing high quality supportive environments for children (see 


box below). The second level refers to targeted emotional supports – more intentional strategies for teaching 


social emotional skills to children. Finally, the top of the pyramid refers to intensive intervention – 


individualized plans for children with severe, persistent challenging behavior.  


 


MA DESE and state agency partners continued to expand the SSIP over the past year to support the scale up 


and implementation of EC-PBS/Pyramid Model with fidelity to a greater number of sites, and to provide 


additional opportunities for all statewide personnel to strengthen Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE).  


Among its state agency partnerships, MA DESE continues its collaboration with the Massachusetts Department 


of Early Education and Care (MA EEC) on core components of the SSIP, and on related initiatives with the 


shared goal of providing cohesive services for children and stronger networks for families. Collectively, these 


agencies are now supporting the development of 95 EC-PBS/Pyramid Model implementation sites across the 


Commonwealth – “sites” include school districts, early childhood education programs (ECEs), and three 


community-wide efforts. 


During FFY 2018, MA DESE expanded its direct support for school districts implementing EC-PBS/Pyramid 


strategies from 26 to 31 districts. This includes 19 districts that have been engaged for three or more years 


(Cohorts 1 and 2), six districts that joined early in the 2018-19 school year (Cohort 3), and six that joined early 


in the 2019-20 school year (Cohort 4). It is worth noting that one of the Cohort 4 districts is working toward a 
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community-wide approach to implementation (referenced above). Taken together, work toward 


implementation across the 31 districts extends to 50 schools and 290 classrooms, representing a 49% increase 


in classrooms over last year. During Year 4, there has been a continued emphasis toward scale up to additional 


sites, the expansion of the model to support collaborative implementation approaches including regional 


training events provided by external coaches, and consideration of sustainability for districts that have been 


engaged in Pyramid Model implementation for several years. The SSIP evaluation plan is principally designed 


around assessing progress for these 31 districts, as reflected in the evaluation findings in Section E.  


MA DESE continues to collaborate with national experts from the Pyramid Model Consortium (PMC) to support 


implementation and scale-up of EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies in these districts and community-based sites, and 


to continue to build statewide infrastructure. PMC staff, in coordination with state personnel, design and 


provide training geared toward building capacity among practitioners, internal (school-based) coaches, 


behavioral specialists, and other educators for implementing the model with fidelity. MA DESE also continues 


to fund eight external coaches with experience in EC-PBS/Pyramid Model and early childhood education, to 


support each district in their implementation efforts. Each district has one external coach, while most coaches 


serve more than one district. PMC also facilitates the SSIP external coaches’ monthly professional learning 


community (PLC) meetings to support coaches in their work with districts toward implementation fidelity.  


This year, external coaches participated in training events related to Trauma Informed Care, recognizing 


implicit bias and fostering culturally responsive practices, and assessing child outcomes via the Child Outcomes 


Summary (COS) process. As in prior years, MA DESE, MA EEC, PMC, and external coaches collaborated on the 


design and delivery of statewide leadership team meetings driven by data, evaluation findings, and 


stakeholder feedback; external coaches also provide local and regional trainings for participating sites.   


MA DESE continues to collaborate with other state agencies to broaden the scope and reach of Pyramid Model 


adoption through several related statewide initiatives. These initiatives include community-based EC-


PBS/Pyramid implementation sites sponsored by MA EEC as described above, other related statewide training 


opportunities and learning forums (i.e., MA EEC Trauma Informed Care initiative, the Annual Pyramid Model 


Summit), and parent involvement activities conducted by the Federation for Children with Special Needs 


(FCSN), among others. During FFY 2018, the Massachusetts Pyramid Model State Leadership Team (SLT) was 


reinstated following a review phase, and new stakeholder groups became engaged in statewide planning and 


feedback. Finally, MA DESE continues to build the foundation for this infrastructure through an array of 


department initiatives related to positive social emotional outcomes for all students.  


MA DESE and its partners continue to collaborate with an external evaluator to assess implementation and 


outcomes, to provide timely information to assist in program improvement, and to assist in communicating 


results to stakeholders for discussion and feedback.  


1.  Massachusetts Theory of Action and SiMR   


MA SSIP Theory of Action  


The MA SSIP Theory of Action (TOA) continues to serve as the blueprint for implementing the SSIP, assessing 


progress, and determining next steps. The TOA, shown in Figure 1 below, is based on a system of collaboration 


and support that flows from the state level (interagency initiatives, MA DESE ECSE initiatives), to programs, 


classrooms, and children. Family engagement is a focus throughout, as well as an ongoing process of inquiry 


and improvement. Figure 6 on page 19 provides a graphic summary of statewide SSIP progress as it aligns with 


this TOA, and progress toward the SSIP is discussed in the context of the TOA throughout this report. Section C 


presents the comprehensive SSIP evaluation plan as it aligns with the Theory of Action. 
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Figure 1. MA SSIP Theory of Action 


 


 


SiMR Targets and Results 


To assess progress toward its State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) of improved child outcomes for 


children with IEP’s, as aligned with the Theory of Action, MA DESE uses statewide results for Indicator 7: 


Preschool Outcomes; Outcome A: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate 


improved positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships). To address Indicator 7, child level data 


are collected via the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process. Results are then analyzed to address two 


Summary Statements1. 


• Summary Statement 1: Of those preschool children who entered the preschool 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. 


• Summary Statement 2: 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. 


 


 


 


 
1 Further detailed information about summary statement calculations, data collection samples, methods, and tools can be found in MA 


DESE’s FFY 2018 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR). 
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Table 1. Indicator 7, Outcome Area A: Social Emotional Skills 


 Reported Data and Targets


 


 


Table 1 above shows statewide SiMR results for FFY 2018 in comparison to the five prior years. As shown, for 


Summary Statement 1, outcomes for Massachusetts preschool children with disabilities have fluctuated to 


some extent since the original baseline measure in FFY 2013 but have largely remained consistent over time. 


For Summary Statement 2, results have generally increased since the original baseline. It is important to note 


that the data submitted for FFY 2018 represent 1,045 children, a 61% increase in the number of usable records 


over FFY 2017 (n=651), and a 163% increase over FFY 2016 (n=398). As such, MA DESE is moving toward 


greater reliability for this measure and given the increase in N, suggests that the outcomes have improved for 


more children. This increase reflects MA DESE’s continued focus on supporting districts in collecting and 


reporting Child Outcomes data for Indicator 7. The state is currently developing plans and systems for 


statewide reporting on an annual basis. 


During the most recent reporting period (FFY 2017 to FFY 2018) results were essentially unchanged (85.61% to 


85.17%) for Outcome A, Summary Statement 1. Results for Summary Statement 2 over the same time period 


decreased slightly (47.00% to 46.02%). In each case, the proportional year-to-year difference was not found to 


be statistically significant.  


Based on the revised targets set last year for FFY 2018, the state fell short of its goal of achieving 86% for 


Summary Statement 1, and 50% for Summary Statement 2. As described later in this report (Section C2a), MA 


DESE is engaged in several activities to continue to increase districts’ capacity for collecting and reporting valid 


and reliable Child Outcomes data for Indicator 7, and for increased use of the data for program improvement 


at the local level. External coaches are also participating in training to build capacity for supporting districts to 


collect, analyze, and use their data.  


Finally, it is important to note that Child Outcomes data for Indicator 7 for the 31 SSIP districts receiving 


intensive supports from MA DESE were analyzed as a subset of the statewide data. This year, results 


aggregated across the 20 districts with usable data suggest performance on both Summary Statements that is 


greater than overall statewide averages – 89.1% for Summary Statement 1, and 46.6% for Summary Statement 


2. These results are discussed in Section E. 
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2. Summary of Improvement Strategies  


Principal Activities for Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices   


The principal activities to foster adoption of EC-PBS/Pyramid Strategies that began in spring 2015 continue to 


be expanded across the state, district, school, and community levels, as aligned with the MA SSIP Theory of 


Action. Key activities are briefly described below. Additional details and progress measures related to these 


activities are presented in Section E.  


Key State and ECSE Initiatives:  


• Building state infrastructure through continued collaboration with national experts to prepare and 


support district leadership teams for implementing the EBPs of the EC-PBS/Pyramid Model. Activities 


include the design and provision of high-quality professional development in Pyramid Model practices, 


fidelity measures and tools, and implementation strategies (TPOT, PBC, PTR-YC, and others). 


• Expanded professional development opportunities to further support the Pyramid Model framework 


and effective EC-PBS strategies, based on stakeholder needs and ECSE priority areas: Trauma Informed 


Care, inclusion strategies, family engagement strategies and family training (Positive Solutions for 


Families), connections between early literacy and the Pyramid Model, ensuring equity, using Behavior 


Incident Report systems (BIRs), and others. 


• Ongoing training and supports for external coaches provided by MA DESE and national experts to 


further build capacity among the coach cadre for supporting districts in the areas of need identified by 


key stakeholders, through fidelity measures and survey feedback. 


• Expansion of principal activities and program resources to additional school districts and several 


community-based teams to support adoption of EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies. Includes leadership team 


statewide training to launch the new cohort of districts, and access to all activities described above. 


District/Program Level Activities:  


• Formation of district leadership teams among the six Cohort 4 districts that joined the initiative in the 


2019-20 school year. Like Cohorts 1 through 3, these leadership teams plan and guide EC-PBS/Pyramid 


Model implementation in their districts and schools, with ongoing support from external coaches, 


supported by fidelity tools.  


• Continued participation of district leadership teams and district/school personnel across the menu of 


professional development opportunities based on staff PD readiness/needs. All cohorts. 


• Individualized external coaching supports for participating districts to help guide implementation plans, 


and progress toward program-wide adoption and sustainability.  


• Provision of family engagement activities and training opportunities through Positive Solutions for 


Families (offered by FCSN), supported by external coaches. 


School/Classroom Level Activities:  


• Practitioner Training: External coaches continue to provide local and regional trainings in EC-


PBS/Pyramid Model practices to participating districts. As noted above, PMC hosts statewide trainings 


across foundational Pyramid Model implementation strategies and tools: TPOT, PTR-YC, PTR-F, and 


others.  


• District-Based Internal Coach Training: Internal (classroom-based) coaches are offered a two-day 


Practice Based Coaching (PBC) training event to help prepare them for working with teachers to 
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implement EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies with fidelity, as well as PBC in a Group training, and virtual 


monthly “Community of Practice” (COP) events, to provide further guidance for PBC among school staff.  


• Fidelity Measures for Classroom Implementation – TPOT: Internal coaches, often with the support of 


external coaches, are scaling up their use of the TPOT to observe teachers implementing EC-


PBS/Pyramid strategies in the classroom, and to plan ongoing support for teachers to support fidelity.  


The principal activities are also reflective of the EC-PBS/Pyramid work being supported by MA EEC across an 


additional 64 implementation sites, situated in community-based early childhood education (ECE) programs 


(two of these sites are employing a community-based approach). The MA EEC Pyramid Model initiative is also 


being spearheaded by PMC, and most of the activities described below are now being offered across these two 


contexts: in school districts, and in ECE programs. As such, most of the statewide training opportunities and 


coach support events are available to personnel across both initiatives, ideally leading to greater integration of 


the work and more opportunities for collaboration. The external coaches are also common to both projects.  


As described throughout this report, Massachusetts continues to work toward a community-wide model of 


infrastructure and supports for implementation to ensure improved outcomes for all students entering the K-


12 system, regardless of their entry point into early childhood education. This year, these plans have been 


advanced as three of the implementation “sites”, across the MA DESE and MA EEC initiatives, are formally 


being approached as community-wide (i.e., city-wide) efforts. 


Interagency Initiatives and Broader Statewide Infrastructure  


MA DESE is engaged in numerous statewide initiatives and activities related to the implementation of the EC-


PBS/Pyramid Model more broadly across Massachusetts, as well as initiatives designed to strengthen Early 


Childhood Special Education across the Commonwealth. Key activities are listed below, and are described in 


Section B.   


EC-PBS/Pyramid Initiatives Related to the TOA  


• Massachusetts PBS Pyramid Model State Leadership Team (SLT)  


• MA EEC EC-PBS/Pyramid Model Training Initiative 


• EC-PBS/Pyramid Model Summit  


• MA EEC Trauma Informed Care Initiative  


• On-site Professional Development for Inclusion Strategies 


• Positive Solutions for Families 


• National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations (NCPMI) Program Coach Technical Assistance Project 


Broader Statewide Infrastructure Related to the TOA  


Early Childhood Special Education Initiatives: 


• Preschool Development Grant Birth-Five (PDG B-5) Planning  


• Building Inclusive Communities in Preschool (BIC) Initiative 


• Early Childhood Leadership Institute 


• Early Childhood Transition Forums 


• Early Literacy and ECSE 


• Early Learning Network Regional Meetings 


Department of Elementary and Secondary Education Initiatives:  


• 2019 Special Education Professional Development Series 


• Early Childhood Special Education Discretionary Federal Program Improvement (298) Grant 
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• Early Reading 


• Family Engagement Consortium 


• Promoting Racial Equity and Dismantling Racism 


• Social and Emotional Learning  


3.  Evidence-Based Practices Implemented to Date  


District/Program Level 


Implementation of EC-PBS through Pyramid Strategies is built upon evidence-based practices, namely the 


Pyramid Model framework, to support the social and emotional development of preschool students. With 


respect to implementation of EBPs at the program level, the EC-PBS Program-wide Benchmarks of Quality (EC-


BoQ)2 tool has been used as an ongoing self-assessment and planning tool for district leadership teams, and as 


a measure of progress over time at the state level. Participating district teams have consistently shown 


progress over time on this measure.  


Last year, an updated version, the EC-BoQ v2.03, was introduced to district leadership teams during statewide 


meetings in the fall, and built into team planning during the school year. The new version incorporates quality 


indicators for culturally responsive practices to help ensure equity within programs, as well as other updates. 


The EC-BoQ has 41 total benchmarks across 7 Critical Elements (the self-assessment items are provided in the 


Appendix for reference). Data collected since FFY 2017 (Figure 2) indicate progress toward implementation 


over time for all Cohorts, 1 through 3. Cohort 4 data represent a baseline measure. The percentages in the 


figure represent the total score on the self-assessment across the 41 total benchmarks.  


Among the 31 participating districts, BoQ results were available for 28 districts. Figure 2 includes “matched” 


results (i.e., from two points in time) for n=7, n=5, and n=6 districts across Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 respectively, and 


baseline data for all 6 Cohort 4 districts.  Additional details of the BoQ results are provided in Section E.  


Figure 2. EC-BoQ Results - Program-wide Implementation of EBPs: 


Overall Scores by Cohort 


 


 


 
2 Early Childhood Program-wide PBS Benchmarks of Quality (2010), Lise Fox, Mary Louise Hemmeter, and Susan Jack. 
3 Early Childhood Program-wide PBS Benchmarks of Quality, version 2.0 (2017), Lise Fox, Mary Louise Hemmeter, Susan Jack, and 
Denise Perez Binder. 
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Classroom Level 


At the classroom level, progress toward implementation of EBPs is assessed using the Teaching Pyramid 


Observation Tool (TPOT)4, a research-based measure of Pyramid Model implementation fidelity. The TPOT is a 


measure of 114 practices across 14 Key Practice Areas. As of FFY 2017, processes have been in place that allow 


external coaches to report de-identified TPOT results for teachers within their support districts. The TPOT 


coding system allows for assessing the number of unique districts and teachers represented in the data, and 


for identifying the SSIP cohort for each teacher. The coding system also allows for tracking individual teachers 


over time. 


TPOT data have been received at the state level for 68 teachers across 15 of the 31 districts (n= 37, 15, and 16 


teachers from Cohorts 1 through 3 respectively). On average, results suggest that these teachers are moving 


toward fidelity (i.e., 80%, as measured by research and Pyramid Model experts) on many of the key practices. 


It is important to note that based on the n-sizes, these results represent just a portion of participating 


teachers, and are not representative of all teachers. Overall scores are shown in Figure 3; additional details 


about the assessment and the results are provided in Section E.  


Figure 3. TPOT Results - Classroom Implementation of EBPs:  


Overall Scores by Cohort 


 
 


4.  Evaluation Activities, Measures, and Outcomes  


During Phase II, MA DESE worked closely with internal partners and key stakeholders to develop an evaluation 


plan for the SSIP that is well-aligned with its Theory of Action. At the outset of Phase III, the plan was refined 


with input from key stakeholders. Each year, the plan is reviewed and refined with MA DESE and its partners, 


in coordination with the evaluator, to allow for updates as the project has evolved.  


The external evaluator collaborates with project personnel to implement this plan through refining data 


collection tools, designing new instruments and data collection processes, managing data collection and 


supporting stakeholders, and analyzing and summarizing data for formative updates and for the annual report.  


The evaluation questions address both implementation and outcomes, and can be summarized as follows: 


 
4 Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT) for Preschool Classrooms (2014), Lise Fox, Mary Louise Hemmeter, and Patricia Snyder.  
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• To what extent is SSIP implementation carried out as planned?  


(i.e., Delivery of high-quality professional development events, provision of external coach supports 


and guidance, integration with related initiatives to support Pyramid Model, district-level planning and 


implementation, classroom implementation of EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies.) 


• To what extent have intended outcomes been achieved? 


(i.e., Increased coach and practitioner knowledge and skills, increased district capacity to implement, 


fidelity of implementation at the classroom level, increased numbers of classrooms implementing, 


perceived benefits for children and families, and improved child outcomes as aligned with the 


SiMR/Indicator 7.) 


The data collection activities to support the evaluation are listed below. A full description of each data source, 


its purpose, and relevance within the overall evaluation plan is provided in Section C. Data on Implementation 


and Outcomes.  


• Extant review of project documentation  


• Statewide Training Evaluation Feedback Forms  


• Monthly External Coach Logs  


• EC-PBS Program-wide Benchmarks of Quality Assessment v2.0  


• Mid-year Leadership Team Survey 


• Pyramid Model Teacher Survey  


• External Coach Survey  


• Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT)  


• Child Outcomes (Indicator 7A data) measured via the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process 


Evaluation Findings 


With respect to outcomes for the SSIP districts in the fourth year of Phase III, Key Findings prepared by the 


external evaluator are shown below. Section E of this report presents the findings and supporting data in 


detail. Findings are categorized according to the MA SSIP Theory of Action, followed by a brief summary and 


considerations for going forward.  


 


KEY FINDING: SSIP project leaders, in collaboration with national experts, continued to deliver high-quality 


statewide training events, leadership team meetings, and supports for external coaches to advance the 


implementation of the EC-PBS/Pyramid in Massachusetts schools. Most training events were offered to 


personnel across the larger Pyramid Model community (beyond school district programs), for continued 


statewide capacity-building. 


KEY FINDING: Statewide training events to support EC-PBS/Pyramid Model strategies continue to be high-


quality, relevant, and useful for participants. Participants across all events reported considerable growth on 


the learning objectives, including the events new to the project this year (i.e., BIRs and Inclusion). 


KEY FINDING: External coaches continue to provide individualized support to districts, most frequently through 


site visits. Support is most often focused on supporting leadership teams, and also extends to building capacity 


for internal coaching and TPOT administration, data decision making, and Practices training. Over the past 


year, supports increased in alignment with SSIP priority areas, including internal coaching, data decision 
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making, and behavior systems. External coach support is highly valued by district teams and is greatly 


contributing to progress toward implementation.   


KEY FINDING: MA DESE provides several avenues of support to districts for their work with families, and for 


increasing family engagement. This includes partnering with the state’s Parent Training and Information Center 


(PTI), and external coaches’ work with districts to support Positive Solutions for Families. District leadership 


teams are moving toward greater family engagement through train-the-trainer sessions, and by promoting 


varied family activities and training opportunities. 


KEY FINDING: MA DESE continues to integrate the work of the SSIP across interagency initiatives related to 


early childhood special education, moving toward a community-wide vision. MA DESE collaborates with MA 


EEC and the State Leadership Team on multiple initiatives that support implementation of the Pyramid Model 


framework, equity, and inclusion across school district and community contexts. During FFY 2018, several 


events were devoted to Trauma Informed Care (TIC) through the lens of the Pyramid Model. 


KEY FINDING: MA DESE, its partners, and external coaches supported district leadership teams in making 


progress toward improvements intended for FFY 2018. Leadership team members reported progress in the 


following areas: building internal coach capacity to support teachers, advancing teachers’ fidelity of 


implementation in the classroom, and using data for program planning. Progress was also reported in 


understanding culturally responsive practices to address equity, and increasing family engagement, which was 


the greatest area of progress.  


 


KEY FINDING: The MA DESE initiative continues to expand, as the numbers of districts, schools, and classrooms 


working toward implementation have all increased over the past year. There are currently 50 schools and 290 


classrooms that have adopted EC-PBS/Pyramid, representing a 49% increase in classrooms over last year. 


KEY FINDING: District results over time on the EC-BoQ v2.0 across Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 suggest that 


participation in the initiative continues to contribute to the development of systems to support program-wide 


implementation. On average, each cohort reported growth on all Critical Elements over the past year. 


KEY FINDING: Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 reported considerable growth on the EC-BoQ in: Staff Buy-in, PD and Staff 


Support Plans, and Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes. Cohorts 1 and 2, in particular, noted strong 


growth in Family Engagement, while Cohorts 2 and 3 noted strong growth in Establishing Program-Wide 


Expectations. All cohorts strengthened their Leadership Team processes. The greatest area for further 


development continues to be Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes. 


KEY FINDING: On the whole, participating districts across all cohorts need additional support and guidance to 


fully establish key components of program-wide implementation, and to move toward maintaining these 


components beyond external coach support. 


KEY FINDING: The primary challenge to implementation is common across all cohorts – lack of time and/or 


availably of classroom-based coaching. This is consistent with prior years, though the challenge has reportedly 


decreased to some extent. Other top challenges include developing internal coach capacity, and access to 


substitutes for training. 


KEY FINDING: To expand implementation, district leadership team members identified several types of 


assistance that would be helpful. The greatest needs are consistent with last year, and include guidance on 


how to build internal coach capacity, guidance on building in TPOT processes for teachers, and district-based 


Pyramid Model practices training for teachers and other staff. 
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KEY FINDING:  Based on TPOT scores representing approximately one-quarter of implementing teachers, 


personnel are demonstrating implementation fidelity (80%) on many of the key practices, and moving toward 


fidelity on this measure overall.  


KEY FINDING:  Comparable to last year’s findings, teacher self-ratings in key practices associated with Pyramid 


Model implementation from a modest proportion of teachers indicated confidence in their own growth 


toward fidelity over time. The reported gains were statistically significant. 


 


KEY FINDING: Many school and district personnel indicate that as a result of EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies, 


children are demonstrating improved social emotional competencies. Some personnel have also noticed 


academic benefits, and decreased rates of suspension. This finding is consistent with last year, and perceived 


gains have increased over time. 


KEY FINDING: The statewide six-year trend in the percentage of preschool children with disabilities functioning 


within age expectations by the time they turned 6 or exited the program has increased modestly over time. 


The highest result was in FFY 2015. The percentage decreased slightly over the past year, while the 


proportional difference year-to-year was not found to be significant. 


KEY FINDING: The statewide six-year trend for the percentage of students with disabilities who substantially 


increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 or exited the program has shown some year-to-year 


fluctuation. However, results over the past two years have been comparable to FFY 2013 (original baseline) 


and have remained essentially unchanged from FFY 2017 to 2018. 


KEY FINDING: In FFY 2018, children with IEPs in Pyramid Model districts, as a subset of the statewide Child 


Outcomes dataset, performed at or above statewide averages on Child Outcomes across two outcome areas: 


Social-Emotional Skills (including Social Relationships), and Actions to Meet Needs across both Summary 


Statements. 


Evaluation Summary 


Evaluation findings continue to show the full range of planned MA SSIP activities being carried out according to 


the state’s plan, and in alignment to the MA SSIP Theory of Action. This includes broad statewide infrastructure 


initiatives across agencies, and within MA ECSE to support preschool children with disabilities. FFY 2018 


findings also suggest progress within the Pyramid Model school districts as aligned with the EC-BoQ, as a 


measure of program-wide implementation. On the whole, school district leadership teams are working with 


their external coaches to strengthen implementation within-district, and to expand to additional schools and 


classrooms. Results on classroom-level fidelity measures from a sample of teachers point to progress toward 


fidelity of implementation in the classroom, for these individuals.  


With respect to benefits for children, project stakeholders continue to report that time spent in Pyramid 


Model classrooms has contributed to greater social emotional development, stronger academic potential, and 


reduced rates of suspension. Additionally, a sample of children with IEPs across 20 Pyramid Model districts, 


when viewed in the context of overall statewide results, are showing relative levels of performance beyond the 


larger statewide group. Overall, evaluation findings point to several ideas for consideration by stakeholders 


going forward, listed below. These ideas are discussed in more detail in Section E, and incorporated into MA 


DESE’s plans for next year in Section F. 
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Implementation Roadmap: Creation of guidelines or roadmaps, within the context of an Implementation 


Science framework, would be useful to help advance districts closer to “full implementation”.  


Planning to Sustain Pyramid Model Implementation: Districts would benefit from additional information 


about how to plan for sustaining the Pyramid Model, beyond full implementation and the eventual fade-out of 


support from an external coach.  


Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes: Additional guidelines and supports for districts related to using 


the data sources identified as part of the Pyramid Model implementation and decision-making system (i.e., EC-


BoQ, TPOT, BIRs, Child Outcomes) will be important.  
Internal Coaching: Continued focus on alternative solutions, such as PBC in a Group, the Internal Coach 


Community of Practice, and perhaps building internal coach teams, will be important going forward. 
Implementation Fidelity: Increased use of the TPOT is warranted to continue to move teachers toward fidelity.  


5.  Highlights of Changes to Implementation and Improvement Strategies  


Over the past year, MA DESE continued to build upon last year’s work by making several improvements to its 


SSIP implementation strategy. These changes have been based on a process of continuous improvement in 


which evaluation data and feedback are reviewed and discussed with key stakeholders on an ongoing basis to 


help strengthen the initiative. A full description of each is presented in Section C.  


• Eliminating Implicit Bias, Ensuring Equitable Access: External coach and state team webinar series 


devoted to implicit bias, and half-day follow up training to continue the conversation.  


• Supporting Leadership Teams to Use Data, Planning for Sustainability 


o Behavior Incident Report System (BIRs): Two-day training on the BIRs to provided early care 


and education programs and classrooms with a system to collect and analyze behavior 


incidents in their program   


o Assessing Child Outcomes and Using Data: Multi-day training provided by ECTA for external 


coaches to support districts’ collection and use of child outcomes data (COS process)  


o Planning for Sustaining Pyramid Model Implementation: Early work toward an action 


planning tool for external coach and leadership team collaboration  


• Building Internal Coach Capacity – Activities include statewide trainings in Practice Based Coaching in 


a Group, an alternative approach to coaching; and internal coach Community of Practice virtual 


meetings, designed for coaches to collaborate with their peers and national experts as they work 


toward implementation fidelity. 


• Regional Meetings to Support Community Connections: Regional meetings for leadership 


teams/program staff, facilitated by external coaches (collaboration of district and ECE sites) to develop 


community collaborations toward implementation. Regional trainings are also intended to mitigate 


some logistical challenges to attending statewide events, and to allow for small-group discussions that 


are most valued by training attendees. 


• Promoting Use of Evaluation Findings: Distribution of Annual Summary Report and Discussion Guide 


to assist discussion and use of SSIP findings at all levels. Plans for “data issue” of eNewsletter with FFY 


2018 summary of statewide findings.  
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B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP  


1.  Description of the State’s SSIP Implementation Progress  


(a) Description of extent to which the State has carried out its planned activities with fidelity; 


accomplishments and milestones; and adherence to intended timeline, and 


(b) Intended outputs that have been accomplished as a result of the activities   


This section is organized around three major areas of SSIP activities:  


First, Principal Activities for Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices – These are the primary 


implementation activities currently underway with 31 school districts. This section includes a summary of 


accomplishments and adherence to the timeline set out for this year. These activities are indicated in the 


green and red bars of the MA SSIP Theory of Action (TOA). 


Second, EC-PBS/Pyramid Interagency Initiatives Related to the TOA – This section highlights interagency 


collaboration and activities underway to support and expand the use of EC-PBS/Pyramid Model strategies 


statewide. These activities are indicated in the red and orange bars of the TOA.  


And third, Broader Statewide Infrastructure Related to the TOA – This section includes other state-level inter- 


and intra-agency initiatives designed to strengthen early childhood special education across the 


Commonwealth. These SSIP activities are also indicated in the red and orange bars of the TOA.  


Principal Activities for Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices 


There are presently 31 school districts participating in the initiative, receiving direct support from MA DESE 


and its partners. This number is up from 26 last year and includes 19 districts that have been engaged for three 


or more years (Cohorts 1 and 2), six districts that joined early in the 2018-19 school year (Cohort 3), and six 


that joined early in the 2019-20 school year (Cohort 4). It is worth noting that one of the Cohort 4 districts is 


working toward a community-wide approach to implementation. 


Across the 31 districts there are 50 schools, 290 classrooms, and 270 lead teachers working toward 


implementation of the EC-PBS/Pyramid Model. This represents a 16% and 49% increase in schools and 


classrooms, respectively5. The principal activities that are being carried out with these districts are described 


below, with a focus on updates since last year.  


With respect to the timeline established for this year, the vast majority of coaching, training, and support 


activities have been carried out as planned. One exception was the statewide BIR training, which was shifted 


from October 2019 to January 2020.  


Key State and ECSE Initiatives:  


• Building state infrastructure through collaboration with national experts to prepare and support district 


leadership teams for implementing the EBPs of the EC-PBS/Pyramid Model. Activities include the design 


and provision of high-quality professional development in Pyramid Model practices, fidelity measures 


and tools, and implementation strategies, including: Leadership Team meetings/trainings; Practice Based 


Coaching (PBC); Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT) Reliability and refresher training; Prevent, 


Teach, Reinforce, for Young Children (PTR-YC); Prevent, Teach, Reinforce, for Families (PTR-F); and others. 


 
5 Updates for one district were not available for FFY 2018, therefore district counts are based on prior information.  







15 | P a g e  


Also, this year, PMC is refining its four-part Leadership webinar series intended for school and district 


leaders to identify fiscal and operational components needed to build and sustain successful Practice 


Based Coaching to support the Pyramid Model. External coaches will provide support for leadership 


teams when using the webinar series.  


• Expanded professional development opportunities to further support the Pyramid Model framework 


and effective EC-PBS strategies, based on stakeholder needs and ECSE priority areas: Trauma Informed 


Care, inclusion strategies, family engagement strategies and family training (Positive Solutions for 


Families), connections between early literacy and the Pyramid Model, ensuring equity, using Behavior 


Incident Report systems, and others. 


• Ongoing training and supports for external coaches provided by ECSE and national experts to further 


build capacity among the coach cadre for supporting districts in areas of need identified by key 


stakeholders. Activities include monthly external coach professional learning community meetings, and 


training events related to using data for program improvement including Child Outcomes Summary 


(COS) Process data, examining implicit bias to address disproportionality, and others. 


• Expansion of principal activities and program resources to additional school districts and several 


community-based teams to support adoption of EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies. Includes leadership team 


statewide training to launch cohort of new districts, and access to all activities described above. 


District/Program Level Activities:  


• Formation of district leadership teams among the six Cohort 4 districts that joined the initiative in the 


2019-20 school year. Like Cohorts 1 through 3, these leadership teams plan and guide EC-PBS/Pyramid 


Model implementation in their districts and schools, with ongoing support from external coaches. 


Implementation plans are developed in accord with district self-assessment using the EC-PBS Program-


wide Benchmarks of Quality tool. 


• Continued participation of district leadership teams and district/school personnel across the menu of 


professional development opportunities based on staff PD readiness/needs. All cohorts. 


• Individualized external coaching supports for participating districts to help guide implementation plans 


and progress toward program-wide adoption and sustainability. Includes on-site work with leadership 


teams, internal (classroom-based) coaches, teaching staff, behavior support specialists, and others. 


• Provision of family engagement activities and training opportunities through Positive Solutions for 


Families (offered by FCSN), supported by external coaches. 


School/Classroom Level Activities:  


• Training Practitioners: External coaches continue to provide local and regional trainings in EC-


PBS/Pyramid Model practices to participating districts. As noted above, PMC hosts statewide trainings 


across foundational Pyramid Model implementation strategies and tools: TPOT, PTR-YC, PTR-F, and 


others. Additionally, online training in Pyramid Model practices is available through the PMC website via 


the ePyramid Modules. Training opportunities have been expanded directly through the SSIP (e.g., 


leadership training series mentioned above), and well as through events sponsored by MA EEC (e.g., 


events related to trauma informed care, culturally responsive practices, and connections between early 


literacy and the Pyramid Model).  


• Training District-Based Internal Coaches: Internal (classroom-based) coaches are offered a two-day 


Practice Based Coaching (PBC) training event to help prepare them for working with teachers to 


implement EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies with fidelity, as well as PBC in a Group training. The PBC Group 


model is intended to help alleviate the time constraints and challenges around coaching capacity at the 
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school level. PMC also offers virtual monthly meeting with internal coaches, “Community of Practice” 


(COP) events, to provide further guidance for PBC among school-based staff. To date, the COP events 


have been modestly attended, but will continue to be offered and promoted going forward. 


• Fidelity Measures for Classroom Implementation – TPOT: Internal coaches, often with the support of 


external coaches, are scaling up their use of the TPOT to observe teachers implementing EC-


PBS/Pyramid strategies in the classroom, and to plan ongoing support for teachers to support fidelity. 


Internal coach capacity and TPOT use have increased during FFY 2018 and continue to be priority areas 


of focus for the SSIP to ensure sustainability.  


Sequence of Trainings and Supports 


Figure 4 below was created by PMC as a guide for project participants, which shows the design and role of 


leadership teams, and the sequence of trainings and supports for EC-PBS/Pyramid Model implementation at 


the local level. The data sources identified for programs to monitor their progress, including implementation 


fidelity and child outcome progress measures, are also indicated. Ultimately, the goal of the SSIP at the state 


and local levels is geared toward classroom implementation of EC-PBS through Pyramid strategies, with a focus 


on fidelity to the model. 


Figure 4. Massachusetts EC-PBS/Pyramid Model Sequence and Supports 
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EC-PBS/Pyramid Interagency Initiatives Related to the TOA  


MA DESE continues to leverage and extend a range of statewide activities to promote and support the EC-


PBS/Pyramid Model in Massachusetts. Of particular note, MA DESE and MA EEC are currently collaborating 


across several new and continuing initiatives to support the Pyramid Model framework and child development 


more generally across both district- and community-based programs. Additionally, the PBS/Pyramid Model 


Statewide Leadership Team (SLT), which had been meeting monthly through spring 2018, went through a 


process of review and restructuring in an effort to align the multiple initiatives that are underway. The SLT was 


re-launched in spring 2019, with the addition of new members and agency representation. 


MA DESE also continues to build infrastructure through an array of department initiatives related to positive 


social emotional outcomes for all students, with and without disabilities. These initiatives, coupled with the EC-


PBS/Pyramid Model, provide various entry points for local school districts and community-based early 


childhood education programs to promote improved outcomes for children with disabilities. The current status 


of each initiative is described in this section. 


Figure 5 shows several key interagency initiatives devoted to improving early childhood special education 


through the EC-PBS/Pyramid inclusive of the MA DESE work with 31 districts. As shown in the figure, between 


the MA DESE and MA EEC EC-PBS/Pyramid initiatives, there are 95 “implementation sites”, as well as a variety 


of other activities contributing to a community-wide vision of the Pyramid Model framework and related 


content being offered statewide.   


Figure 5. Interagency Initiatives to Support EC-PBS/Pyramid Model 


 
 


Massachusetts PBS/Pyramid Model State Leadership Team (SLT)  


After a recalibration process during FFY 2017, the Massachusetts Pyramid Model SLT was relaunched in FFY 


2018, and new agencies and team members were added to expand stakeholder representation. The team is 


currently represented by MA DESE, MA EEC, MA Part C Early Intervention staff, the Head Start TA Network, 


Early Childhood Infant Health, an external coach for EC-PBS/Pyramid, and leadership team members from both 
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an MA DESE public school district, and an early childhood education program implementing the EC-


PBS/Pyramid Model. Among this year’s activities, the group completed the State Leadership Team Benchmarks 


of Quality tool to assess progress toward statewide implementation. The SLT also reviewed statewide 


evaluation findings derived from the MA DESE and MA EEC evaluation projects over the past year, with a focus 


on the commonalities and lessons learned across projects. Work continues on developing and expanding the 


statewide interagency initiatives devoted to EC-PBS Pyramid Model. 


MA EEC EC-PBS/Pyramid Model Training Initiative  


MA EEC is working with the Pyramid Model Consortium to continue to provide EC-PBS/Pyramid Model training 


and external coach supports to 41 early education and care (ECE) programs across Massachusetts, and to 


support scale-up of Pyramid Model implementation. The 41 participating ECE programs include two 


Demonstration sites established by the SLT in 2017, 18 ECE programs that began the initiative in spring 2018, 


and 21 ECE programs that launched in December 2018. In FFY 2018, 21 additional ECE programs joined the 


initiative sponsored by MA EEC StrongStart. The MA EEC initiative is similar to the SSIP in its principal activities, 


which include the provision of statewide trainings, regional Pyramid Model practices trainings, and 


individualized external coach supports for each program. As mentioned above, this project further supports 


SSIP in that SSIP district and school personnel have access to trainings where space permits, and external 


coaches common to both projects are helping to help build connections for the EC-PBS/Pyramid Model 


between community programs and public schools.  


MA EC-PBS/Pyramid Model Summit  


The SLT organizes an annual EC-PBS/Pyramid Model Summit to foster education and networking among 


practitioners across the state. Since the last report, the April 2019 Summit was conducted, devoted to Trauma 


Informed Care and the Pyramid Model, to continue building upon themes presented in the regional Pyramid 


Model Learning Communities during December 2018 and January 2019. There were 163 attendees 


representing all five regions of the state. The 8th annual summit was scheduled for April 2020, with themes 


connected to statewide goals for Pyramid Model this year: Addressing Equity and Intergenerational Trauma 


through Pyramid Model. Among the events planned for the day, external coaches and leadership team 


members were planning a formal poster session to share their successes in Pyramid Model implementation. 


However, due to caution around social gatherings related to COVID-19, the event was recently cancelled. 


MA EEC Trauma Informed Care Initiative  


MA EEC and the Pyramid Model Consortium provided a unique opportunity for 125 programs to learn more 


about Trauma Informed Care. Due to the complexity of how trauma impacts children, it is important for early 


educators to integrate a trauma-informed approach to their work with children and families. Five regional 


trainings were provided for programs to receive resources and information that can be used to support the 


early care and education workforce to: 


• Recognize the signs and symptoms of trauma 


• Understand how trauma impacts children’s learning and development 


• Consider what you can do to support children and families when trauma occurs  


Positive Solutions for Families  


Positive Solutions for Families is an evidence-based training series that has been developed to provide families 


and caregivers information and strategies to promote children’s social and emotional skills using positive 


approaches. Positive Solutions can be used independent of any district adopted program or as a companion to 


the Positive Behavioral Support: Pyramid Model.  


MA DESE works with external coaches and the Federation for Children with Special Needs (FCSN) to provide 


Positive Solutions: Train the Trainer opportunities for professionals interested in implementing Positive 
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Solutions for Families in their schools and districts. As one example of FCSN’s work, a program working with 


children who are deaf and hard of hearing completed the Positive Solutions Train the Trainer curriculum with 


the FCSN this past year. As part of this training, program educators discussed the need for modifications 


necessary to meet the specific needs of the children and their families. The program presented the Positive 


Solutions modules and worked with families to assist them in implementing strategies. Other programs 


participating in the Pyramid Model project are engaging families in a variety of ways. Several district leadership 


teams have included family members on their district leadership team. Yet another program has invited 


parents to an “evening of learning” where families were able to review information from the backpack series 


related to Positive Solutions and customize the strategies to meet the needs of their child and family.  


On-site Professional Development for Inclusion Strategies  


Training and technical assistance were offered by the Pyramid Model Consortium for all DESE districts to 


support high quality inclusion practices. Topics included: 


1) Why is Inclusion Important? 


2) Creating a Foundation of a High-Quality Early Childhood Setting 


• Classroom Environment, Classroom Schedule, Adult Roles and Responsibilities, Building 


Relationships & Promoting Child Participation 


3) General Classroom Modifications that Support Inclusion 


• Routines within Routines within Routines (Routines3), Using Naturalistic and Embedded 


Instruction, Visual Supports 


4) Building Individualized Supports into Classroom Activities and Routines 


• Using Reinforcement, Individual Schedules, Alternative and Augmentative Communication 


5) The Power of Peers: Using Peer-Mediated Intervention 


• What are the key social skills to teach?, Teaching peer-mediated intervention in the classroom, 


Using embedded and naturalistic instruction to support social learning 


6) Data-Based Decision-Making 


• Writing functional IEP Objectives for the inclusive classroom, Linking instruction and data 


collection in the classroom, Prompting Hierarchies, Collecting data and making data-based 


decisions 


NCPMI Program Coach Technical Assistance Project 


In FFY 2018, three Massachusetts external coaches were selected to participate in a national-level technical 


assistance opportunity provided by the National Center for Pyramid Model Interventions (NCPMI). As part of 


this experience, the coaches collaborated with national experts and program coaches representing other 


states toward Pyramid Model implementation. Among other activities, coaches identified their own coaching 


strengths and goals for their state-level work. Coaches were introduced to the NCPMI program coaching log 


and data analysis tool for assessing their own progress working with programs and districts.  


Figure 6 below provides a summary of these activities as they align with the TOA elements and progress across 


each element. Note, this graphic is meant only as a “snapshot” of project activities and should be viewed in the 


larger context of the details and findings presented throughout this report.  


 


 







20 | P a g e  


Figure 6. Statewide Progress Aligned with EC-PBS/Pyramid Training and Implementation 


(February 2019 – February 2020) 


 
 


Broader Statewide Infrastructure Related to the TOA  


This section includes other state-level inter- and intra-agency initiatives designed to strengthen early childhood 


special education across the Commonwealth.  


 
 


Preschool Development Grant Birth-Five (PDG B-5) Planning Grant  


The PDG B-5 planning grant is a joint project between the Massachusetts Executive Office of Education (MA 


EOE) – which includes MA EEC, MA DESE, and the Children’s Trust (MA CT) – and the Massachusetts Executive 


Office of Health and Human Services (MA EOHHS) which includes the Department of Public Health (MA DPH). 


The grant supports collaboration and coordination among agencies to create a unified data system for sharing 


information about children birth to age five (B-5) across all programs, and to deliver information and resources 


to families and educators more effectively across the Commonwealth. By identifying and addressing gaps in 







21 | P a g e  


services and efficiencies in coordination, Massachusetts will use this opportunity to ensure that the B-5 mixed 


delivery system prepares young children for success in the K-12 system while supporting parents in their role 


as their child’s first teacher.  


Key activities include: 


1) Conducting a comprehensive needs assessment 


2) Producing an action-oriented strategic plan 


3) Improving parent choice and knowledge through an online parent portal, and through more effective 


implementation of screening using the Ages and Stages Questionnaire (ASQ) 


4) Expanding and coordinating training for all staff working with children by creating a Massachusetts’ 


Early Childhood Multi-Tiered System of Support that is currently in development 


5) Developing an integrated data system that will enable us to analyze and track child services and 


outcomes longitudinally, from home visiting to early intervention to early education, through K-12 


education, and into post-secondary.  


Building Inclusive Communities in Early Childhood (BIC) Initiative  


MA DESE and MA EEC continue to engage the mixed delivery system to develop action plans and build 


community work around inclusion through working with national experts to build local capacity for inclusive 


practices. This year there are a total of 10 school district teams. Six teams are from the first cohort and there 


are four school districts teams in the second cohort. 


A kick-off for the BIC conference was held on October 21, 2019. The participants represented the mixed 


delivery system (public schools, early care and education programs, early intervention, head start and 


Preschool Expansion Grantees). There was also representation from the Departments of Early Education and 


Care and Elementary and Secondary Education. The keynote speakers presented on the following topic: 


“Inclusive Early Childhood Education: Equity and Excellence for All”. The conference was well attended and out 


of the 99 individuals who registered 91 participated in the BIC conference. 


During the year the cohorts will engage with the same national presenters from last year in PLCs and they will 


be required to develop action plans. A second Building Inclusive Community (BIC) conference will be held on 


March 27, 2020. Drs. Richard Villa and Jacqueline Thousand will lead the conference and the teams will 


present on their work. 


The PLCs hosted by the two national presenters will focus on goals and activities identified by the teams on the 


following variables: 


a) promoting a vision of early childhood inclusive education 


b) professional development to build capacity of educators, community partners, and families 


c) incentives to support people during the change process 


d) resource allocation and/or reallocation 


e) action planning – Where do they want to be a year from today? What are the specific activities and 


people responsible for guiding your community to get there? 


In addition to these initiatives, there are numerous Early Childhood Special Education initiatives underway 


which are ongoing this year:  


Early Childhood Leadership Institute 


The Massachusetts Early Childhood Leadership Institute (MA ECLI) is a yearlong program for special educator 


and early childhood leaders at the school and district level across the state. The Institute focuses on building 


leadership capacity in areas such as implicit bias and racism, data analysis and program improvement, literacy, 


social emotional learning and leadership, and others.  
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Early Childhood Transition Forums  


DESE worked with EEC and DPH to develop and hold EC Transition Forums across the state. The Forums were 


part of DESE’s Early Learning Networking meetings. The DPH’s Regional Consultation Programs (RCP) staff 


provided the opportunity for Early Intervention (EI) programs, Community Early Education programs and 


Education programs to hear about regulations and best practices in early childhood transitions from EI to Part 


B Special Education.     


In FFY 2019, the RCPs will host EC Transition Forums in each of the six regions across the state. At these 


forums, EI programs, school districts and community early care and education programs will have time to work 


together to review current policies and procedures, best practices in early childhood transitions and to make 


changes to support effective strategies by using the Technical Assistance Advisory, developed in partnership 


with DPH, for seamless transition practices for children and families. 


Early Literacy and ECSE  


Since FFY 2017, MA EEC has collaborated with MA DESE’s early literacy and ECSE teams to connect early 


literacy across the agencies and in public school districts and child care settings specifically for ECSE programs 


to connect social/emotional development with early literacy skills. During FFY 2018, the Pyramid Model 


Consortium offered a full-day training session to Pyramid Model implementation sites across both MA DESE 


and MA EEC devoted to connecting social emotional development with early literacy. The training session 


included ideas for supporting infants, toddlers, and preschoolers in these practices.  


Early Learning Network Regional Meetings 


In collaboration with staff from the Family and Community Engagement team at MA EEC, MA DESE co-hosted 


bi-annual, regional early learning network meetings for professional development and networking on early 


learning topics.   


 
 


2019 Special Education Professional Development Series 


1) Early Identification and Supports for Young Children with Autism  


2) Partnering with Families of Young Children with Disabilities Transitioning into Public PreK or K  


3) Promoting Positive, Healthy Early Childhood Education with Deaf and Hard of Hearing Children: Parent 


Engagement and Support, Best Practices, and Effective Approaches  


Early Childhood Special Education Discretionary Federal Program Improvement (298) Grant 


The Early Childhood Special Education Discretionary Federal Program Improvement Grant is a discretionary 


grant provided by MA DESE intended to further early childhood special education (ECSE) practices in SSIP 


districts. All SSIP districts implementing the Pyramid Model are eligible to apply for grant money. The funding 


from this grant allows these districts to improve educator effectiveness and family engagement, while also 


working to strengthen their curriculum, instruction, and assessment. Districts who receive this grant money 


must focus the funding in one of two priority areas:  


1) instruction to increase children's educational outcomes, and 


2) systems to engage effectively with families. 


For FY 2019, 25 SSIP districts applied for and each received $7000 to implement a range of programs and 


systems to support family engagement, the implementation of Pyramid Model Strategies (PBS/Pyramid) and 


evidence-based practices for teaching students with disabilities in early childhood classrooms. To support the 


work of the SSIP districts, MA DESE has: 


1) Increased 298 grant funding from $3,000 per district in FY 2018 to $7,000 per district in FY 2019 
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2) Collaborated with district leadership teams in the planning of how to use funding 


3) Based on district leadership team feedback, increased assistance in developing plans for the use of 


funds that best align with the districts’ implementation of the Pyramid Model 


Early Reading  


In FY 2019, MA DESE kicked off the CURATE (Curriculum Ratings by Teachers) project. MA DESE is convening 


panels of teachers to review the available evidence on curriculum materials and make user-friendly reports 


available to educators to support them in making well-informed decisions about curriculum. In FY 2019, panels 


are reviewing and will be releasing reports on preK-2 Literacy curricula. In FY 2020, after those reports are 


available, we will have the opportunity to support strong curriculum decision-making in districts by publicizing 


those reports, conducting trainings, supporting districts with curriculum review and selection processes, and 


convening Networks of educators who use or are adopting the positively reviewed curricula. 


Family Engagement Consortium  


With support from Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), members from MA DESE, MA EEC, and MA 


DPH began meeting in September 2017 to plan for the development of the prenatal through young adulthood 


family engagement framework. The Massachusetts Family Engagement Coalition included a diverse group of 


local, regional, and state agency representatives; over 500 members including families and youth. The goals of 


the Coalition include the evaluation of the awareness of family engagement and the development of a 


roadmap for health, human services, and education programs and personnel to effectively engage children, 


youth, and families.   


Promoting Racial Equity and Dismantling Racism  


MA DESE is leading efforts to eliminate explicit and implicit bias and disproportionality in special education 


identification, placement, and removals for children of color. This multifaceted initiative includes work for MA 


DESE personnel as well as with MA DESE districts and schools. MA DESE has contracted with PMC to bring the 


Pyramid Equity Project (PEP) to Massachusetts. The PEP will be tailored to the Massachusetts landscape to 


increase the use of data tools, materials, and procedures to explicitly address implicit bias, implement 


culturally responsive practices, and use data systems to understand potential discipline equity issues through 


the implementation of the Pyramid Model for Promoting the Social Emotional Competence of Infants and 


Young Children. A three-pronged approach will be supported with SSIP districts in Massachusetts who are 


implementing EC-PBS thorough Pyramid Model Practices: 1) enhancing the professional development offerings 


to the workforce in the SSIP districts, 2) working with the external coaches to increase their skills in utilizing 


the Pyramid Model Equity Coaching Guide, and 3) supporting the collection and use of data to help SSIP 


districts and program-wide leadership teams address implicit bias and disproportionality in their schools.  


Social and Emotional Learning 


With funding from MA EEC’s Race to the Top/Early Learning Challenge Grant, staff from MA DESE and MA EEC 


worked with a selected vendor to develop Preschool and Kindergarten Social and Emotional Learning 


standards as well as Approaches to Play and Learning Standards.  


2.  Stakeholder Involvement in SSIP Implementation  


This section of the report addresses both: 


(a) How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing implementation of the SSIP, and  


(b) How stakeholders have been involved in decision-making regarding ongoing implementation  


The MA SSIP provides multiple opportunities for key stakeholders at the state, district, program/classroom, 


and community levels to learn about the SSIP including the project philosophy and goals, the provision of 



https://www.pbis.org/resource/1067/the-pyramid-equity-project-promoting-social-emotional-competence-and-addressing-disproportionate-discipline-in-early-childhood-programs
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project training events and embedded supports, and the availability of resources to support and extend 


implementation. Stakeholders also participate in decision-making about the direction of the project by rating 


the quality and relevance of professional development events, providing updates on progress, articulating 


needs at the local level for moving forward with implementation, and by making suggestions about needed 


changes or improvements. As described below, the stakeholder groups include the State Leadership Team, 


Special Education Advisory Panel, external coaches, district leadership teams, district and school staff, and 


students and families. 


Key aspects of the feedback structures include sharing information and gathering feedback via state-level 


leadership and steering committee meetings with stakeholders, and by providing mechanisms for frequent 


feedback both formally and informally from participants within the SSIP districts and from the external coaches 


who support them. New feedback and communication tools established in FFY 2017 remained in place during 


FFY 2018, namely, the External Coach Survey, the Teacher Survey, and a monthly eNewsletter. 


State PBS/Pyramid Model Leadership Team  


Massachusetts is one of 32 states that has a statewide, cross-sector Pyramid Model Leadership Team. MA 


DESE plays an active role on the on the Leadership Team to both support the broader Implementation of 


Pyramid Model across the state, as well as to solicit feedback that helps to refine implementation efforts and 


to identify opportunities for collaboration within MA DESE sites. As describe above, the team currently 


includes representatives across various MA agencies, and representation from implementation sites.  


Special Education Advisory Panel (The Panel) and Special Education Steering Committee  


The Panel (formerly the Special Education Advisory Council), established under state law, is comprised of 


members appointed by the Commissioner on behalf of the MA Board of Education; over half of the voting 


members are individuals with a disability or a parent of a child with a disability. The Panel also has 


representation from the state’s Parent Training and Information (PTI) Center through the Federation for 


Children with Special Needs. The Special Education Steering Committee is composed of members of the Panel 


plus representatives of advocacy organizations, other state agencies, and statewide partners in special 


education, consistent with the requirements for advisory bodies established in the Individuals with Disabilities 


Education Act (IDEA). These groups continue to be valued stakeholders, as MA DESE seeks out opportunities to 


discuss and share information about the department’s vision and direction for strengthening early childhood 


initiatives. During FFY 2017, MA DESE collaborated with the Panel on resetting targets for Child Outcomes 


reporting for Indicator 7. These targets were reviewed with the Panel in December 2019. 


External Coach Feedback 


External coaches have a key role in supporting district and school personnel in moving toward implementation 


of EC-PBS through Pyramid strategies. Since these individuals make direct contact with district teams on a 


regular basis, they are in the best position to determine some of the ways the initiative might be improved at 


the local level, and to understand challenges to implementation. MA DESE maintains ongoing communication 


primarily through monthly PLCs, as well as by email and phone. These monthly meetings allow all MA coaches 


to provide updates of district progress, discuss challenges, and request additional information or supports 


from state leaders. Coaches also complete a Monthly External Coach Log to capture information about each 


instance of technical assistance they provide to districts. State leaders receive monthly updates about each 


district compiled from the logs, and links to real-time summary reports are available for reviewing district- and 


state-level data in real time. 


In both FFYs 2017 and 2018, an External Coach Survey was distributed to coaches prior to the new school year 


to gather feedback about the project’s leadership and communication structures, to identify coaches’ 


professional development needs for the coming year, and to solicit input on how to address some of the 
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common challenges toward implementation identified by the district teams. During a fall 2019 kick-off 


meeting, MA DESE and MA EEC project leaders, PMC, external coaches, and the external evaluator discussed 


the survey results, as well as evaluation findings from FFY 2017, and made decisions about the focus and 


direction of the project in the 2019 school year.  


District Leadership Team Feedback 


MA DESE visits a sample of EC-PBS/Pyramid school districts each year to observe activities, and to learn from 


administrators and staff about the progress being made. Leadership teams also have an opportunity each year 


to provide feedback through the Mid-Year Leadership Team Survey. The survey allows teams team members 


to describe their progress toward implementation of the EC-PBS/Pyramid Model, the facilitating factors, 


ongoing challenges, and requests for ongoing support from both external coaches and MA DESE. Additional 


questions about project sustainability were included in this year’s survey for Cohorts 1 - 3. The survey also 


addresses stakeholder perceptions of the project’s impact on teacher/staff knowledge and skills, and benefits 


for children and families. Last year’s survey responses with all open-ended comments were shared with project 


leaders for discussion, and reflected in annual reports including the Discussion Guide. This year’s survey was 


conducted in January – February 2020, and results will be shared with project leaders in the coming months to 


continue to identify next steps for the initiative. Selected results from the survey are presented in Section E. 


Teacher Feedback  


Lead teachers from Cohorts 1 - 3 who are engaged in implementation were asked to complete the most recent 


Pyramid Model Teacher Survey in January 2020. The survey addresses progress toward implementation, 


challenges and needs for expansion, and overall feedback about the initiative. The survey also includes a self-


assessment of key practices aligned with the TPOT (retrospective pre/post), and perceptions of project 


benefits. Last year’s survey responses with all open-ended comments were shared with project leaders for 


discussion, and reflected in annual reports including the Discussion Guide. This year’s survey was conducted in 


January – February 2020, and results will be shared with project leaders in the coming months to continue to 


identify next steps for the initiative. Selected results from the survey are presented in Section E. 


Training Participant Feedback 


MA DESE and the PMC continue to collect evaluation feedback from participants at each training and at 


statewide meetings for leadership teams and external coaches. The feedback forms allow MA DESE, the PMC, 


and external coaches to gauge the general quality of the sessions, usefulness of the information, and ideas for 


strengthening the events going forward. A retrospective pre/post item related to the training-specific 


objectives is used to gauge the extent to which participants are making gains on the learning objectives. 


Results, including district participation at each event, are summarized and shared with training facilitators, 


project leaders, external coaches, and MA EEC personnel. Participants’ suggestions are reviewed and 


considered for future sessions.  


Other Communication Structures  


MA DESE produces a monthly eNewsletter which is distributed via email to the EC-PBS/Pyramid community.  


These newsletters provide project updates, highlight EC-PBS/Pyramid district implementation activities, 


provide information about external coaches’ expertise and work with districts, and provide information about 


upcoming Pyramid Model training opportunities.   
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C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes  


1.  How the State Monitored and Measured Outputs to Assess Effectiveness 


The evaluation plan developed during Phase II has largely been carried out as planned during Phase III, with 


several refinements each year. Since FFY 2017, two evaluation questions have been added, along with 


intended outcomes and data sources: 


1. To what extent is MA DESE making the intended improvements to the workforce development 


structure as identified through the evaluation and outlined in its annual reports? (Question EQ1c—


updated each year to reflect the annual goals) 


2. To what extent do district and school personnel perceive benefits of implementing EC-PBS/Pyramid 


strategies for children? (Question EQ4a) 


The external evaluator continues to collaborate with project personnel and stakeholders to carry out this plan 


by refining data collection tools, designing new instruments and data reporting processes, managing data 


collection and supporting stakeholders in that effort, and analyzing and summarizing data for formative 


updates and annual reports.  


This past year, several instruments were modified to best meet the project needs, and to ensure economy of 


data reporting and formative review by key stakeholders. For example: 


• The Mid-Year Leadership Team Survey was revised to include additional questions about sustaining 


implementation beyond external coach supports, and the survey was also shortened.  


• The External Coach Contact Record was translated into a Monthly Coach Log, allowing coaches to 


report their work with districts on a monthly basis rather than after each contact. Additionally,  


o the log was shortened, and now mirrors the MA EEC coach log for continuity of data collection 


across these Pyramid Model efforts, 


o new questions about progress toward implementation were added, based on stakeholder 


feedback at the summer 2019 External Coach Retreat – summary results are shared 


periodically to assess effectiveness of the group as a whole, and 


o a brief monthly summary report is produced from the log updates for each district, to assist 


state-level leaders in a quick view into the status of each district.  


Perhaps most importantly, DESE and its stakeholders continued to work on expanding Child Outcomes (via the 


COS) data collection and use. This past year, the amount of data reported statewide, and by SSIP districts 


specifically, increased substantially. Linkages of the data to demographic data will also allow for assessing the 


results by subgroup, to understand whether outcomes differ for children by gender, race/ethnicity, primary 


disability category, and other factors. As described in this report, external coaches have been engaged in a 


multi-part training series to help build statewide capacity for collecting high-quality data (refining the COS 


process), reporting data to the state, and using the data locally to gauge progress toward the outcomes for 


children with IEPs.  


(a) How the evaluation measures align with the Theory of Action 


The SSIP Theory of Action articulates the following activities at the state level with respect to infrastructure for 


principal activities, as well as ongoing interagency collaboration to support the SSIP. The next level of activities 


engages districts/programs, followed by classrooms and students. Across these four levels, the plan 
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incorporates key questions to help focus the evaluation, as well as appropriate short, intermediate, and long 


term outcomes to assess progress and impact of the SSIP. Data collection instruments have been selected or 


developed, and processes for collecting data at regular intervals have been put into place. These tools and 


processes are reviewed and updated annually. Table 2 shows the SSIP evaluation plan, including key questions 


at each level of the Theory of Action, as well as the intended outcomes and data sources.  


Table 2. MA SSIP Evaluation Plan 


Evaluation Questions Intended Outcomes Data Sources 


State Interagency Initiatives   


State Level Infrastructure   


EQ1a 


In what ways is MA DESE using the 


SSIP, including statewide 


implementation of EC-PBS through 


Pyramid strategies, to build state-


level capacity to support improved 


social emotional outcomes for 


young children with disabilities? 


S1. Short Term and Intermediate 


In order to build state capacity, MA DESE will… 


a. provide statewide and regional training on EC-PBS 


through Pyramid strategies to district administrators 


and educators, including Leadership Team 


Academies, Practices Trainings, and Coaches’ 


Trainings. Participants will become familiar with the 


tenets of PBS and PBS through Pyramid strategies 


and classroom and program-wide implementation.  


b. leverage the cadre of PBS external coaches to 


support districts and communities  


c. collaborate with community and social services 


agencies to provide additional training and support to 


families. 


• Extant project documents 


(e.g., state and district 


meeting notes, inter-


agency meeting minutes, 


external coach meeting 


notes) 


• Statewide training and 


meeting data (i.e., internal 


project records and sign-in 


sheets) 


• Statewide training and 


meeting evaluation 


feedback forms 


• Monthly Coach Log 


 


EQ1b 


To what extent is implementation of 


EC-PBS through Pyramid strategies 


in MA integrated with other early 


childhood and/or MA DESE 


initiatives at the community/local 


and state levels? 


S2. Intermediate 


MA DESE will… 


a. engage in ongoing collaboration with colleagues in 


Part C and K-12 PBIS initiatives to build community 


liaison and data sharing to promote effective 


transitions and improve social emotional outcomes. 


b. engage in ongoing collaboration to continue to 


identify strategies and actions to promote local level 


integration of PBS. 


• Extant project documents 


(e.g., state and district 


meeting notes, inter-


agency meeting minutes, 


external coach meeting 


notes, inter-agency 


planning and evaluation 


documents) 


EQ1c  


To what extent is MA DESE making 


the intended improvements to the 


workforce development structure as 


identified through the evaluation 


and outlined in its annual reports? 


S3. Short Term and Intermediate 


(In 2019-20) MA DESE will… 


a. Build internal coach capacity 


b. Support teams in data use toward sustainability 


c. Provide training and build skills related to implicit 


bias, equity 


• Statewide training 


data/documentation  


• Extant project documents  


• Mid-Year Leadership Team 


Survey 


Program/District Infrastructure   


EQ2a 


Is the state-level plan resulting in 


the number of districts, schools, 


and classrooms participating in EC-


PBS through Pyramid strategies 


growing over time? 


S4. Long Term 


MA DESE will provide adequate training and support in 


EC-PBS/Pyramid Model strategies so that participating 


districts build capacity to expand the number of schools 


and classrooms participating. The number of participating 


districts will also expand each year to the extent that the 


state has resources to sustain support for additional sites. 


• EC-PBS/Pyramid 


Implementation Profile 


(replaced the PBS/Pyramid 


Model Implementation 


Database) 


• Mid-year Leadership Team 


Survey 
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Evaluation Questions Intended Outcomes Data Sources 


EQ2b 


To what extent are districts 


developing systems to support and 


sustain program-wide EC-PBS 


through Pyramid strategies? (Assess 


facilitating factors, challenges, and 


ongoing needs.)  


 


D2. Intermediate 


The participating districts have established a system-wide 


approach to implementing and sustaining EC-PBS/Pyramid 


strategies as aligned with the Early Childhood Program-


Wide PBS Benchmarks of Quality (i.e., established 


leadership teams, gained staff buy-in, designed and 


implemented staff support plans, established family 


involvement, monitor progress, etc.).  


• Monthly Coach Log 


• EC-BoQ v2.0 assessments 


• Mid-year Leadership Team 


Survey 


 


 


Classroom Level   


EQ3a 


To what extent are teachers 


implementing EC-PBS through 


Pyramid strategies in their 


classrooms?  


D3. Intermediate 


Teachers will be able to implement EC-PBS through 


Pyramid strategies with fidelity to improve the 


social/emotional development of young children with 


disabilities. 


• Mid-year Leadership Team 


Survey 


• Pyramid Model Teacher 


Survey 


• De-identified teacher 


TPOT results 


EQ3b 


Does the fidelity of classroom 


implementation improve over time? 


D4. Long Term 


Teachers will demonstrate improved implementation 


fidelity over time. 


Same as above 


Student Level   


EQ4a  


To what extent do district and 


school personnel perceive benefits 


of implementing EC-PBS/Pyramid 


strategies for children?  


C1. Long Term 


Children of teachers implementing EC-PBS/Pyramid 


strategies will demonstrate improved social/emotional 


competencies and other academic benefits. 


• Mid-year Leadership Team 


Survey 


• Pyramid Model Teacher 


Survey 


 


EQ4b 


Is the number of children in MA, 


aged 3-5, with disabilities, exiting 


from preschool with age-expected 


social emotional functioning 


increasing? 


C2. Long Term 


Children with disabilities, aged 3-5, will exit preschool 


with social/emotional competencies that will allow them 


to access and participate in the general curriculum and in 


all aspects of the school. 


• Indicator 7 data - Child 


Outcomes Summary (COS): 


Summary Statement 2  


Collected by SSIP districts 


annually 


 


EQ4c 


Is the number of children in MA, 


aged 3-5, with disabilities, exiting 


from preschool with greater than 


expected growth in their social 


emotional functioning increasing? 


C2. Long Term 


Children with disabilities, aged 3-5, will exit preschool 


with social/emotional competencies that will allow them 


to access and participate in the general curriculum and in 


all aspects of the school. 


• Indicator 7 data - Child 


Outcomes Summary (COS): 


Summary Statement 1 


Collected by SSIP districts 


annually 


 


 
(b) Data sources for each key measure 


Data are collected by MA DESE, external coaches, and the external evaluator according to this plan. As in prior 


years, external coaches were provided with Data Collection Guidelines that specify each data collection 


activity for which they are responsible, links to online reporting tools, and due dates. Across the data sources, 


results are made available by the evaluator for review by project leaders and stakeholders. The data sources, 


purpose of each, and response rates where applicable, are summarized below. 


Extant Project Documents – Project documentation (i.e., interagency meeting minutes, external coach PLC 


meeting notes, training participation data, etc.) is reviewed to determine progress toward project goals. 
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Training Feedback Forms – Feedback forms are designed to assess the quality and usefulness of the training 


sessions, progress on learning objectives, and to solicit suggestions for improvements going forward. The 


forms include a retrospective pre/post item associated with the learning objectives for each event to gauge 


participant learning.  


Monthly External Coach Log – External coaches complete this online form each month for each school district 


they support. The log tracks the mode of contact (e.g., site visit, phone call, email, etc.), the type of support 


provided, duration, and district progress toward EC-PBS/Pyramid Model implementation across five key areas. 


These areas include effective Leadership Team, internal coach fulfilling role, using Tier 3 strategies effectively, 


utilizing data at all levels, and family engagement. From March 2019 to February 2020, a total of 264 external 


coach contacts across 30 districts were recorded in the database. Sixty-four of these contacts were with the 


new group of six Cohort 4 districts during the 2019-20 school year.  


EC-PBS Benchmarks of Quality (EC-BoQ v2.0) – The EC-BoQ v2.0 is used by district leadership teams, often in 


coordination with external coaches, to assess program-wide EC-PBS/Pyramid Model Implementation across 


seven critical elements. Teams are guided to use the measure at least twice each school year, but the timing of 


the EC-BoQ is ultimately up to district staff. The new version introduced to the project in FFY 2017 


incorporates benchmarks associated with culturally responsive practices to ensure equity. For this report, data 


were available for 28 of 31 districts, for a 90% overall representation. “Matched” results from at least two 


points in time were available for 18 of the 25 Cohort 1 - 3 districts (72% representation). Baseline results were 


also available for all 6 Cohort 4 districts (100%), who began the project in fall 2019.  


Mid-year Leadership Team Survey – The annual survey captures district teams’ assessment of progress toward 


implementation, the contribution of external coaches, challenges, needs for support from MA DESE and 


external coaches moving forward, and progress toward sustainability. The survey also addresses perceived 


benefits of the initiative for staff, and for children and families. The online survey link was distributed to 


approximately 147 team members across 31 districts in January 2020. Responses were received from 96 team 


members across 28 districts for response rates of 65% (team members) and 90% (districts).  


Pyramid Model Teacher Survey – The survey addresses progress toward implementation at the classroom 


level, challenges and needs for moving forward, and overall feedback about the initiative. The survey also 


includes a self-assessment of key practices aligned with the TPOT, and perceived benefits of EC-PBS/Pyramid 


for children and families. The online survey link was shared with Cohort 1 - 3 leadership teams for distribution 


to all lead teachers participating. The estimated number of lead teachers is 247 across the 25 Cohort 1 - 3 


districts. Responses were received from 44 teachers across 13 districts for response rates of 18% (teachers) 


and 52% (districts).  


EC-PBS/Pyramid Implementation Profile (PIP) – The online form captures the total numbers of schools and 


classrooms with preschool programs in each district, as well as the numbers of schools, classrooms, and 


teachers implementing the EC-PBS/Pyramid Model. This year’s form also captured the number of teachers who 


had received TPOTs as of February 2020, and the number of teachers to ever have had a TPOT – these items 


helped determine the extent to which the fidelity measure is being used.  


Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT) – The TPOT is a measure of implementation fidelity in the 


classroom, and consists of a two-hour classroom observation and subsequent interview with a teacher to 


assess implementation of EC-PBS/Pyramid Model practices. To date, baseline data have been received for 68 


teachers across 15 districts. The data represent teachers from Cohorts 1 through 3. These numbers represent 


60% of the possible 25 Cohort 1 - 3 districts, and 28% of Cohort 1 - 3 lead teachers (based on 247 teachers 


implementing as indicated in the Pyramid Implementation Profile). A second TPOT score was received for eight 


teachers, with representation from Cohorts 1 - 3.  
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Child Outcomes Summary (COS) Process data (Indicator 7) – Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process data are 


reported annually for monitoring progress toward child outcomes statewide, and among SSIP districts. For the 


statewide analysis, usable records (i.e., records that contained complete entry and exit data, after at least 6 


months of services) were received for 1,045 children across 133 districts. For the 24 SSIP districts participating 


at the time data were reported for FFY 2018, usable records were received for 384 children across 20 districts. 


This represents a 123% increase in the number of child records representing SSIP districts.  


(c) Description of baseline data for key measures  


District EC-PBS Benchmarks of Quality v2.0 


With the shift to the updated EC-PBS BoQ version 2.0 in FFY 2017, new baselines were established for this 


measure for Cohorts 1 and 2. For Cohorts 3 and 4, “true” baselines have also been established (as both cohorts 


began using this version in their first year). The BoQ is comprised of 7 Critical Elements across 41 indicators. In 


terms of baseline results, districts review all indicators using a three-point scale where 0 = not in place, 1 = 


partially in place, and 2 = in place. The overall means for Cohorts 1, 2, 3, and 4 were 1.08, .89, .63, and .48, 


respectively. Comparison data for Cohorts 1 - 3, for districts with data from at least two points in time, are 


provided in Section E; all cohorts reported growth over time.  


Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT) 


TPOT results from at least one point in time have been collected from 68 teachers across 15 districts (Cohorts 1 


- 3). The first TPOT score submitted for each teacher is considered the baseline, and will serve as the basis for 


comparison going forward. The aggregate baseline score was 75%. Scores ranged from 31% to 96%. 


Indicator 7: Child Outcomes 


Data for Indicator 7 across SSIP districts are presented in Section E, as are statewide results over the past six 


years. The baseline for this measure was reset based on FFY 2017 results, with approval from OSEP. As such, 


the FFY 2017 results of 85.61% and 47.00% for Summary Statements 1 and 2 respectively became the new 


baseline.  


 (d) Data Collection Procedures and Associated Timelines  


The data collection procedures described above are carried out per the schedule shown in Table 3.  


Table 3. Data Collection Plan 


Data Sources Process Timeline 


Extant Project Documents: MA 


DESE and SLT meeting notes 
Meeting minutes prepared following each meeting Ongoing 


Statewide Training Data 


(i.e., schedules, sign-in sheets) 
Collected by project leaders and/or training facilitators at each meeting Ongoing 


Statewide Training/Meeting 


Feedback Forms 


Completed by participants at conclusion of each statewide training or 


meeting; collected by external coaches 
Ongoing 


EC-PBS Benchmarks of Quality 


(EC-BoQ) Assessment v2.0 


Completed by leadership teams and external coaches at leadership 


meetings; results uploaded to evaluation database by external coaches 
Bi-Annually 


Monthly External Coach Logs 
Online form completed by external coaches to document substantive 


contacts districts, current status 
Monthly 


External Coach Survey All external coaches invited to complete online survey annually  Annually 


Mid-year Leadership Team 


Survey 
All leadership team members invited to complete online survey  Annually  
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Data Sources Process Timeline 


Pyramid Model Teacher Survey All teachers invited (via leadership teams) to complete online survey  Annually  


EC-PBS/Pyramid Implementation 


Profile (PIP) 


Online form completed by external coaches in consultation with district 


leaders 
Annually  


Teaching Pyramid Observation 


Tool (TPOT) 


Conducted at the local level for teachers implementing EC-PBS/Pyramid 


Model; de-identified results uploaded to evaluation database by 


external coaches 


Annually / Bi-


Annually (as 


available) 


Child Outcomes Summary (COS) 


Process data (Indicator 7)  


As of FFY 2016, districts began collecting data for Indicator 7 for new 


students in classrooms implementing the PBS/Pyramid Model. Data 


collection process managed by MA DESE and supported by evaluator 


Annually in spring 


 


(e) Sampling Procedures  


Sampling procedures are not being been used in the collection of evaluation data. All data used to assess 


progress toward implementation and to assess outcomes are conducted with all participants as appropriate, 


including training evaluation forms, surveys, fidelity measures, and documentation of technical assistance 


provided by external coaches. Child Outcomes data (Indicator 7) are currently collected statewide using the 


state’s OSEP approved cohort model, as well as for SSIP districts annually.  


(f) Planned data comparisons  


Several data comparisons are included in this report including analysis of results/responses over time, 


retrospective pre vs. post measures, and comparison of progress across cohorts. These comparisons include 


the following: 


• Analysis of Results/Responses over Time: Child Outcomes data are reported for students statewide 


(using the state’s cohort model; see FFY 2014 SPP/APR page 43) and compared over time. Results are 


presented for FFY 2013 – FFY 2018. SSIP districts also report data annually; results are not comparable 


year-to-year at this stage, due to small n’s reporting each year. SSIP district data for FFY 2018, as a 


subset of statewide data, is shown in comparison to overall statewide results for context. Additionally, 


several of the Mid-Year Leadership Team Survey items are compared to last year for context, and to 


assess year to year developments. 


• Retrospective Pre vs. Post Measures: Feedback Forms for statewide events allow for assessments of 


participant gains on the session-specific learning objectives. Retrospective pre/post measures are also 


used in the in the Pyramid Model Teacher Survey allowing for a comparison of teachers’ self-ratings of 


key practices aligned the TPOT before the initiative, and currently.  


• Progress across Cohorts: The EC-BoQ v2.0 was put in place in FFY 2017 (replacing the original version). 


Data from FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 are compared to assess progress over time for Cohorts 1 - 3. 


Selected survey items are also compared across cohorts to identify differences in the challenges and 


needs associated with implementation. 


 (g) How data management and data analysis procedures allow for assessment of progress toward achieving 


intended improvements  


MA DESE put in place several data collection procedures during Phase II that allowed an assessment of 


progress early in the project, and that continue to be refined and expanded throughout Phase III. Findings can 


be found in Section E. For example: 
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• Monthly External Coach Logs allow for an ongoing assessment of implementation activities in district, 


as well as perceived progress toward sustainability. Monthly status updates, and links to online 


summary reports by district and statewide are available to project leaders for assessing progress and 


targeting support for external coaches. 


• The External Coach Survey conducted in summer 2019 allowed coaches to share feedback and 


suggestions about district needs for scaling up implementation, moving toward sustainability, 


addressing some of the most persistent challenges (i.e., internal coach capacity), and identifying some 


of their own professional development needs for the coming year. Data were analyzed and 


summarized in time for a fall kick-off meeting with project leaders and stakeholders, and decisions 


were made about the focus for the coming year. During this meeting the team also reviewed the FFY 


2017 SSIP report findings to help inform the discussion.  


• The Mid-year Leadership Team Survey results allow MA DESE to address the needs of district 


leadership teams with respect to the content and format of future training sessions, and by supporting 


external coaches for responding to district needs. Items related to perceived benefits for children and 


families provide insight into progress toward improved outcomes. 


• The Pyramid Model Teacher Survey results allow MA DESE to better understand progress at the 


classroom level, and to consider additional supports for district teams, internal and external coaches, 


and for school staff to move implementation forward. Items related to teachers’ skills in key practice 


areas, and perceived benefits children and families, provide insight into progress toward improved 


outcomes.  


• Training Evaluation Feedback Forms distributed at the conclusion of each training session and 


statewide meeting allow MA DESE and PMC to modify training as needed to meet the needs of 


participants. This feedback is typically summarized after each event and shared with the EC-


PBS/Pyramid Leadership Team and external coaches for timely review. New self-assessment items 


related to event learning objectives have been helpful in gauging the effectiveness of each session. 


Participant feedback continues to inform refinements to the content, logistics, and format of the 


sessions. 


• Child Outcomes data (Indicator 7) review allows MA DESE to monitor progress toward child outcomes. 


Efforts to increase data collection and use by SSIP districts continues to be supported by MA DESE, and 


was the focus of the spring 2019 statewide Leadership Team Meeting. Feedback received both during 


this event, and survey data described above, pointed to the need for external coach training related to 


the COS Process; several events were conducted with coaches in FFY 2018 as described in this report, 


and will continue in the coming year. 


The external evaluator manages all online data collection tools, with the exception of SmartForms provided by 


MA DESE for collecting Child Outcomes data. The evaluator provides aggregate summaries of data to MA DESE 


project leaders and stakeholders for review and decision-making, and MA DESE project leaders continue to 


share and discuss data with project stakeholders. As described above, there have been several opportunities 


for presenting results to stakeholders for discussion this past year. New in FFY 2018, the Annual Summary 


Report and Discussion Guide was created to encourage greater discussion and use of the evaluation findings at 


all levels: state, district, and school. All data sources also serve to inform the annual SSIP report and help guide 


plans for the coming year.  
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2.  How the State has Demonstrated Progress and Made Modifications to the SSIP   


 (a) How the State has reviewed key data that provide evidence regarding progress toward achieving 


intended improvements to infrastructure and the SiMR, and   


(b)  How data support changes that have been made to implementation and improvement strategies  


Over the past year, MA DESE and stakeholders continued to review data related to progress toward 


implementation, including feedback and data related to broad infrastructure improvements, progress on 


fidelity measures and program-wide implementation efforts in EC-PBS/Pyramid districts, and outcomes data to 


assess progress toward the SiMR. MA ECSE priority areas (i.e., Eliminating Implicit Bias to Ensure Equity in 


Education, Inclusion for Students with Disabilities) also continue to inform the broader landscape of planned 


SSIP activities. Key data sources, evidence toward progress, and resulting changes and improvements are 


described in this section.  


Implementation – EBPs and Child Outcomes: As outlined in the MA TOA, ensuring high-quality 


implementation of EC-PBS/Pyramid Model strategies, along with external coaching and guidance, will 


contribute to improvements in infrastructure, and in the SiMR. The SSIP evaluation plan employs a 


comprehensive approach to assessing progress across these elements and identifying progress toward 


outcomes (Section E). A brief description is provided here, along with a description of the changes to 


improvement strategies made this past year. 


• At the program level, the EC-BoQ is the key data source pointing to progress at the district level, which 


has steadily shown growth over time across cohorts. With respect to changes, areas of growth 


continue to include district capacity for Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes (using data), and 


Family Engagement strategies. While both areas have shown progress this past year, MA DESE 


continues to provide additional supports in these areas (described below). Relatedly, state leaders are 


considering the best way forward in helping district develop plans for sustaining Pyramid Model 


implementation beyond support from external coaches.  


• At the classroom level, teacher TPOT scores are also reviewed in the aggregate, as are the percentages 


of TPOTs being used by district. TPOT data are not yet representative of the statewide effort, but for 


the 25% of teachers represented, evidence suggests movement toward fidelity (80%) on this measure 


overall. Internal coach capacity has been one of the key challenges for districts, which directly impacts 


capacity for using the TPOT. MA DESE and partners continue to support districts to increase internal 


coaching, as describe below. 


• At the child level, SiMR results for the children with IEPs statewide have remained stable over the past 


year, while the Pyramid Model districts as a subset of the statewide sample suggest stronger 


performance across two of the three outcome measures (Social-Emotional Skills, and Actions to Meet 


Needs) across both Summary Statements. These results, combined with consistent survey trends from 


more than 100 stakeholders across two years, suggest progress toward improved outcomes for 


students and progress toward the SSIP vision. In terms of changes, MA DESE is aware through 


evaluation findings and conversations with stakeholders that district leadership teams need additional 


support for data collection and use, including child outcome measures. These changes are describe 


below, specifically regarding the COS process data, and Behavior Incident Report Systems (BIRs). 


Promoting Racial Equity and Dismantling Racism: MA ECSE has set a priority to eliminate explicit and implicit 


bias and disproportionality in special education.  


• As part of this work in FFY 2018, external coaches and state leaders participated in a webinar series 


over four sessions, facilitated by national experts. The objective was to begin to build capacity among 
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this leadership group to begin to identify and understand implicit bias in their own experience, to 


prepare for facilitating discussions with district teams and personnel.  


• In fall 2019, external coaches participated in a half-day session to build on that learning, and reviewed 


the Pyramid Model Equity Coaching Guide (available through NCPMI).  


• In the coming year, this work will continue, and evaluation data will be collected from external coaches 


to assess progress toward capacity building. 


Supporting Leadership Teams to Use Data, Planning for Sustainability: As described above, evaluation 


findings over the past several years, through the EC-BoQ, surveys, and feedback from stakeholders, have 


pointed to the need for bolstering district/school personnel capacity for collecting, understanding, and using 


data related to child outcomes. Enhancements this year included the following: 


• Behavior Incident Report System (BIRs): Two-day training on the BIRs to provide early care and 


education programs and classrooms with a system to collect and analyze behavior incidents in their 


programs. 


• Assessing Child Outcomes and Using Data: Multi-day training was provided by ECTA for external 


coaches to support districts’ collection and use of child outcomes data (COS process). This training 


series addressed the “why” of Child Outcomes data, the “how” of the COS Process, details of the 


trajectory of progress resulting from these data, data interpretation, and early discussion of data 


quality. MA DESE and its partners will continue to develop and extend this training series to include 


using data at the local level to better understand program progress. Topics will include: 


o the COS process and Indicator 7 data collection, 
o integration of Child Outcomes data into the IEP process and early childhood instruction for 


students with disabilities, and  
o effective and functional data collection and analysis. 


• Planning for Sustaining Pyramid Model Implementation: MA DESE and its partners are in early 


discussions of an action planning tool for external coach and leadership team collaboration. The 


objective would be to help teams (those with more experience) to identify readiness by using data and 


creating “action plans” for moving beyond external support.  


Building Internal Coach Capacity: Activities include statewide trainings in Practice Based Coaching in a Group, 


an alternative approach to coaching; and internal coach Community of Practice virtual meetings, designed for 


coaches to collaborate with their peers and national experts as they work toward implementation fidelity. 


Information from PMC suggests that COP participation has been very modest; increasing participation among 


internal coaches will be a continued focus area. 


Regional Meetings to Support Community Connections: Regional meetings for leadership teams/program 


staff, have been facilitated by external coaches (collaboration of district and ECE sites) to develop community 


collaborations toward implementation. Regional trainings are also intended to mitigate some logistical 


challenges to attending statewide events (as reported on Leadership Team Surveys), and to allow for small-


group discussions that are most valued by training attendees (as reported on Event Feedback Forms).  


Promoting Use of Evaluation Findings: To continue to support sharing and discussion of the statewide SSIP 


efforts and evaluation findings at all levels, MA DESE distributed the FFY 2017 Annual Summary Report and 


Discussion Guide to external coaches and leadership teams in summer 2019. There are plans for a “data issue” 


of the MA DESE eNewsletter with FFY 2018 summary of statewide findings. 
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 (c) Evidence of change to baseline data for key measures  


Data related to baselines and progress over time are presented in Section E.  


 (d) How data are informing next steps in the SSIP implementation   


With respect to next steps, MA DESE is looking closely at the implementation status and needs of each district 


based on feedback and information provided by participants and external coaches, as well as through visits 


and informal communications with district personnel. Indicator 7 data, survey results, extant data, and 


qualitative data are expressly driving the plan for future implementation (see Section F). MA DESE envisions 


the following areas of focus going forward: 


1. Continued emphasis: 


a. Eliminating implicit bias and ensuring equitable access through continued PLCs and analyzing 


data (BIR) 


b. Promoting authentic Family Engagement  


c. Supporting implementation fidelity (building internal capacity, supporting TPOT use and 


reporting). Supporting Leadership Teams to use data and plan for sustainability. Data sources 


include: BIR, EC-BoQ, Child Outcomes via COS process (Indicator 7), TPOT 


2. New emphasis: 


a. Supporting districts to analyze local level data, especially child level outcomes 


b. Increasing training opportunities for coaches and local staff to collect, analyze and use Child 


Outcomes Summary process and data 


 (e) How data support planned modifications to intended outcomes (including the SiMR) 


There are no planned modifications to intended outcomes at this time.  


3.  Stakeholder Involvement in the SSIP Evaluation   


Stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation has included ongoing input and feedback from participants at 


the state, district/program, school, and classroom levels. Much of this information has been shared in Section 


B (2) of this report, with respect to how stakeholders have been informed about the SSIP, and the ways in 


which they have provided input toward implementation and evaluation. The following list includes examples of 


the ways in which stakeholders have been directly involved in the evaluation this year.  


(a) How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP 


• Direct communication from the evaluation team to SSIP district leadership teams through 


informational emails about the evaluation including sharing the 2019 Annual Summary Report and 


Discussion Guide. Ongoing support for data collection (i.e., online surveys, Child Outcomes data) 


• Data collection procedures and purpose of evaluation have been shared during site visits with districts 


• Direct communication with external coaches is ongoing via monthly PLCs, Data Collection Guidelines, 


ongoing email and phone support, and sharing findings throughout the year 


• Information about the evaluation purpose, timeline, and methods have been shared at leadership 


team meetings; the SSIP statewide infographic has been updated and shared with coaches and teams 


• An infographic for the MA EEC Pyramid Model Initiative in 2019 was shared with shared with all MA 


external coaches  


• Provided evaluation updates and data analysis at MA PBS/Pyramid State Leadership Team meetings, 


Networking meetings, and EC Leadership meetings 
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• Evaluation purpose and plan has been shared with the Special Education Steering Committee; the 


same information has been shared with the Special Education Advisory Panel, including discussion of 


Indicator 7 targets 


• Evaluation purpose and plan has been shared at ECSE leadership team meetings, and with EC-PBS 


Leadership Team (MA DESE, MA EEC, PMC, and evaluator) 


• Ongoing communication with MA DPH and MA EEC regarding SSIP evaluation as part of alignment with 


MA Part C SSIP 


(b) How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making regarding the ongoing 


evaluation of the SSIP  


MA DESE continues to solicit feedback from SSIP participants, as well as from the larger statewide stakeholder 


group, about the direction of the project. With respect to data collection tools specifically, MA DESE works to 


refine and improve each tool to ensure its relevance and alignment with project goals with the input of 


stakeholders as appropriate. For example, external coaches contributed to the redesign on the Monthly 


External Coach Log to help streamline data collection, to better address sustainability, and to ensure its utility 


for coaches as well as for the evaluation. Coaches have also contributed to refining data collection processes, 


such as for reporting TPOT results. Beyond these examples, decisions about the ongoing evaluation are 


primarily made by project leaders in coordination with the external evaluator. This past year, all data collection 


tools were shortened where possible, to best meet stakeholders’ needs and time challenges. Throughout the 


evaluation, feedback about project effectiveness and future direction of the initiative are solicited from 


stakeholders. Feedback mechanisms include the following: 


• Statewide Leadership Team Meeting Feedback Forms 


• Training Evaluation Forms distributed to all participants at statewide events - TPOT, PTR-YC, PTR-F, 


PBC, PBC in a Group, BIRs, Inclusion Strategies for Children with Disabilities, and others 


• Mid-year Leadership Team Surveys  


• Pyramid Model Teacher Surveys 


• Informal feedback from implementation sites via communication with MA DESE, PMC staff, and 


external coaches 


• Monthly External Coach Logs 


• External Coach Surveys 


• MA DESE ECSE Leadership Team meetings and informal communications (feedback solicited from 


other MA DESE offices) 


• Ongoing work with MA EEC and MA DPH on alignment with Part C SSIP via the Interagency 


Coordinating Council (ICC) 


• Feedback from the Federation for Children with Special Needs (FCSN) via the SLT and stakeholder 


meetings 


D. Data Quality Issues  


1.  Data Limitations, Implications, and Plans for Improving Data Quality    


This section addresses: 


(a) Limitations related to the quality or quantity of the data used to report progress or results 


(b) Implications for assessing progress or results, and 


(c) Plans for improving data quality 
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In FFY 2016, MA DESE conducted an initial review of the project’s data limitations, implications for assessing 


progress, and plans for improving data quality by using the IDEA Data Center (IDC) Working Principles of High-


Quality IDEA Data framework as a lens for review. The full review was updated in the FFY 2017 SSIP report 


(pages 36-37), and updated this year, as presented in Table 4. The data elements for being considered include 


Training Feedback Forms, Monthly Coach Logs, Mid-Year Leadership Team Survey, Teacher Survey, EC-BoQ 


assessment, TPOT, and Child Outcomes data (Indicator 7).  


Table 4. Data Limitations, Implications, and Plans for Improvement 


IDC Principles of  


Data Quality 


Summary of Preliminary Review and Updates: 


 Limitations, implications, and improvement plans 


TIMELY 


Current per a specific period of 


time 


There are no particular limitations with respect to timeliness of data that allow for an 


assessment of SSIP activities during the annual reporting period. Some data are collected 


more frequently than others as appropriate (e.g., Training Feedback Forms, Monthly Coach 


Logs) to allow for assessment of progress during the year, and for adjusting the approach to 


implementation. 


ACCURATE 


Consistent across time, 


methods, and locations 


(reliable) and represent what 


they intend to measure (valid) 


Indicator 7: Ensuring the validity of data collected via the Child Outcomes Summary process 


continues to be a focus for MA DESE. The implication of data that are not valid is an inaccurate 


assessment of child outcomes. To help ensure validity, MA DESE continues to offer supports, 


including on-line modules and technical assistance guidance such as FAQs, SmartForms, and 


support from external coaches.  


TPOT: TPOT data reported for the statewide evaluation have been derived from an 


observation and interview with a TPOT reliable rater (as indicated by external coaches when 


data were submitted). To continue to ensure accuracy within the TPOT process, external 


coaches continue to work with internal coaches to serve as co-raters, and to help ensure 


reliability across TPOT administrations. Ongoing TPOT trainings and booster sessions (new in 


FFY 2018) has helped to increase the number of raters prepared at the local level. 


 


 


COMPLETE 


Represent the expected 


population and subgroups 


 


 


 


 


 


 


COMPLETE 


Represent the expected 


population and subgroups 


(continued) 


TPOT: Ideally, participating teachers are expected to participate in TPOT assessments twice 


annually (beginning and end of year). At this time, we have some indication of the percentage 


of teachers who had TPOTs so far across Cohorts 1 through 3 bases on the PIP data, which is 


45%. And, an estimated 22% have had (or have scheduled) a TPOT so far this school year 


Based on these estimates, it is still the case that TPOTs are not being conducted as often as 


anticipated by project leaders.  


One known challenge is the preparedness/availably of internal coaches to administer TPOTs. It 


is also possible that local contract issues are impacting the ability of coaches to conduct 


TPOTs. As mentioned throughout this report, efforts continue to focus on supporting 


increased internal coach capacity, and by extension, local capacity for collecting this fidelity 


measure at regular intervals.  


The implications of incomplete data include lack of feedback for teachers at the local level for 


their classroom practice (for those who do not receive TPOTs), limited information for coaches 


to identify the areas of support teachers need most, and inability of state level personnel to 


obtain an accurate sense of fidelity across participating districts.  


Child Outcomes (Indicator 7): For the past three years, MA DESE requested that all 


participating districts provide Child Outcomes data collected via the COS Process annually for 


all classrooms implementing EC-PBS/Pyramid. For FFY 2018, data were reported by 23 of the 


24 districts implementing at that time. After data cleaning, matched entry and exit ratings 


were available for 384 children across 20 districts. This represents a 123% percent increase in 


usable records from SSIP districts compared to the prior year. MA DESE has been actively 


supporting districts, training external coaches, and developing policy changes to further 


increase data collection. 


Going forward, MA DESE will continue to support all districts in reporting annually. In addition, 


there are still considerations to be confronted by the SSIP team and stakeholders such as how 


the state can best support the collection, use, and reporting of high-quality data via the Child 


Outcomes Summary to inform Indicator 7. Addressing these limitations will include continuing 
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IDC Principles of  


Data Quality 


Summary of Preliminary Review and Updates: 


 Limitations, implications, and improvement plans 
to offer other resources including FAQs, SmartForms, and support from external coaches. 


Indicator 7 data collection, reporting, and use was the topic of the spring 2019 Statewide 


Leadership Team Meeting, and external coaches have participated in a multi-day training to 


build capacity among support personnel. 


Pyramid Model Teacher Survey: The Teacher Survey was added in FFY 2017 as an avenue for 


feedback from practitioners, providing valuable insight into implementation at the local level. 


This year, Cohort 1 - 3 districts were invited to participate; teachers surveys were received 


from 52% of these districts. New survey distribution strategies, such as a Teacher Survey flyer 


for communication at the local level, may help increase response rates and therefore the 


completeness of data for this measure.  


SECURE 


Collected and stored with 


consideration to maintaining 


confidentiality; electronic and 


physical protections 


MA DESE takes great strides to ensure data security. Oversight and policy direction for all IT 


activities, including data security, is provided by the Commonwealth’s Executive Office of 


Technology Services and Security (MA EOTSS), headed by the Commonwealth Chief 


Information Officer. MA DESE activities must conform to the Commonwealth’s Technical 


Security Policies and Practices, which in turn are based on ISO-27000 and NIST industry 


standards. More information is available on the EOTSS website. 


ACCESSIBLE 


Readily available in format that 


are understandable, user-


friendly, and practical 


TPOT: TPOT accessibility was addressed in FFY 2017 with a new process for external coaches 


to submit de-identified data, clear guidelines for the data collection process and timelines, and 


continued assurances of confidentiality and protections for teachers in the process.  


USABLE 


Support decision-making for 


sound management, strong 


governance, and improvement 


of child outcomes 


No apparent limitations. Data analyses are being conducted as planned for decision-making, 


assessing progress, and determining next steps. 


 


  



https://www.mass.gov/orgs/executive-office-of-technology-services-and-security#_blank
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E. Progress in Achieving Intended Improvements  


1.  Assessment of Progress toward Achieving Intended Improvements  


This section of the report addresses MA DESE’s progress toward achieving the intended improvements of the 


SSIP at the state, district, and school/classroom levels to support EC-PBS through Pyramid strategies, 


specifically within the 31 school districts directly involved in evaluation activities. The findings address the key 


questions as described in Section C as aligned with the MA SSIP Theory of Action, with an emphasis on 


documenting progress over time. Fidelity measures are also highlighted with respect to progress toward 


implementation and outcomes at both the district and classroom levels.  


(a) Infrastructure changes that support SSIP initiatives 


EVALUATION QUESTION 1a: In what ways is MA DESE using the SSIP, including statewide implementation of 


EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies, to build state-level capacity to support improved social emotional outcomes for 


young children with disabilities?  


(Findings in this section align with Intended Outcomes S1a., b., and c. from the Evaluation Plan.)  


KEY FINDING: SSIP project leaders, in collaboration with national experts, continued to deliver high-quality 


statewide training events, leadership team meetings, and supports for external coaches to advance the 


implementation of the EC-PBS/Pyramid in Massachusetts schools. Most training events were offered to 


personnel across the larger Pyramid Model community (beyond school district programs), for continued 


statewide capacity-building. 


• Statewide Pyramid Model Trainings: MA state leaders from DESE and EEC, in collaboration with its partner 


the Pyramid Model Consortium (PMC), successfully carried out the statewide training sessions to support 


the use of EBP’s that were planned for this year. Statewide trainings included Practice Based Coaching 


(PBC); TPOT Reliability training; PBC in a Group; Prevent, Teach, Reinforce for Young Children (PRT-YC); PTR 


for Families (PTR-F); using the Behavior Incident Report System (BIRs); and others (see Table 5).  


• Statewide Leadership Team Meetings: Two statewide Leadership Team meetings were conducted during 


the current reporting period – spring 2019 (End of Year) and fall 2019 Leadership Launch for Cohort 4 


districts. The fall 2019 meeting was devoted to Child Outcomes data collected via the COS process 


(Indicator 7), as was a targeted focus of the SSIP over the past year. Between the statewide trainings and 


Leadership Team Meetings, there have been 582 documented attendees (with duplicates) across these 


events. 


• External Coach Supports: SSIP project leaders also continue to work toward building capacity through 


ongoing external coach PLCs, monthly virtual meetings with PMC, MA DESE and MA EEC staff, and the 


external evaluator. Beginning this school year, these meetings have been expanded to include all MA 


external coaches (19 in all) across the 95 district and ECE implementation sites. This blending of the PLCs is 


intended to further streamline the coaching process, supports, and communication about statewide 


efforts toward Pyramid Model implementation. External coaches also took part in several professional 


development events this year, including a participatory webinar series devoted to recognizing Implicit Bias, 


and two days of on-site meetings devoted to Child Outcomes data collected via the COS Process.  


Pyramid Model professional development events, statewide meetings, and other support activities conducted 


from February 2019 through February 2020 are shown in Table 5. As indicated, the number of participating 


districts varied by event. District attendance was highest at the recent Behavior Incident Reporting System 
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(BIRs) training in January 2020, attended by 13 districts, follow by the End of Year Leadership Team Meeting in 


March 2019 devoted to Child Outcomes (11 districts). Both events represented “new” topics for these teams, 


as opposed to several other events that district personnel may have had access to in prior years. Regarding the 


levels of district participation, external coaches continue to work individually with their teams to identify the 


most important events for them to attend. Time constraints, the need for substitutes to cover staff, and 


training logistics can present challenges to attendance.  


Finally, while Section E of this report is largely focused on progress among the 31 participating districts, 


personnel across both the MA DESE and MA EEC EC-PBS/Pyramid initiatives now have access to most of the 


professional development events offered by PMC as the work becomes further integrated across the public 


school and community contexts. These integrated events are noted in the table below. 


Table 5. Year 4 Statewide Development Events and Supports for Practitioners and Coaches  


(February 2019 - February 2020) 


Date Activities Audience Outputs/Attendees 


State-level Supports    


Ongoing 
Communication with Pyramid 
Model Consortium staff 


NA 
Ongoing communication and 
planning; on-site trainings 


Ongoing 
External Coach support 
contacts provided to districts 
(in-person, phone, email) 


District Leadership Teams, 
Internal Coaches, school staff 


264 district contacts logged by 
external coaches 


Ongoing (monthly) 
External Coaches Professional 
Learning Community (PLC)  


External Coaches 
24 hours of meeting time with 
coaches  


Summer 2019 
Five-part Implicit Bias webinar 
series 


External Coaches External coach participation 


Oct. 2019, Feb. 2020 
Child Outcomes Summary 
(COS) Process training series 
(ECTA) 


External Coaches External coach participation 


Ongoing (monthly) 
Internal Coaches’ Community 
of Practice (COP) Virtual 
Convening 


Internal Coaches 
Internal coach participation 
(modest) 


Ongoing 
Site visits by MA DESE and EEC 
staff to participating districts 


District Leadership Teams, 
External Coaches, Teachers 


Visits to 5 districts 


Statewide PD Events     


2/25 – 2/26/19 *Practice Based Coaching (PBC) 
Administrators, teachers, 
external and internal coaches 


19 attendees 
4 districts, 6 ECE programs 


3/12/19 
End of Year Leadership Team 
Meeting (DESE all cohorts) 


District leadership teams, 
External Coaches 


31 attendees 
11 districts 


3/21 – 2/22/19 *TPOT Reliability Training  
Internal Coaches, External 
Coaches 


30 attendees 
3 districts, 5 ECE programs 


3/28/19 
* Prevent, Teach, Reinforce – 
Young Children (PTR-YC)  


Behavior Specialists and 
External Coaches 


29 attendees 
6 districts, 5 ECE programs 


4/10/19 **Annual Summit 
Coaches, mental health 
consultants, teachers, early 
interventionists, etc. 


163 statewide attendees  


9 districts, 10 ECE programs 


5/30/19 
* Prevent, Teach, Reinforce – 
Young Children (PTR-YC)  


Behavior Specialists and 
External Coaches 


33 attendees 


5 districts, 4 ECE programs 


9/23 – 9/24/19 
Cohort 4 School District 
Leadership Launch 


Leadership Teams, External 
Coaches 


31 attendees 


7 districts (all Cohort 4 represented) 


10/28 – 10/29/19 
* Practice Based Coaching 
(PBC) 


Administrators, teachers, 
external and internal coaches 


24 attendees 
4 districts, 8 ECE programs 
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Date Activities Audience Outputs/Attendees 


Statewide PD Events     


10/29 – 10/30/19 
*Practice Based Coaching in a 
Group 


Internal and External Coaches 
16 attendees 
2 districts, 7 ECE programs 


11/12 – 11/13/19 *TPOT Reliability Training  
Internal Coaches, External 
Coaches 


38 attendees 
4 districts, 13 ECE programs 


11/14/19 *TPOT Booster 
Internal Coaches, External 
Coaches 


8 attendees 
3 districts, 3 ECE programs 


1/13/20 
* Prevent, Teach, Reinforce – 
Young Children (PTR-YC)  


Behavior Specialists and 
External Coaches, other staff 


50 attendees 
10 districts, 16 ECE programs 


1/14/20 
* Prevent, Teach, Reinforce for 
Families (PTR-F) 


Behavior Specialists and 
External Coaches, other staff 


47 attendees 
7 districts, 6 ECE programs 


1/27 – 1/28-20 
* Behavior Incident Report 
System (BIRs) 


Leadership Teams, Behavior 
Specialists, External Coaches 


17 attendees 
13 districts, 1 ECE program 


2/11/20 
* Targeted Strategies for 
Successful Inclusion of Students 
with Disabilities 


Leadership Teams, Behavior 
Specialists, Teachers, External 
Coaches 


46 attendees 
8 districts, 9 ECE programs 


   
582 Total attendees  
(with duplicates) 


   *Integrated event with MA EEC EC-PBS/Pyramid Initiative Early Childhood Education sites 


    **Statewide Pyramid Model event 


KEY FINDING: Statewide training events to support EC-PBS/Pyramid Model strategies continue to be high-


quality, relevant, and useful for participants. Participants across all events reported considerable growth on 


the learning objectives, including the events new to the project this year (i.e., BIRs and Inclusion). 


Training Feedback Forms are collected at all statewide and regional events. The forms address progress toward 


each event’s learning objectives, the quality and usefulness of the sessions, and suggestions for improvements 


going forward. Findings across several statewide events are provided in this section. Throughout the year, 


feedback data from each event, including district participation, are summarized and shared with event 


facilitators and project leaders for review. To gauge participant knowledge gains after each statewide event, 


participants self-assess their learning using a retrospective-pre/post item. Each event has three or four specific 


learning objectives for which participants rate their knowledge of the material prior to the event, and then 


after the event. A five-point scale is used for the ratings: 1 = no knowledge, and 5 = full knowledge.  


Figure 7 shows the overall pre and post means of participants’ self-reported gains for nine statewide events 


conducted between February 2019 and February 2020. As shown, participants reported learning gains for 


every session. Participants of the PBC in a Group training event reported the greatest gains, where overall 


mean ratings increased from 1.61 (pre) to 4.41 (post). The TPOT training event resulted in mean ratings of 1.74 


(pre) and 4.48 (post), followed by Practice Based Coaching means of 1.94 (pre) and 4.45 (post).  


The gains for the BIRs training, which was being offered for the first time, were 2.12 (pre) and 4.41 (post). The 


overall mean ratings after training each event or statewide leadership meeting were 4 or higher on the five -


point scale, suggesting that participants came away with a solid understanding of the Pyramid Model concepts 


and strategies by the conclusion of each event. While not shown in the figure, participants also reported gains 


on each learning objective for every session. 
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Figure 7. Participant Pre/Post Ratings of Learning Objectives 


(Overall mean ratings) 


 


 


In addition to the pre/post ratings to assess progress toward learning objective, and other feedback items, 


participants use a five-point rating scale to assess overall even quality: 1 = poor, 2 = fair, 3 = good, 4 = very 


good, and 5 = excellent. Mean ratings of the statewide events shown above ranged from 3.86 to 4.93 (these 


means are not shown in the figure). With respect to the overall quality of the SSIP statewide trainings, 


leadership team meetings, and regional events, the vast majority of respondents reported that the delivery of 


the material was effective, and that the information was relevant and useful to their professional practice. 


These results are on par with prior years of the project.  


KEY FINDING: External coaches continue to provide individualized support to districts, most frequently through 


site visits. Support is most often focused on supporting leadership teams, and also extends to building capacity 


for internal coaching and TPOT administration, data decision making, and Practices training. Over the past year, 


supports increased in alignment with SSIP priority areas, including internal coaching, data decision making, and 


behavior systems. External coach support is highly valued by district teams and is greatly contributing to 


progress toward implementation. 


External Coach Contact Records, and newly updated Monthly External Coach Logs provided insight into the 


types of support that coaches are providing to their districts to help advance implementation. From March 


2019 to February 2020, a total of 264 external coach contacts across 30 districts were recorded in the 


database. Sixty-four of these contacts were with the new group of six Cohort 4 districts during the 2019-2020 


school year. Coaches most often met with district and school staff in-person during site visits (77% of 


contacts), followed by training events, and phone calls and email contacts.   


Figure 8 below shows the types of support typically provided by external coaches this school year, in 


comparison to last year. As shown, the focus on SSIP priority areas for FFY 2018, namely internal coaching, 


TPOT support, data decision making, and behavior systems, all increased in comparison to last year. The only 


area of an apparent decrease was in the provision of Practices training. The personnel with whom internal 


coaches most often interacted were leadership team members (77% of contacts), program administrators 


(63%), internal coaches and classroom teachers (each 43%), and behavior specialists (23%) 
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Figure 8. Types of Support Provided by External Coaches 


(Question Allowed “check all that apply”) 


 


With respect to the contribution that external coaches make to district progress, survey responses from 


leadership team members across all cohorts indicated high levels of satisfaction with coaching, with respect to 


coaches’ professionalism, knowledge of Pyramid Model content and strategies, and their understanding of 


districts’ unique needs. Several quotes from team members: 


 


 


In terms of what district leadership team members need from external coach going forward, they most 


frequently indicated: 


• Internal coach support (observing teachers, assisting with PD, TPOT support) 


• Data-based decision making (support for data coordinator, leadership team, internal coach, etc.) 


• Family group training (providing information, co-presenting Positive Solutions) 


KEY FINDING: MA DESE provides several avenues of support to districts for their work with families, and for 


increasing family engagement. This includes partnering with the state’s Parent Training and Information Center 


(PTI), and external coaches’ work with districts to support Positive Solutions for Families. District leadership 


teams are moving toward greater family engagement through train-the-trainer sessions, and by promoting 


varied family activities and training opportunities. 


Based on information provided by project leaders and extant documents, the state’s Parent Training and 


Information (PTI) Center, which is part of the Federation for Children with Special Needs (FCSN), has conducted 


several Positive Solutions train-the-trainer sessions for educators across the state. Since the time of the last 


report: 


• FCSN provided Positive Solutions train-the-trainer sessions to 34 educators during sessions conducted 


during May and June 2019.  


 “Without the support of our external coach we would not have moved forward on any of the initiatives. Our coach is 
professional, supportive, and encouraging in our work towards implementing the Pyramid Model.” 


“Our coach keeps in touch with us and is quick to offer possible solutions as roadblocks to implementation arise.” 


“Our coach was instrumental in helping us get the whole school up and running with PBS during a challenging district 
realignment. Without her support we would not be as far along as we are now!” 


“At this point, we don’t rely heavily on our external coach, we are almost self-sufficient, but it is helpful when we ask questions. 
The external coach role has been significant in implementation in our program.” 
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• FCSN provided family training over a four-session series in March and April 2019 for one of the 


Pyramid Model implementation sites. A sample of evaluation forms from those events indicated very 


positive feedback about the quality of the events, and the relevance and usefulness of the information 


for families. MA DESE has been collaborating with FCSN on a follow-up survey for participating family 


members. 


Information reported by district team members (Cohorts 1 - 3) on the Mid-Year Leadership Team Survey 


suggests additional Positive Solutions training opportunities have been provided for staff, and families are 


being engaged with Pyramid Model strategies in a variety of ways.  


As shown in Figure 9, 41% of survey respondents reported that their schools or districts took part in Positive 


Solutions for Families training (compared to 22% reported last year by these same cohorts). In terms of other 


supports for family engagement, 42% reported having a family member on their team. And, 70% reported that 


their districts/schools have hosted family training or other activities this past year. Some examples are 


provided in the text box below. 


Figure 9. Parent Engagement Activities (n=77) 


 
 


 
 


EVALUATION QUESTION 1b: To what extent is the implementation of EC-PBS through Pyramid strategies in 


MA integrated with other early childhood and/or MA DESE initiatives at the community/local and state 


levels? 


(Findings in this section align with Intended Outcomes S2a. and b.)  


PARENT ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 


“Parent workshops on challenging behaviors for the ‘anxious’ child. [We] also provide two parent classes that go for 8 and 
12 weeks with free childcare and dinner included.” 


“We offer monthly parent meetings with a short presentation on a parenting topic, followed by parent discussion.” 


“PBS family night. Giving parents information about routines and visuals. Provided visual schedules for parents to take home 
regarding mourning routines and nighttime routines. Discussed the importance of social emotional literacy with a list of 
books.” 
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KEY FINDING: MA DESE continues to integrate the work of the SSIP across interagency initiatives related to 


early childhood special education, moving toward a community-wide vision. MA DESE collaborates with MA 


EEC and the SLT on multiple initiatives that support implementation of the Pyramid Model framework, equity, 


and inclusion across school district and community contexts. During FFY 2018, several events were devoted to 


Trauma Informed Care (TIC) through the lens of the Pyramid Model. 


As evidenced though EC-PBS Leadership Team meeting notes, project documentation, and MA EEC evaluation 


data, a variety of interagency initiatives are underway to expand the reach of EC-PBS through Pyramid 


strategies in the state, and to move toward a more cohesive community-wide structure and philosophy.  


Some of the key initiatives and indicators of progress from FFY 2018 include the following: 


MA EEC EC-PBS/Pyramid Model Training Initiative: The MA EEC initiative continues to expand, now comprised 


of 62 ECE programs: 20 Cohort 1 programs that began implementation in spring 2018, 21 Cohort 2 programs 


that launched in winter 2018, and 21 Cohort 3 programs launched in fall 2019. Leadership teams have been 


formed at the ECE programs, and personnel have access to many of the same statewide training events as 


their MA DESE district counterparts.  


• ECE programs receive external coaching and are also supported by PMC. There are currently 19 


coaches, 8 of whom are also supporting the 31 MA DESE school districts. Evaluation measures and data 


collection procedures have been streamlined across these initiatives to allow for a statewide look at 


progress going forward; a compilation of evaluation findings across these initiatives (DESE and EEC) 


was shared with the MA SLT this year for review and discussion.  


• Additionally, toward the end of the grant period during May and June 2019, external coaches offered a 


series of regional training events for the ECE program teams. Coaches serving each region teamed up 


to deliver the three-hour sessions, which were designed for program staff to discuss content and 


strategies aligned with Pyramid Model implementation, to network and learn from each other, and to 


work on action plans that would address the summer months and beyond. The sessions were intended 


for teachers, center directors and other administrators, mental health staff, program coaches, and 


other interested staff.  


Participant feedback forms indicated that the meetings were very well-received, as the smaller group 


format has allowed for greater discussion and collaboration. Regional/local meeting locations have 


also been appreciated. External coaches are currently planning another round of regional events for 


May and June 2020.  


Pyramid Model Learning Communities (PMLCs) - The Massachusetts Pyramid Model Learning Communities 
(PMLCs) are regional training and networking events that have been offered throughout the state since 2016. 
These events are conducted by experienced local facilitators across the five regions of the state multiple 
times during the year. The events are designed to introduce new personnel to the Pyramid Model, as well as 
to support and help expand implementation efforts among those with more experience.  


• During FFY 2018, two rounds of regional sessions were offered in which PMLCs were held in each of 


the five regions – one round of sessions in December-February, and another second round in spring 


2019.  


• The theme of the events was Trauma Informed Care (TIC) and the Pyramid Model with a focus on 


recognizing the signs and symptoms of trauma, understanding its effects on learning and 


development, and strategies to support children and families when trauma occurs. These topics were 


presented through the lens of the Pyramid Model framework.  
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Ultimately, the work of the PMLCs has shifted toward a community-based model of support to help promote 


systems-change within early childhood education. This year, that work began in two communities, where 


cross-sector teams within each city came together with a facilitator to self-assess progress using a 


Community-wide Benchmarks of Quality tool and to create action plans. A national trainer was brought in by 


the Pyramid Model Consortium to assist in creating those plans. Other communities/districts are expressing 


interest in this approach, and the feasibility of the community-wide model will be further explored by the 


State Leadership Team (SLT).  


7th Annual EC-PBS/Pyramid Model Summit - The SLT also organizes an annual EC-PBS/Pyramid Model 


Summit to foster education and networking among practitioners across the state.  


• In FFY 2018, the 7th Annual Summit was also devoted to Trauma Informed Care and the Pyramid 


Model, to continue building upon themes presented in the regional PMLCs. There were 163 


attendees at this year’s Summit. Feedback from the event was positive overall and was shared with 


the SLT for planning future events. 


• Planning for the 2020 Summit has been underway, with a focus on Addressing Equity and 


Intergenerational Trauma through Pyramid Model.  


EVALUATION QUESTION 1c: To what extent is MA DESE making the intended improvements to the workforce 


development structure as identified through the evaluation and outlined in its annual reports? 


(Findings in this section align with Intended Outcomes S3a. and b.)  


KEY FINDING: MA DESE, its partners, and external coaches supported district leadership teams in making 


progress toward improvements intended for FFY 2018. Leadership team members reported progress in the 


following areas: building internal coach capacity to support teachers, advancing teachers’ fidelity of 


implementation in the classroom, and using data for program planning. Progress was also reported in 


understanding culturally responsive practices to address equity, and increasing family engagement, which was 


the greatest area of progress.  


Based on last year’s evaluation findings and project feedback, MA DESE, and its partners identified several 


improvements to be put in place during FFY 2018. While progress toward some of these components are 


addressed in the EC-BoQ results and other sections of this report, leadership team members were asked to 


reflect specifically on progress across these areas over the past year. Combined responses for Cohort 1 - 3 


team members on the Leadership Team Survey are shown in Figure 10 on the following page. Approximately 


two-thirds of survey respondents noted having made progress toward increasing internal coach capacity 


(67%), and relatedly, increased implementation fidelity in the classroom (i.e., TPOT) (63%). Progress in parent 


engagement was reportedly the greatest area of growth – 75% reported progress, and nearly half of those 


respondents indicated the progress was significant. The other MA DESE areas of focus for FFY 2018 were also 


noted for progress by half of survey respondents, including using data for program planning, and broadening 


staff understanding of culturally responsive practices to ensure equity. 
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Figure 10. Progress on FFY 2018 Areas of Focus over the Past Year (n=77) 


 


 (b) Evidence that SSIP’s evidence-based practices are being carried out with fidelity and having desired effects 


EVALUATION QUESTION 2a: Is the state-level plan resulting in the number of schools and classrooms 


participating in EC-PBS through Pyramid strategies sample growing over time? 


(Findings in this section align with Intended Outcome S4.) 


KEY FINDING: The MA DESE initiative continues to expand, as the numbers of districts, schools, and classrooms 


working toward implementation have all increased over the past year. There are currently 50 schools and 290 


classrooms that have adopted EC-PBS/Pyramid, representing a 49% increase in classrooms over last year.  


Table 6 below shows the progress in the expansion of the initiative over the past four years as documented by 


external coaches in coordination with district personnel and reported in the EC-PBS/Pyramid Implementation 


Profile database. There are currently 50 schools and 290 classrooms working toward implementation across 


the 31 participating districts. This represents increases of 16% and 49% over last year’s numbers of schools and 


classrooms respectively. This year, participating classrooms include 242 PreK, 30 Kindergarten, 16 First Grade, 


and 2 Second Grade classrooms. The percentage of preschools within the participating districts has reached 


32%. Among the 463 preschool classrooms in these districts, 52% (242) are reportedly working toward EC-


PBS/Pyramid implementation.  


Table 6. EC-PBS/Pyramid Participation among Districts, Schools, and Classrooms: 2017 to 2020 
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EVALUATION QUESTION 2b: To what extent are districts developing systems to support and sustain program-


wide EC-PBS through Pyramid strategies?  


(Findings in this section align with Intended Outcome D2.)  


KEY FINDING: District results over time on the EC-BoQ v2.0 across Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 suggest that 


participation in the initiative continues to contribute to the development of systems to support program-wide 


implementation. On average, each cohort reported growth on all Critical Elements over the past year. 


District leadership teams are guided to use the EC-BoQ at least two times annually to assess their progress 


toward EC-PBS/Pyramid Model implementation at the district/program level, and to inform their 


action/implementation plans. This work is often done with support from external coaches, as indicated in 


coach log reports. Results on the EC-BoQ have consistently shown district-level progress over time. In FFY 


2017, the project shifted to using the revised EC-BoQ v2.0, which incorporates quality indicators for culturally 


responsive practices, as well as other updates. As such, this year’s EC-BoQ data represent growth over time 


from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. The EC-BoQ v2.0 includes ratings of 41 benchmarks across seven critical elements, 


each rated on a scale of 0-2, where 0 = not in place, 1 = partially in place, and 2 = in place.  


The results in Figure 11 on the following page show each cohort’s first use of the BOQ v2.0, and the most 


recent (Time 1 and Time 2). The figure includes districts with data from at least two points in time – Cohort 1 


(n=7 districts), Cohort 2 (n=5), and Cohort 3 (n=6). It is important to note that each cohort had a different level 


of experience when completing this version of the BoQ for the first time in FFY 2017, as reflected in their “Time 


1” results. That is, for Cohorts 1 and 2, their “first” BoQ was not a true baseline, as they had been engaged in 


the project for several years.  
 


As shown, all cohorts reported progress toward program-wide implementation over the past year. And, 


districts who have been participating longer are more likely to have reported that the seven Critical Elements 


are “in place”. Specifically, Cohort 1 reported 51% of all indicators to be “in place” on their most recent BoQ, 


compared to 33% in FFY 2017. Cohort 2 reported 40% in place, compared to 27% the prior year. Cohort 3, for 


which the first BoQ would represent a true baseline, reported 31% in place, compared to 14% the prior year. 


While not shown in the figure above, Cohort 4 baseline results (n=6 districts) indicated 11% of the benchmarks 


in place at start-up. In reviewing the results, it is important to note that some Cohort 1, 2, and 3 districts have 


added new schools into the initiative this year. As such, the EC-BoQ ratings may reflect fewer elements in place 


as the new schools are gaining traction.  


Another way to view the BoQ results is in the overall scores, that is, the total percentage of points documented 


on the self-assessment tool out of the possible 82 points (41 indicators, each with a possible score of 2 to 


indicate “in place”). The average overall scores on the most recent BoQ, and the range of scores for each 


cohort, are listed below. The range of scores within each cohort points to the variability of program-wide 


implementation district to district. 


• Cohort 1:  69% overall. Score range of 52% to 84% 


• Cohort 2:  63% overall. Score range of 60% to 66% 


• Cohort 3:  51% overall. score range of 29% to 62% 


• Cohort 4:  24% overall. Score range of 17% to 44% (baseline year). 
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Figure 11. EC-BoQ v2.0 Results over Time by Cohort: By Critical Elements and Overall 


 


 


KEY FINDING: Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 reported considerable growth on the EC-BoQ in: Staff Buy-in, PD and Staff 


Support Plans, and Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes. Cohorts 1 and 2 in particular noted strong 


growth in Family Engagement, while Cohorts 2 and 3 noted strong growth in Establishing Program-Wide 


Expectations. All cohorts strengthened their Leadership Team processes. The greatest area for further 


development continues to be Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes. 


As shown in Figure 11 above, there were some areas of program-wide implementation that were advanced  


more than others over the past year. Similar themes emerged from team members’ comments on the 


Leadership Team Survey.  
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• For many Cohort 1-3 survey respondents, their “biggest success” has been the development of a Common 


Language/Approach and establishing Program Wide Expectations. Some described the benefits for 


children and staff that have resulted from these accomplishments. 


 


• Additionally, a number of Leadership Team members from Cohort 1 and 2 cited Family Engagement 


activities as their “biggest success”. 


 


• For Cohort 3 and 4 Leadership Team members, Professional Development was often associated with their 


“biggest success”, as these districts are in earlier stages of implementation. Cohort 4 team members most 


often mentioned progress toward establishing their Leadership Teams, and generating Staff Buy-In. 


 


Cohorts 1 and 2 


“We have developed a common language that is consistently being used throughout the building. We have created a matrix 
that explicitly states expected behavior throughout all areas of the school.” 


“Established common language, classroom practices, signage…all staff onboard and committed, students and families engaged 
in common language and practices.” 


“Classrooms are speaking the same language in regards to expectations and rules. We have increased parent engagement.” 


“We have created rules/expectations and have posters for each area of our program with the rules/expectations. We have also 
run parent trainings which have been successful. The children are demonstrating the expectations and behaviors have seemed 
to decrease.” 


Cohort 3 


“Having a ‘uniform’ approach/framework addressing SEL that is implemented throughout our entire school by staff 
(consistent/same use of the following throughout the building: language, picture icons, schedule icons, positive behavior 
systems, expectations)... school wide implementation of the ‘Pyramid Corner’ in our monthly classroom newsletters followed 
up by the Backpack Series handout (that corresponds to the same topic) sent home to entire school mid-month.” 


“For the school it is a nice way for all teachers to be on the same page about what procedures we are using to effectively 
handle children’s behavior, and building a positive environment for children to learn.” 


“Unified language, goals, expectations across rooms and teachers.” 


 


Cohorts 1 and 2 


“The portion of the Pyramid Model that I’m participating in is with the community families with young children. This consists of 
Parent/Caretakers Positive Solutions workshop series. Parents/Caregivers feedback: very positive to have the opportunity to 
become familiar with the Pyramid Model and supporting each other.” 


“The increase in family engagement has been wonderful. Also, the use of our school-wide expectations is very helpful to keep 
different classrooms consistent.” 


Cohorts 3 and 4 


“Our biggest successes have been providing high quality training to ALL staff, implementing the use of Behavior Incident Report 


and providing Team Coaching with all teachers.” 


“The professional development from the Pyramid Model has been well received in the district. I look forward to continuing the 


pyramid model work.” 


 “This year, we have been able to have a professional development day to introduce the Pyramid Model to the entire staff. We 


have determined program wide expectations. We were awarded a grant of $10,000 to support implementation and have begun 


a pilot curriculum in two classrooms.” 


“I think doing the 5:1 ratio for deposits has made a huge difference school wide. We have also started watching the e-modules 


as a staff.” 


“The collaboration of the leadership team and the initial trials in two classrooms. Watching the program embrace the Pyramid 


Model and our expectations.” 
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KEY FINDING: On the whole, participating districts across all cohorts need additional support and guidance to 


fully establish key components of program-wide implementation, and to move toward maintaining these 


components beyond external coach support. 


Since Year 1 of the initiative, evaluation findings indicate steady progress by district teams toward program-


wide implementation of EC-PBS/Pyramid Strategies, as well as perceived benefits for children and families. The 


SSIP has also steadily expanded into additional schools and classrooms – since Year 1, the number of 


participating classrooms has more than tripled. A combination of factors has reportedly contributed to this 


progress, including high-quality professional development opportunities, support from state leaders, dedicated 


external coach supports, and ongoing efforts by district and school personnel.  


To gauge the extent to which participating districts are moving toward realizing some of the necessary 


components of program-wide implementation, as well as whether they could be maintained beyond external 


coach support, Cohort 1 - 3 team members were asked to consider their teams’ progress to date. As shown in 


Figure 12, survey respondents perceive that these particular component areas will require further 


development and support to be deemed fully “in place”, and to continue beyond external coach support.  


• As shown, these survey respondents were most likely to report having leadership teams that meet 


regularly. A third or more of each cohort reports this is sustainable beyond external coach support. 


• As would be anticipated, internal coaches in place to support teachers (including use of PBC and 


TPOTs) is occurring to a moderate extent. Cohort 3 respondents were most likely to report strengths in 


this area. As noted throughout this report, progress has been made this past year on increasing 


internal coach capacity. 


• While all cohorts have reported some progress over the past year on using data effectively for 


assessing and guiding progress at the program, classroom, and child-levels, less than half of Cohort 1 


and 2 respondents reported this aspect of implementation to be “in place”, and less than a third of 


Cohort 3 respondents. 


Figure 12. District Progress toward Establishing Key Components  


of EC-PBS/Pyramid (n=77) 
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KEY FINDING: The primary challenge to implementation is common across all cohorts – lack of time and/or 


availably of classroom-based coaching. This is consistent with prior years, though the challenge has reportedly 


decreased to some extent. Other top challenges include developing internal coach capacity, and access to 


substitutes for training. 


Table 7 below shows the greatest challenges reported by leadership team members; the top challenges are 


shaded for each cohort. Last year’s survey results from Cohorts 1 and 2 are shown for comparison. Results are 


grouped by Cohorts 1 and 2 combined, and Cohorts 3 and 4 combined, as results were comparable across 


these cohorts (exceptions are noted in the table). 


As indicated, lack of time/availability for classroom coaching remained the greatest challenge, although 


progress appears to have been made when compared to last year among Cohorts 1 and 2 (62% this year, 


compared to 80% last year). It is interesting to note that 46% of respondents from Cohorts 3 and 4 indicated 


the same.  


Districts also continue to confront challenges building internal coach capacity – Cohort 1 and 2 respondents 


were more likely to indicate this challenge than Cohorts 3 and 4.  


Table 7. Mid-Year Leadership Team Survey:  


Greatest Challenges to Implementation 


Greatest Challenges to Implementation 
Cohorts 1 & 2 


(n=50) 


Cohorts 3  & 4 


(n=46) 


Last Year - Cohorts 


1 & 2 ( n=40) 


Lack of time/availability for classroom-based coaching 62% 46% 80% 


Developing internal coaching capacity to support teachers 54% 28% 58% 


Difficulty attending statewide training opportunities 36% 19%* 28% 


Lack of substitutes to allow teachers to attend training 36% 37% 53% 


Insufficient funding 32% 24% 35% 


Finding time for the leadership team to meet and plan 26% 26% 38% 


Time to implement the Pyramid Model in the classroom 18% 41% 33% 


Lack of support and buy-in from teachers 18% 26% 10% 


Aligning this initiative with school-age PBIS initiatives 18% 11% 5% 


Lack of support from district leaders for this initiative 12% 23%* 15% 


*Cohort 3 only; 0% indicated by Cohort 4 respondents. 


Survey comments from leadership team members provided detail about challenges. For all cohorts, time and 


resources were described as the greatest challenges to implementation.  


Many team members identified competing initiatives, substitute teachers, and contractual issues as 


additional factors that compound these challenges. There were also several mentions of social emotional 


learning not being a district priority, and or lack of alignment of SEL strategies across the district. 
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For some team members, the challenge of time and resources is amplified by the overall demands of 
implementing a comprehensive model. 
 


 
 


KEY FINDING: To expand implementation, district leadership team members identified several types of 


assistance that would be helpful. The greatest needs are consistent with last year and include guidance on how 


to build internal coach capacity, guidance on building in TPOT processes for teachers, and district-based 


Pyramid Model practices training for teachers and other staff.  


As reported on the leadership team survey, the most common areas of need going forward, across cohorts, 


include: 


• Internal Coaching: Guidance on scaling up internal coach capacity, and relatedly, guidance on how to 


build in a process for using TPOT with teachers. 


• Practices Training: District-based and regional Pyramid Model practices training for teachers and other 


staff, including additional access to the ePyramid Modules for self-paced learning. 


• Program-wide Expansion: Guidance on how to deepen or expand the Pyramid model within the 


district. 


• Monitoring Progress: Guidance on using data to monitor progress. 


Survey comments provided additional details. For all three cohorts, the greatest needs were described as 


continued professional development, support for internal coaching, and information to help increase 


administrator support. Ongoing external coach support was mentioned often. Many of the suggestions were 


directly aligned with challenges shared in the previous section. Other more specific suggestions included: 


• Annual Planning: A year-long plan for professional development with training dates and meeting dates. 


 “It is difficult to find time to implement practice based internal coaching…there are many competing initiatives from the 


district and teacher and paraprofessional contract restraints.” 


“TIME, Resources, and inability to free up staff during paid contractual day.” 


“With such a large group of teachers, and coaches that are also teachers, the time for coaching is challenging.” 


“There are lots of programs in our district. Our coach is trying hard to demonstrate that the goals are the same for the other 


programs and we can support each other.” 


“Our program is experiencing change as we expand, and trying to stay focused on important initiatives can be overwhelmed 


sometimes by administrative needed.” 


“Staff is having a difficult time buying in because of its similarities to PBIS, in which this school did significant work with a 


coach over the past few years.” 


“District’s contract negotiations with paraprofessionals has stalled. This has interfered with out plans to provide professional 


development.” 


 


 


 


 
“I feel there are so many components to the Pyramid Model and there is not enough time to get to everything. I would like 


more assistance with some of the areas we are not getting to. These would include including families in problem behaviors, 


PTR-YC, etc.” 


“Staff need time for planning and writing goals; no time in the daily schedule to thoroughly plan and prepare in depth.” 


“Our leadership team is small but effective. Time is the biggest challenge for all of us. There is never enough time to actually 


sit and plan and discuss thoughtfully other than the planned monthly meetings with our external coach…” 


“I believe the staff is overwhelmed with the student needs and lack of support by the administration.” 
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• Administrator and Budget Commitment: Commitment by district administration; addition to the 


district budget (“would not be possible without 298 grant”). 


• Resources to Support Internal Coaching: Funding for substitutes to free-up time for regularly schedule 


coaching; stipends and reserved time for internal coaches to work with teachers; release time for 


internal coaches to observe classrooms and meet with teachers. 


• Classroom Materials: Time to develop classroom materials to support social emotional learning; more 


prepared materials available; social emotional curriculum. 


 (c) Outcomes regarding progress toward short-term and long-term objectives that are necessary steps 


toward achieving the SiMR 


EVALUATION QUESTION 3a: Are teachers implementing EC-PBS through Pyramid strategies in their schools? 


(Findings in this section align with Intended Outcome D3.)  


KEY FINDING: Based on TPOT scores representing approximately one-quarter of implementing teachers, 


personnel are demonstrating implementation fidelity (80%) on many of the key practices and moving toward 


fidelity on this measure overall.  


As of this year, TPOT scores have been received for 68 teachers across 15 districts. TPOTs were reportedly 


conducted by “TPOT reliable raters” in all cases. Figure 13 on the following page shows average ratings in the 


14 Key Practices (comprised of 114 indicators in total across the practices) and overall. A score of 80% is 


considered implementation fidelity.  


As shown, these teachers were observed to be strongest in engaging in supportive conversations with children, 


transitions between activities, and providing directions. On average, teachers have the most room for growth 


in teaching behavior expectations, teaching social skills and emotional competencies, and teaching problem 


solving. Results are also consistent across cohorts, and indicate progress over time (i.e., higher scores, 


generally, for more experienced teachers). Finally, a review of individual teacher scores indicated the following 


percentages of teachers at fidelity (80%) on the overall TPOT: For Cohort 1, 54% of teachers reached fidelity; 


for Cohort 2, 40% of teachers reached fidelity; for Cohort 38% of teachers reached fidelity. 


It is important to note that TPOT use across participating districts remains modest. Data collected on the 


Pyramid Implementation Profile in March 2020 suggest that approximately 46% of teachers have received at 


least one TPOT since beginning the initiative. Specifically, among the estimated 242 teachers (of preschool 


classrooms), 112 have taken part in a TPOT. Additionally, among the 242 teachers, 54 have had a TPOT this 


year (or have one scheduled). TPOT use also varies by district. As discussed elsewhere in this report, persistent 


challenges related to building internal coach capacity and other time constraints are likely contributors to the 


modest use of the TPOT as a decision-making tool. 
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Figure 13. Aggregate TPOT Results Across the Key Practices and Overall (n=68 teachers) 


 
 


EVALUATION QUESTION 3b: Does the fidelity of classroom implementation improve over time? 


(Findings in this section align with Intended Outcome D3.)  


KEY FINDING: Comparable to last year’s findings, teacher self-ratings in key practices associated with Pyramid 


Model implementation from a modest proportion of teachers indicated confidence in their own growth 


toward fidelity over time. The reported gains were statistically significant.  


Currently, the availability of TPOT data being collected and shared at the state level (collected via observation 


and interview) are not sufficient to assess the fidelity of implementation over time using that measure. This 


year, TPOT scores from two points in time were available for 8 teachers. For this small group of teachers, 


overall scores averaged 82% on the first TPOT, and 89% on the second TPOT, indicating fidelity overall, and 


growth over time.  


The Pyramid Model Teacher Survey for Cohort 1 – 3 teachers included a self-rating of 11 areas associated with 


the TPOT Key Practices scale. Teachers used a scale from 0 to 5, where 5 indicated “implementation fidelity” to 


rate each skill area before the initiative, and now (January 2020). As shown in Table 8, teachers indicated 


confidence in their growth since they began the Pyramid Model Initiative. These results represent the 44 


teachers who responded to the survey (approximately 18% of total teachers working toward implementation 







56 | P a g e  


from these cohorts); they do not represent participating teachers more generally. The largest self-reported 


areas of growth were supporting family use of Pyramid Model practices, teaching children to express emotions, 


and teaching social skills and emotional competencies.  


Table 8. Teachers’ Self-Rating of Key Practices Before the Initiative and Now (n=44) 


 


*Reported gains in all key practice areas were statistically significant at p<.0001 based on paired sample t-tests. Effect sizes calculated 


using Cohen’s D ranged from .74 to 1.18, which is considered a large effect (i.e., educationally meaningful). 


On the Pyramid Model Teacher Survey, respondents also described some of their greatest successes 


implementing Pyramid Model strategies, which align with these findings.  


• Most teachers reported increased positive student behaviors as their “biggest success” in 


implementing Pyramid Model strategies in their classroom. Examples included children’s ability to 


learn more complex emotions, decreased challenging behaviors, and noticing students being more 


kind and patient with each other since introducing many of the strategies.  


• Teachers also described how specific Pyramid Model strategies have contributed to their “biggest 


success”. Examples included teaching behavior expectations, using visual supports, songs, positive role 


modeling/modeling supportive conversations, and positive praise for expected behaviors. 


With respect to challenges to implementation, teachers most often identified lack of time to implement 


Pyramid Model in the classroom (46%), and lack of time/availability for classroom based coaching (41%). These 


challenges are consistent with last year. Some teachers also indicated difficulty attending regional or local 


training opportunities (18%).  
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Finally, teachers described some of the additional supports they need to keep moving forward successfully. 


 
 


(d) Measurable improvements in the SiMR in relation to targets 


Evaluation Question 4a: To what extent do district and school personnel perceive benefits of implementing 


EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies for children? 


(Findings in this section align with Intended Outcome C1.)  


KEY FINDING: Many school and district personnel indicate that as a result of EC-PBS/Pyramid strategies, 


children are demonstrating improved social emotional competencies. A moderate proportion of personnel 


have also noticed academic benefits, and decreased rates of suspension and expulsion. This finding is 


consistent with last year, and perceived gains have increased over time.  


Leadership team members across Cohorts 1 through 3 were asked to rate the extent to which the Pyramid 


Model initiative has led to benefits for children and families. Figure 14 shows the percent of respondents that 


selected to a “moderate” or “great extent” among both groups.  


As shown, a large majority of respondents across cohorts (78% of Cohorts 1 and 2, 69% of Cohort 3) report 


that children are demonstrating improved social emotional competencies, the main goal of the SSIP. 


Compared to responses from Cohorts 1 and 2 last year, this is up from 65%. Across these cohorts, more than 


half of respondents also noted decreased rates of suspension (64%, 58%), as well as children making greater 


cognitive and academic progress (52%, 54%). Again, compared to last year, these percentages for Cohorts 1 


and 2 are up from 36%.  


All cohorts also believe that there have been benefits related to families – more than half believe that 


relationships with the school have been strengthened, and that families have gained new skills to support their 


children in social emotional development. Once again, these estimates have increased since last year for 


Cohorts 1 and 2. Taken together, these perceptions over time seem to suggest that more time engaged in this 


initiative translates to more widespread benefits for children.  


 


Time for Coaching and Collaboration 


“Classroom-based coaching and observations in other classrooms would be most helpful to keep moving forward successfully 
with implementation.” 


“Increased coach training opportunities for both teachers and paras.” 


“It has been difficult to do my role as classroom teacher and internal coach, not enough time in the day.” 


“It would be very helpful to have time to meet with the classroom paras to discuss/collaborate on the implementation of 
Pyramid Model strategies.” 


“Time built into our schedule to reinforce the social thinking lessons with activities and role modeling.” 


“More time to collaborate with colleagues about how each class is implementing Pyramid Model.” 


“I would love to observe other teachers in their classrooms in real time.” 


Resources to Support Implementation 


“Materials already prepped—ready to go! No more printing, laminating, cutting, etc.”  


“More funded supplies.” 


“Mental health support – counselors, social workers, for ongoing proactive therapies and also for triage.” 


“…all teachers get the TPOT workbook that the coaches get that truly describes what they are looking for when they observe.” 


 


 


vide quarterly progress meetings with parents; back to school night in September, four Positive Solutions training sessions with 
families; monthly Coffee and Conversation with parents; winter student performance; Listening Walk at the Zoo” 


“We are currently delivering Positive Solutions curriculum and area awaiting a training for the trainers to be scheduled.” 


“We invite families in for parenting workshops, we present PBS to families, we have family engagement literacy events with 
families.” 


-District Leadership Team Members 


- 
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Figure 14. Perceived Benefits of Pyramid Model Classrooms:  


Percent of Leadership Team Members Selecting to a “moderate” or “great extent” 


 
 


 


 


Evaluation Question 4b: Is the number of children in MA, aged 3-5, with disabilities, exiting from preschools 


with age-expected social emotional functioning increasing? 


(Note: Key Findings in this section align with Intended Outcome C2.)  


KEY FINDING: The statewide six-year trend in the percentage of preschool children with disabilities functioning 


within age expectations by the time they turned 6 or exited the program has increased modestly over time. 


The highest result was in FFY 2015. The percentage decreased slightly over the past year, while the 


proportional difference year-to-year was not found to be significant. 


The State Identified Measurable Result (SiMR) for the MA SSIP is the improvement of social emotional 


outcomes for young children with disabilities, aged 3-5. The first way in which MA DESE is measuring 


achievement of the SiMR is by assessing over time the percent of preschool children functioning within age 


expectations in positive social-emotional skills by the time they turn 6 years of age or exit the program. These 


data are collected via the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process designed by the Early Childhood Outcomes 


TEACHER VOICES 
BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATION… 


“Children are better able to recognize and understand emotions of self and others. Children work harder to earn rewards 


for positive behaviors.” 


“[Students are] better able to express feelings appropriately.” 


“Students’ relationships have benefitted the most because they are learning quality skills and understand the classroom 


expectations.” 


“Receptiveness to use ‘break space’ when needed. Understanding that mistakes make us better learners. Students assisting 


others with challenges and a feeling of inclusiveness in the classroom.” 


“My pre-kindergarten students have really begun to create an inclusive, and kind environment for each other.” 


“The greatest benefits of participation for children has been that they are being explicitly taught and given time to practice 


and be reinforced for using effective behavioral strategies in the areas of social skills and positive self-regulation.” 


“The way the students can express their own feelings and try to solve problems using different strategies.” 


“Children are more independent.” 
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Center as a way for states to summarize data on children’s movement toward age expectations in specific 


outcome areas. The full Child Outcomes statewide dataset for FFY 2018 included 133 districts, with data for 


1,045 individual children. There was a range of 1 to 64 children per district. It is worth noting that the number 


of usable records for FFY 2018 represents a 61% increase over last year. As shown in Table 9, the state’s SiMR 


(for Outcome A, Summary Statement 2) decreased slightly over the past year from 47% in FFY 2017 to 46.02% 


in FFY 2018. However, the proportional year-to-year difference was not found to be statistically significant. The 


analysis of proportional difference is based on the overall results on the measure and the number of students 


represented in the calculation each year. 


Table 9. SPP Indicator 7 Data: Summary Statement 2 (Statewide) 


 
Note: Summary Statement 2 is calculated by: # 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.  


 
Evaluation Question 4c: Is the number of children in MA, aged 3-5, with disabilities, exiting from preschool with 


greater than expected growth in their social emotional functioning increasing? 


KEY FINDING: The statewide six-year trend for the percentage of students with disabilities who substantially 


increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 or exited the program has shown some year-to-year 


fluctuations. However, results over the past two years have been comparable to FFY 2013 (original baseline) 


and have remained essentially unchanged from FFY 2017 to 2018.  


The second way MA DESE is measuring achievement of the SiMR is by assessing over time the percent of 


preschool children who entered the preschool program below age expectations in positive social emotional 


skills who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the 


program, as measured by the Child Outcomes Summary. As shown in Table 10, the percentage decreased by 


less than one percentage point from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018, from 85.61 to 85.17%.  


Table 10. SPP Indicator 7 Data: Summary Statement 1 (Statewide) 


 
Note: Summary Statement 1 is calculated by: # 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. 
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KEY FINDING: In FFY 2018, children with IEPs in Pyramid Model districts, as a subset of the statewide Child 


Outcomes dataset, performed at or above statewide averages on Child Outcomes across two outcome areas: 


Social-Emotional Skills (including Social Relationships), and Actions to Meet Needs across both Summary 


Statements. 


As of FFY 2016, Pyramid Model districts have been required to submit Child Outcome data collect via the COS 


Process annually. This is a change from prior years when Pyramid Model districts, like all other districts in the 


state, followed a cohort cycle of reporting every four years according to Massachusetts’ OSEP approved 


sampling plan. The objective of the shift was to begin monitoring progress and trends in child outcomes for 


these districts specifically, in addition to monitoring statewide progress on Indicator 7A. It is important to note 


that this information will not be sufficient to examine the impact of SSIP activities on student outcomes but is 


instead intended as a form of progress monitoring within the districts directly receiving Pyramid Model 


training and supports. With this plan in place, a partial set of data have been collected from SSIP districts over 


the past three years. For FFY 2016, 83 usable student records were received from 12 Cohort 1 districts. For FFY 


2017, 172 usable records were received from 16 Cohort 1 and 2 districts. For FFY 2018, 384 usable records 


were received from 20 Cohort 1 – 3 districts. To date, there are insufficient data to assess trends over time for 


these districts, given the small number of matched districts year-to-year, and the relatively small number of 


children represented within many of the district datasets.  


In Figure 15 below, aggregate Pyramid Model district results are shown in relation to overall statewide results 


to serve as a frame of reference. These districts make up 34% of the statewide dataset for FFY 2018. As shown 


in Figure 15, the percentage of children with IEPs ages 3-5 in Pyramid Model districts who substantially 


increased their rate of growth (Summary Statement 1) was higher in each of the three OSEP outcome areas, in 


relation to overall statewide averages. The percent of children functioning within age expectations by the time 


they exited the program (Summary Statement 2) was comparable or above statewide averages for Social-


Emotional Skills (including Social Relationships) and Actions to Meet Needs; results were slightly lower for 


Knowledge and Skills.  


Figure 15. Statewide and Pyramid Model FFY 2018 Results across Child Outcomes 


 
 


 


 


 







61 | P a g e  


(e)   Evaluation Summary and Considerations Going Forward 


Evaluation findings continue to show the full range of planned MA SSIP activities being carried out according to 


the state’s plan, and in alignment to the MA SSIP Theory of Action. This includes broad statewide infrastructure 


initiatives across agencies, and within MA ECSE to support preschool children with disabilities. Data suggest 


that these systems are expanding annually, and greater coordination across agencies via combined efforts by 


project partners, stakeholders, and the SLT, is being achieved. In particular, MA DESE and MA EEC continue to 


streamline efforts to promote and support EC-PBS/Pyramid Strategies across school district and ECE program 


settings, with some early efforts toward building community-wide sites in three locations.  


FFY 2018 findings also suggest progress within the Pyramid Model school districts as aligned with the EC-BoQ, 


as a measure of program-wide implementation. While progress has been made, the greatest areas for growth 


continue to be Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes (using data), and Family Engagement. On the whole, 


school district leadership teams are working with their external coaches to strengthen implementation within-


district, and to expand to additional schools and classrooms. As in prior years, the number of participating 


schools and classrooms has increased. Results on classroom-level fidelity measures from a sample of teachers 


point to progress toward fidelity of implementation in the classroom, for these individuals.  


With respect to benefits for children, project stakeholders continue to report that time spent in Pyramid 


Model classrooms has contributed to greater social emotional development, stronger academic potential, and 


reduced rates of suspension. Additionally, a sample of children with IEPs across 20 Pyramid Model districts, 


when viewed in the context of overall statewide results, are showing relative levels of performance beyond the 


larger statewide group. Larger datasets and results over time will help better identify trends in these data. 


Based on the evaluation, below are several ideas for stakeholder consideration.   


Implementation Roadmap: To continue to build on the foundation being established, creating guidelines or 


roadmaps, within the context of an Implementation Science framework, would be useful to help advance 


districts closer to “full implementation”. The objective would be to operationalize the vision for where districts 


need to be, before they can consider sustainability. The roadmap would help set a path and suggested 


timeline, including plans for external coaches’ gradual release of responsibility (fade-out). 


Planning to Sustain Pyramid Model Implementation: Evaluation findings suggest that districts need additional 


information about how to plan for sustaining the Pyramid Model, beyond full implementation and the eventual 


fade-out of support from an external coach. Relatedly, as external coaches work with districts to address plans, 


they too would benefit from common guidelines on what the process may “look like” for districts (i.e., 


timelines, readiness checklists/action plans, specific strategies), as well as ideas from other states that have 


done so effectively. 


Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes: Building upon work underway this past year, additional guidelines 


and supports for districts related to using the data sources identified as part of the Pyramid Model 


implementation and decision-making system (i.e., EC-BoQ, TPOT, BIRs, Child Outcomes) will be important.  
Internal Coaching: District capacity for internal coaching continues to present a challenge. Stakeholders have 


shared some of the specific realities they face, including competing priorities and lack of time and resources for 


the role. Continued focus on alternative solutions, such as PBC in a Group, the Internal Coach Community of 


Practice, and perhaps building internal coach teams, will be important going forward. 
Implementation Fidelity: Relatedly, this year’s data suggest that TPOTs are being used to a modest extent, and 


in some districts, not at all. Increased use of the TPOT is warranted to continue to move teachers toward 


fidelity. Recognizing that EC-PBS Pyramid Model implementation is district-driven, project leaders should also 


consider conveying a stronger message to leadership teams about the recommended frequency and use of 


TPOTs for local PD planning and coaching activities.    
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F. Plans for Next Year 


1.  Additional Activities to be Implemented Next Year (with timeline) 


After a thorough review of the current implementation data, MA DESE has identified a number of strengths 


and areas for continued growth which will drive the activities for next year (see Table 11 for timelines). 


Adjustments to data collection, use, and reporting are also planned. Each of these areas is described below. 


(a) Activities that will be continued with little or minor adjustments: 


• Actively engage with state and district stakeholders  


• Strengthen state infrastructure, including intra- and inter-agency collaboration 


• Build capacity of external coaches and support their work with district leadership teams and staff 


• Encourage additional family engagement and evaluation of Positive Solutions  


• Provide individualized training for teachers and coaches regionally or in districts 


• Continue to provide discretionary grant funds to support costs associates with training and 


implementation, including stipends, substitutes, supplies, and materials 


• Continue MA DESE visits to sites to each implementing school at least once per year, and more 


frequently as needed 


(b) Activities that address areas for continued growth: 


MA DESE is committed to supporting schools and districts to provide equal access and high-quality early 


childhood special education for children with disabilities. MA DESE and its partners will continue to analyze the 


infrastructure and available resources for most effectively expanding and sustaining the EC-PBS/Pyramid 


foundation that has been established. This includes supporting the ongoing scale up and work toward fidelity 


to new schools within implementing districts, as well as assessing the extent to which resources allow for new 


districts to begin training and coaching activities toward adopting the model. In all cases, the focus will remain 


on moving toward implementation fidelity and sustainability where implementation is underway. After an 


analysis of the data provided by the external evaluator, MA DESE, along with stakeholders, will commit to the 


following areas of focus moving forward by:  


1. Committing to professional development and coaching supports to promote implementation fidelity in 


schools and districts, which includes increased use of TPOT and continued focus on building capacity 


for internal coaching.  


2. Supporting initiatives to address significant disproportionality in the identification, placement and 


removals of children of color, implicit bias and ensure equitable access, including: 


a. Providing districts with online data collection tools to analyze Behavior Incident Reports (BIRs) 


for district personnel to analyze both corrections and praise for children 


b. Launching the Pyramid Equity Project in Massachusetts to support district personnel to 


identify and address implicit bias. 


3. Expanding opportunities for authentic family engagement. 


4. Supporting Leadership Teams to use data and plan for sustainability by: 


a. Creating data-based Action Plans based on the analysis and synthesize of data, including BIR, 


BoQ, indicator 7, and TPOT data 


b. Supporting Practice-Based Coaching 


c. Building capacity for supporting challenging behaviors and writing effective behavior 


intervention plans 


d. Promoting acquisition of early literacy and numeracy skills 
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(c) Data Collection, Use, and Reporting 


• Support increased data reporting and analysis of Child Outcomes data collected via the COS process by 


providing additional training for COS collection, data-based decision making, and using COS data. 


• Continue to increase training for data-based decision making (state, district, classroom, and child level) 


using COS data and other local level district data 


• Continue to review statewide evaluation data collection tools to ensure data utility; refine as needed, 


and continue alignment with MA EEC Pyramid Model initiatives for assessing statewide progress 


• Continue to build in processes for stakeholder review and processing of data for decision-making 


• Continue to reinforce and streamline systems for data collection for the SSIP evaluation  


• Continue state-level guidance for reporting de-identified TPOT data; support districts to increase 


reporting rates 


Table 11. SSIP Implementation: February 2020 – Spring 2021 


Date Activities Audience 


Ongoing and Continuing Communication with Pyramid Model 


Consortium staff 


N/A 


Ongoing and Continuing Monthly External Coach Logs completed as 


monthly to document substantive contacts 


with districts  


N/A 


Ongoing and Continuing Site visits by MA DESE staff to participating 


districts, including intensive support for 


Indicator 7 data collection  


District leadership teams, external coaches, 


teachers 


Ongoing and Continuing Monthly Professional Learning Community 


(PLC) meetings 


External coaches 


Ongoing and Continuing State-level Leadership Team Meetings MA DESE, MA EEC, and MA DPH staff 


May/June Regional Leadership Team Meetings District leadership teams and external 


coaches 


Spring 2020 Targeted Inclusion Strategy Events  Upon request – teachers, internal coaches, 


behavior specialists, and external coaches 


3/23 – 3/24/20 


 


TPOT (Teacher Pyramid Observation Tool) 


Training  


Internal coaches and external coaches  


5/5/20 Linking Social-Emotional and Early Literacy  Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


5/6/20 Positive Solutions for Families  Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


6/2/20 Prevent, Teach, Reinforce – Young Children 


(PTR-YC) 


Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


Ongoing and Continuing Coaches’ Community of Practice: 


• in-depth data-based decision 


making (using indicator 7) 


• fidelity measures 


• integration of literacy and numeracy 


instruction 


• support for family engagement 


External coaches 


Ongoing and Continuing Positive Solutions train-the-trainer w/MA EEC 


and FCSN 


Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


Monthly Coaches’ Community of Practice - PBC Internal coaches 
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Date Activities Audience 


FY 2021   


Summer-Monthly Trauma Informed Care – Family Engagement Monthly Peer Learning Group  


Summer/Early Fall 


 


New staff “ramp up”  District leadership teams, internal coaches, 


and teachers 


Monthly Coaches’ Community of Practice Internal coaches  


Fall Beginning of the Year Leadership Meeting, to 


include: 


• BoQ  


• implementation planning 


• data-based decision making 


• support for family engagement  


• Behavior Incident Reports – 


Equity/Disproportionality data 


District leadership teams and external 


coaches 


 


Summer/Fall Practices Training  Teachers, paraprofessionals, other staff 


Fall Embedding Equity Guide into Practice Based 


Coaching  


Internal coaches and external coaches 


 Positive Solutions Train-the-trainer Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


 TPOT (Teacher Pyramid Observation Tool) 


Training  


Internal coaches and external coaches 


 Prevent Teach, Reinforce – Young Children 


(PTR-YC) 


Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


 Practice Based Coaching (PBC) Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


Fall/Winter Practice Based Coaching in a Group Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


Winter/Spring Practices Training  Teachers, paraprofessionals, other staff 


 Positive Solutions Train-the-trainer Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


 TPOT (Teacher Pyramid Observation Tool) 


Training  


Internal coaches and external coaches 


 Prevent Teach, Reinforce – Young Children 


(PTR-YC) 


Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


 Prevent Teach, Reinforce – Families (PTR-F) Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


 TPITOS External coaches, internal coaches 


 Linking Social-Emotional and Early Literacy  Teachers, internal coaches, behavior 


specialists, and external coaches 


 Regional Leadership Team Meetings District leadership teams and external 


coaches 
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2.  Planned Evaluation Activities Including Data Collection, Measures, Expected 


Outcomes  


The evaluation approach for the coming year will be consistent with the plan presented in Section C of this 


report. In the coming year, MA DESE will continue to collaborate with stakeholders to monitor and refine this 


plan including the key questions, intended outcomes, and data collection processes. In particular, the external 


evaluator will work with MA DESE, project partners, and key stakeholders to identify indicators, data sources, 


and data collection processes for assessing child outcomes associated with the EC-PBS Pyramid/strategies 


initiative.  


In coordination with the external evaluator, MA DESE will continue to fine-tune data collection tools and 


procedures to ensure high response rates, and a continued focus on valid and reliable data across all 


measures. The IDC Framework for High-Quality Data, as referenced in Section D, will continue to serve as a 


guide. MA DESE will continue to review all data as they become available to continue its cycle of inquiry for 


continuous improvement. Table 12 shows the evaluation plan for the coming year including key questions and 


an abbreviated list of intended outcomes, as well as data sources and timelines. 


Table 12. SSIP Evaluation Plan: March 2020 – February 2021 


Evaluation Questions Intended Outcomes Data Sources 
Anticipated 


Timeline 


State Level Infrastructure    


EQ1a 


In what ways is MA DESE using the SSIP, 


including statewide implementation of 


EC-PBS through Pyramid strategies, to 


build state-level capacity to support 


improved social emotional outcomes 


for young children with disabilities? 


S1. Short Term and Intermediate 


In order to build state capacity, MA DESE will… 


a. Provide statewide and regional training 


on PBS through Pyramid strategies  


b. leverage the cadre of PBS external 


coaches to support districts and 


communities;  


c. collaborate with community and social 


services agencies to provide additional 


training and support to families. 


• Extant project 


documents 


• Statewide 


training and 


meeting data, 


feedback forms  


• External Coach 


Log; External 


Coach Survey 


• All ongoing 


throughout 


the year 


 


 


 


• Fall 2020 


EQ1b 


To what extent is implementation of EC-


PBS through Pyramid strategies in MA 


integrated with other early childhood 


and/or MA DESE initiatives at the 


community/local and state levels? 


S2. Intermediate 


MA DESE will… 


a. engage in ongoing collaboration with 


colleagues in Part C and K-12 PBIS 


initiatives  


b. engage in ongoing collaboration to 


continue to promote local level 


integration of PBS. 


• Extant project 


documents 


 


• Ongoing 


EQ1c  


To what extent is MA DESE making the 


intended improvements to the 


workforce development structure as 


identified through the evaluation and 


outlined in its annual reports? 


S3. Short Term and Intermediate 


(In 2020-21) MA DESE will…  


a. Provide training and build skills related 


to implicit bias, equity  


b. Build capacity to use data, especially 


child level outcome data 


 


• Extant project 


documents 


• Statewide 


training data 


• Mid-Year 


Leadership 


Survey 


• Ongoing 


 


 


 


• December 


2020 
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Evaluation Questions Intended Outcomes Data Sources 
Anticipated 


Timeline 


Program/District Infrastructure    


EQ2a 


Is the state-level plan resulting in the 


number of districts, schools, and 


classrooms participating in PBS through 


Pyramid strategies growing over time? 


S4. Long Term 


MA DESE will provide adequate training and 


support in EC-PBS/Pyramid Model strategies so 


that participating districts build capacity to 


expand implementation.  


• EC-PBS/Pyramid 


Implementation 


Profile  


• Mid-Year 


Leadership 


Survey 


• February 


2021 


 


• December 


2020 


EQ2b 


To what extent are districts developing 


systems to support and sustain 


program-wide EC-PBS through Pyramid 


strategies?  


D2. Intermediate 


The participating districts have established a 


system-wide approach to implementing and 


sustaining PBS/Pyramid strategies as aligned 


with the EC-BoQ  


• EC-BoQ v2.0 


assessments 


• Mid-year 


Leadership 


Team Survey 


• Fall and 


spring 


• December 


2020 


Classroom Level    


EQ3a 


To what extent are teachers 


implementing EC-PBS through Pyramid 


strategies in their classrooms?  


D3. Intermediate 


Teachers will be able to implement PBS through 


Pyramid strategies with fidelity to improve the 


social/emotional development of young 


children with disabilities. 


• Mid-year 


Leadership 


Team Survey 


• Pyramid Model 


Teacher Survey 


• TPOT results 


• December 


2020 


EQ3b 


Does the fidelity of classroom 


implementation improve over time? 


D4. Long Term 


Teachers will demonstrate improved 


implementation fidelity over time. 


Same as above • February 


2021 


Student Level    


EQ4a  


To what extent do district and school 


personnel perceive benefits of 


implementing EC-PBS/Pyramid 


strategies for children?  


C1. Long Term 


Students of teachers implementing EC-


PBS/Pyramid strategies will demonstrate 


improved social/emotional competencies and 


other academic benefits. 


• Mid-year 


Leadership 


Team Survey 


• Pyramid Model 


Teacher Survey 


• December 


2020 


EQ4b 


Is the number of children in MA, aged 


3-5, with disabilities, exiting from 


preschool with age-expected social 


emotional functioning increasing? 


C2. Long Term 


Children with disabilities, aged 3-5, will exit 


preschool with social/emotional competencies 


that will allow them to access and participate in 


the general curriculum and in all aspects of the 


school. 


• Indicator 7 data 


- Child 


Outcomes 


Summary (COS): 


Summary 


Statement 2  


• Annually in 


spring 


EQ4c 


Is the number of children in MA, aged 


3-5, with disabilities, exiting from 


preschool with greater than expected 


growth in their social emotional 


functioning increasing? 


C2. Long Term 


Children with disabilities, aged 3-5, will exit 


preschool with social/emotional competencies 


that will allow them to access and participate in 


the general curriculum and in all aspects of the 


school. 


• Indicator 7 data 


- Child 


Outcomes 


Summary (COS): 


Summary 


Statement 1 


 


Annually in 


spring 


 


 


 







67 | P a g e  


3.  Anticipated Barriers and Solutions 


MA DESE has planned for the following contingencies in implementing the next steps of the MA SSIP, shown in 


Table 13. 


Table 13. Anticipated Barriers and Solutions  


Anticipated Barrier Solution 


Greater requests from districts to join the 


cohort than current state infrastructure 


can accommodate. 


1. Create model districts and support leadership teams to become mentors  


2. Through support of national TA centers, train highly effective external coaches 


to build “in-state” experts. 


Attrition of trained local staff (ongoing 


concern). 


1. Provide new staff “ramp up” training and support at the beginning of the 


school year.  


2. Provide Massachusetts educators with access to the ePyramid Modules 


through its Learning Management System in the coming year will help 


address training needs.  


State model does not adequately account 


for diverse local level needs. 


1. Stakeholders engage in continuous feedback loop and data analysis to 


address diverse community needs and provide responsive, individualized 


supports for district staff and families.  


 


External coaches and local staff are not 


using COS data and other child level 


outcomes data to make meaningful 


decisions and integrating IEP goals 


1. MA DESE is working with Early Childhood Technical Assistance center (ECTA) 


and PMC to increase training and build capacity for external coaches; coaches 


will then become trainers for SSIP districts. 


2. MA DESE is in process of hiring vendor to develop statewide guidance 


documents, online resources, including modules, related to COS and other 


child level data. 


 


4.  State’s Need for Additional Support/TA  


MA DESE relies on the technical assistance and support from OSEP directly and from OSEP-funded TA centers, 


including, the IDEA Data Center (IDC), the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), the Early 


Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA). MA DESE participated in a variety of individualized, targeted, 


and universal TA, most notably, support from the IDC to reset targets for Indicator 7.  


MA DESE has been accepted for an intensive TA opportunity with the National Center for Pyramid Model 


Innovations (NCPMI) to build internal state expertise in the Pyramid model and engage in high leverage 


coaching activities. Further support beyond what has been provided is not needed. 
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APPENDIX 


 


• Early Childhood Program-Wide PBS Benchmarks of Quality (version 2.0) 


Critical Elements and Quality Indicators 


• Massachusetts Early Childhood Special Education – EC-PBS eNewsletter, 


June 2019 (evaluation edition) 
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EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM-WIDE BENCHMARKS OF QUALITY 
CRITICAL ELEMENTS AND QUALITY INDICATORS 


Adapted from: Early Childhood Program-Wide PBS Benchmarks of Quality, version 2.0, Lise Fox,  
Mary Louise Hemmeter, Susan Jack, and Denise Perez Binder (2017) 


ESTABLISH LEADERSHIP TEAM 


1. Team has broad representation that includes at a minimum a teacher, administrator, a member who will provide 


coaching to teachers, a member with expertise in behavior support and a family member. Other team members 


might include a teaching assistant, related service specialists, a community member, and other program 


personnel. 


2. Team has administrative support. Administrator attends meetings and trainings, is active in problem-solving to 


ensure the success of the initiative, and is visibly supportive of the adoption of the model. 


3. Team has regular meetings. Team meetings are scheduled at least 1x per month for a minimum of 1 hour. Team 


member attendance is consistent. 


4. Team has established a clear mission/purpose. The team purpose or mission statement is written. Team 


members are able to clearly communicate the purpose of the leadership team. 


5. Program has a child discipline policy statement that includes the promotion of social and emotional skills, use of 


positive guidance and prevention approaches, and eliminates the use of suspension and expulsion. 


6. Team develops an implementation plan that includes all critical elements. A written implementation plan guides 


the work of the team. The team reviews the plan and updates their progress at each meeting. Action steps are 


identified to ensure achievement of the goals. 


7. Team reviews and revises the plan at least annually. 


STAFF BUY-IN 


8. A staff poll is conducted in which at least 80% of staff indicate they are aware of and supportive of the need for a 


program wide effort for (a)addressing children’s social emotional competence and challenging behavior, (b) 


using culturally responsive practices, and (c) addressing implicit bias. 


9. Staff input and feedback is obtained throughout the process – coffee break with the director, focus group, 


suggestion box. Leadership team provides update on the process and data on the outcomes to program staff on 


a regular basis. 


FAMILY ENGAGEMENT 


10. Family input is solicited as part of the planning and decision-making process. Families are informed of the 


initiative and asked to provide feedback on program- wide adoption and mechanisms for promoting family 


involvement in the initiative (e.g., suggestions box, focus group). 


11. There are multiple mechanisms for sharing the program wide plan with families including narrative documents, 


conferences, and parent meetings to ensure that all families are informed of the initiative. 


12. Family involvement in the initiative is supported through a variety of mechanisms including home teaching 


suggestions, information on supporting social development, and the outcomes of the initiative. Information is 


shared through a variety of formats (e.g., meetings, home visit discussions, newsletters in multiple languages, 


open house, websites, family friendly handouts, workshops, rollout events, access to staff with bilingual 


capacity). 


13. Families are involved in planning for individual children in a meaningful and proactive way. Families are 


encouraged to team with program staff in the development of individualized plans of support for children 


including the development of strategies that may be used in the home and community. 
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PROGRAM-WIDE EXPECTATIONS 


14. 2-5 positively stated program-wide expectations are developed. 


15. Expectations are written in a way that applies to both children and staff. When expectations are discussed, the 


application of expectations to program staff and children is acknowledged. 


16. Expectations are developmentally appropriate and linked to concrete rules for behavior within activities or 


settings. 


17. Program staff and families are involved in the identification of the program-wide expectations that address 


needs, cultural norms and values of the program and community 


18. Expectations are shared with families and staff assist families in the translation of the expectations to rules in the 


home. 


19. Expectations are posted in classrooms and in common areas in ways that are meaningful to children, staff and 


families. 


20. Strategies for acknowledging children’s use of the expectations are developmentally appropriate and used by all 


program staff including administrative and support staff (e.g., clerical, bus drivers, kitchen staff). 


PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND STAFF SUPPORT PLAN 


21. A plan for providing ongoing support, training, and coaching in each classroom on the Pyramid Model including 


culturally responsive practices and implicit bias is developed and implemented. 


22. Practice-based coaching is used to assist classroom staff with implementing the Pyramid Model practices to 


fidelity. 


23. Staff responsible for facilitating behavior support processes are identified and trained. 


24. A needs assessment and/or observation tool is used to determine training needs on Pyramid Model practices. 


25. All teachers have an individualized professional development or action plan related to implementing Pyramid 


Model and culturally responsive practices with fidelity 


26. A process for training new staff in Pyramid Model and culturally responsive practices is developed. 


27. Incentives and strategies for acknowledging staff effort in the implementation of Pyramid Model practices are 


implemented. 


PROCEDURES FOR RESPONDING TO CHALLENGING BEHAVIOR 


28. Teachers have received training related to potential bias when responding to behavior challenges and have 


strategies to reflect on their responses to individual children 


29. Program staff respond to children’s problem behavior appropriately using evidence- based approaches that are 


positive, sensitive to family values, culture and home language, and provide the child with guidance about the 


desired appropriate behavior and program-wide expectations. 


30. A process for responding to crisis situations related to problem behavior is developed. Teachers can identify how 


to request assistance when needed. A plan for addressing the child’s individual behavior support needs is 


initiated following requests for crisis assistance. 


31. Teachers have opportunities to problem solve with colleagues and family members around problem behavior. 


Teachers are encouraged to gain support in developing ideas for addressing problem behavior within the 


classroom (e.g., peer-support, classroom mentor meeting, brainstorming session). 


32. A team-based process for addressing individual children with persistent challenging behavior is developed. 


Teachers can identify the steps for initiating the team-based process including fostering the participation of the 


family in the process. 


33. An individual or individuals with behavioral expertise are identified for coaching staff and families throughout 


the process of developing and implementing individualized intensive interventions for children in need of 


behavior support plans. 


34. Strategies for partnering with families when there are problem behavior concerns are identified. Teachers have 


strategies for initiating parent contact and partnering with the family to develop strategies to promote 


appropriate behavior. 
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MONITORING IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES 


35. Data are collected, summarized with visual displays, and reviewed by the leadership team on a regular basis. 


36. The program leadership team monitors implementation fidelity of the components of program-wide 


implementation and uses data for decision making about their implementation goals. 


37. The program measures implementation fidelity of the use of Pyramid Model practices by classroom teachers and 


uses data on implementation fidelity to make decisions about professional development and coaching support. 


38. The program collects data on behavior incidents and program actions in response to behavior and uses those 


data to address child and teacher support needs. 


39. Behavior incident and monthly program action data are analyzed on a regular basis to identify potential issues 


related to disciplinary action bias. 


40. Program-level data are summarized and shared with program staff and families on a regular basis. 


41. Data are used for ongoing monitoring, problem solving, ensuring child response to intervention, and program 


improvement. 
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 Submission 


Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet. 


SPP/APR  Data  


1) Valid and Reliable Data – Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when 
appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained). 


Part  B  
618 Data  


1) Timely – A State will receive one point if it submits all EDFacts files or the entire EMAPS survey associated 
with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table 
below). 


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


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


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


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


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


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


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


Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort 
Reduction and Coordinated Early 
Intervening Services 


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in May 


2) Complete Data – A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets, 
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as 
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey 
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment 
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies. 


3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related 
to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally 
consistent within a data collection. 
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FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


3B 
3C 
4A 
4B 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points - If the 
FFY 2018 APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


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


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/LRE 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


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


Total N/A in 618 Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 
Total N/A in APR 


Base 
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 19

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              0]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 2

		618Total3: 2

		618Total4: 2

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 2

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 19.42857138

		State List: [Massachusetts]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 24

		B618GrandTotal: 19.428571

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 43.428571

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 17

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9047618958333333

		IndicatorScore0: 90.47618958333334

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

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


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


88.33 Meets Requirements 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 22 91.67 


Compliance 20 17 85 


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 


92 2 


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


91 2 


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


43 2 


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


88 1 


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


48 2 


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


90 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


92 2 


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


91 2 


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


57 2 


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


91 1 


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


42 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 15 1 


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


75 1 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator2 Performance
(%)  


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2017 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and 
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to 
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
specified requirements. 


0 Yes 2 


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


0 N/A 2 


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


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 91.69 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


82.93 Yes 1 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 96.99 Yes 2 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 90.48  1 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 93.86  1 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 100  2 


Longstanding Noncompliance   2 


Special Conditions None   


Uncorrected identified noncompliance None   


 


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


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


2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 
https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303 



https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303
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400 MARYLAND AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON DC 20202-2600 


www.ed.gov 


The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by  


fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access. 


 


 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Jeffrey C. Riley 


Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education 


Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 


75 Pleasant Street 


Malden, Massachussetts 02148 


Dear Commissioner Riley: 


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 Massachussetts meets the requirements and purposes of Part B 


of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and information, 


including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance 


Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available information. 


Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s “2020 Part B 


Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for 


each State and consists of:  


(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on Compliance Indicators and other 


compliance factors;  


(2) a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements; 


(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


(5) the State’s Determination.  


The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made 


Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020: 


Part B” (HTDMD). 


The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and 


compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014, 


2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria are 


set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B 


determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:  
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(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;  


(2) the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently administered (school 


year 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);  


(3) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and  


(4) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.  


You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data 


by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at 


https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in 


Indicators 1 through 16, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is 


required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:  


(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP 


Response” section of the indicator; and  


(2) any other actions that the State is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section 


of the indicator.  


It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include 


language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.  


You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:  


(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;  


(2) the HTDMD document;  


(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the 


State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and 


(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section 


618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and 


“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.  


As noted above, the State’s 2020 determination is Meets Requirements. A State’s 2020 RDA 


Determination is Meets Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%, unless the 


Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three 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 
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the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after 


the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:  


(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;  


(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs 


intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA;  


(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and  


(4) inform each LEA of its determination.  


Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s 


website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:  


(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State 


attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act 


of 1973; and  


(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website. 


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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HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


2 


INTRODUCTION 
In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and 
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State, 
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide 
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year 
(SY) 2018–2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped 
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma1; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY) 
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and 
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award 
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description 
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven 
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.  


The RDA Matrix consists of:  


1. a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other 
compliance factors; 


2. a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements; 


3. a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


5. the State’s Determination.  


The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections: 


A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 


B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix 


C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 


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


exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma These students meet the same standards for graduation as 
those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school 
diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State 
standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement 
standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA.  A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a 
diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.” 
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A. 2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX  
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the 
following data: 


1. The State’s FFY 2018 data for Part B Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 (including 
whether the State reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether the State 
demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017 under 
such indicators;  


2. The timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the 
IDEA;  


3. The State’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State 
complaint and due process hearing decisions; 


4. Longstanding Noncompliance:  


The Department considered: 


a. Whether the Department imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part 
B grant award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination, and the number of years for which the State’s Part B grant award has 
been subject to Specific or Special Conditions; and 


b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by 
either the Department or the State that the State has not yet corrected.  


Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 
The Compliance Matrix indicates a score of 0, 1, or 2, for each of the compliance indicators in item one 
above and for each of the additional factors listed in items two through four above. Using the cumulative 
possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the actual points the State 
received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, which is 
combined with the Results Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and Determination.  
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Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for each 
of Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 : 


• Two points, if either: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
95%  compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 5% 
compliance) ; or 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
90% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 10% 
compliance); and the State identified one or more findings of noncompliance in FFY 
2017 for the indicator, and has demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance 
identified in FFY 2017 for the indicator. Such full correction is indicated in the matrix 
with a “Yes” in the “Full Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017” 
column.


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at 
least 75% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 25% compliance), 
and the State did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.  


• Zero points, under any of the following circumstances: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator reflect less than 75% compliance (or, for 
Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect greater than 25% compliance); or 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were not valid and reliable;  or 


o The State did not report FFY 2018 data for the indicator.


 
2  A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not applicable to that 


particular State. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.  
3  In determining whether a State has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from 


94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether a State has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department will 
round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether a State has met the 75% compliance criterion for these 
indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 5% 
compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining whether 
a State has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher) to 10%. In 
addition, in determining whether a State has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 
25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for: (1) the 
timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the State’s FFY 2018 data, reported 
under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing decisions. 


4  For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%. 
5  A “No” in that column denotes that the State has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the 


State has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the State did not identify any 
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator. 


6  If a State’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with a 
corresponding score of 0. The explanation of why the State’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool. 


7  If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the State), the matrix so indicates 
in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.  
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Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for 
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data8:  


• Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects less than 75% compliance. 


Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and  
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for 
timely State complaint decisions and for timely due process hearing decisions, as reported by the State 
under section 618 of the IDEA:  


• Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance. 


• Not Applicable (N/A), if the State’s data reflect less than 100% compliance, and there were fewer 
than ten State complaint decisions or ten due process hearing decisions.  


Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance  
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific 
Conditions) 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for the 
Longstanding Noncompliance component:  


• Two points, if the State has: 


o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in FFY 2016 or 
earlier; and  


o No Specific Conditions on its FFY 2019 grant award that are in effect at the time of the 
2020 determination. 


 
8  OSEP used the Part B Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data Rubric to award points to States based on the timeliness and accuracy of 


their sections 616 and 618 data. A copy of the rubric is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool. On page two of the rubric, entitled “APR and 618-Timely and Accurate State Reported Data,” States are given one 
point for each indicator with valid and reliable data and five points for SPP/APRs that were submitted timely. The total points for valid and 
reliable SPP/APR data and timely SPP/APR submission are added together to form the APR Grand Total. On page three of the rubric, the 
State’s section 618 data is scored based on information provided to OSEP on section 618 data timeliness, completeness, and edit checks 
from EDFacts. The percentage of Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data is calculated by adding the 618 Data Grand Total to the APR 
Grand Total and dividing this sum by the total number of points available for the entire rubric. This percentage is inserted into the 
Compliance Matrix. 
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• One point, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the State has not yet demonstrated 
correction (see the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool for specific information regarding these remaining findings of 
noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 Part B grant 
award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.  


• Zero points, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the State has not yet demonstrated correction (see the 
OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool for 
specific information regarding these remaining findings of noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three 
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are 
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX  
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the 
following data:  


1. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;  


2. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments; 


3. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD scoring at basic  or above on the NAEP; 


4. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;  


5. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;  


6. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;  


7. The percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out; and 


8. The percentage of CWD exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma. 


The Results Elements for participation in regular Statewide assessments and participation and 
performance on the NAEP are scored separately for reading and math. When combined with the exiting 
data, there are a total of fourteen Results Elements. The Results Elements are defined as follows:  


Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments  


This is the percentage of CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), who took regular 
Statewide assessments in SY 2018–2019 with and without accommodations. The numerator for this 
calculation is the number of CWD participating with and without accommodations on regular Statewide 
assessments in SY 2018–2019, and the denominator is the number of all CWD participants and non-
participants on regular and alternate Statewide assessments in SY 2018–2019, excluding medical 
emergencies. The calculation is done separately by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading). (Data 
source: EDFacts SY 2018–2019; data extracted 4/8/20)  


Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP  


This is the percentage of CWD, not including students with a Section 504 plan, by grade (4 and 8) and 
subject (math and reading), who scored at or above basic on the NAEP in SY 2018–2019. (Data Source: 
Main NAEP Data Explorer; data extracted 10/31/19)  


Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing  


This is the reported percentage of identified CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), 
who were included in the NAEP testing in SY 2018–2019. (Data Source: Nation’s Report Card, 2019):  


 
9  While the goal is to ensure that all CWD demonstrate proficient or advanced mastery of challenging subject matter, we recognize that States 


may need to take intermediate steps to reach this benchmark. Therefore, we assessed the performance of CWD using the Basic achievement 
level on the NAEP, which also provided OSEP with the broader range of data needed to identify variations in student performance across 
States. Generally, the Basic achievement level on the NAEP means that students have demonstrated partial mastery of prerequisite 
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.  
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Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th grade reading (see page 11):  


https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/reading/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_reading
.pdf 


Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th grade math (see page 11):  


https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/mathematics/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_m
ath.pdf 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by dropping out. 
The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under 
IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category dropped out by the total number of students ages 14 
through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school 
categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received 
a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 
100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017–2018; data extracted 5/29/19) 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by graduating with 
a regular high school diploma. The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular 
high school diploma by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, 
reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular 
high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached 
maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017–
2018; data extracted 5/29/19)  


Scoring of the Results Matrix 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Results Matrix, a State received points as follows for the 
Results Elements: 


• A State’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores of ‘2’, ‘1’ or ‘0’ 
based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States. A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least 
90% of CWD in a State participated in the regular Statewide assessment; a score of ‘1’ if the 
participation rate for CWD was 80% to 89%; and a score of ‘0’ if the participation rate for CWD was 
less than 80%. 


• A State’s NAEP scores (Basic and above) were rank-ordered; the top tertile  of States received a ‘2’, 
the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States received a ‘0’. 


 
10 The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.  
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• A State’s NAEP inclusion rate was assigned a score of either ‘0’ or ‘1’ based on whether the State’s 
NAEP inclusion rate for CWD was “higher than or not significantly different from the National 
Assessment Governing Board [NAGB] goal of 85 percent.” “Standard error estimates” were reported 
with the inclusion rates of CWD and taken into account in determining if a State’s inclusion rate was 
higher than or not significantly different from the NAGB goal of 85 percent. 


• A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by dropping out were rank-ordered; the 
top tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile 
of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage) 
received a ‘0’. 


• A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by graduating with a regular high school 
diploma were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage) 
received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., 
those with the lowest percentage) received a ‘0’. 


The following table identifies how each of the Results Elements was scored: 


Results Elements 


RDA 
Score= 


0 


RDA 
Score=  


1 


RDA 
Score=  


2 
Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on  
Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a  
Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13 


Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing  
(reading or math):  


1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different 
from the NAGB goal of 85%. 


0 points if less than 85%. 


Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the 
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a 
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and 
Determination.  
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 
The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the 
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:  


Meets Requirements A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,11 
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination. 


Needs Assistance  A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if 
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A 
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if 
its RDA Determination percentage is 80% or above, but 
the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination.  


Needs Intervention  A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention 
if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.  


Needs Substantial Intervention  The Department did not make a determination of Needs 
Substantial Intervention for any State in 2020.  


 


 
11 In determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up 


from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance 
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.  
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Massachusetts
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 681
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 586
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 182
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 483
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 67
(1.2) Complaints pending. 24
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 71


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 1084


(2.1) Mediations held. 613
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 13
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 10


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 600


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 498


(2.2) Mediations pending. 115
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 356


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 483
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 24
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 17


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 7
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 0
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 7
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 136
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 340


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 18


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


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Massachusetts. These data were generated on 11/5/2019 12:05 PM EST.








Massachusetts After High School Survey 



1) Please tell us about yourself. Who are you?*

( ) I used to be a high school student and left high school about one year ago.

( ) I work for the district.

2) Former Student's Name:*

First: _________________________________________________

Middle: _________________________________________________

Last: _________________________________________________

3) Date of Birth (mm/dd/yyyy):  __ __ / __ __ /__ __ __ __

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.
Your answers will help improve school programs and young people’s lives.
All of your responses will be confidential.  Your name will not appear in any report.
The first part of the survey asks about your work experiences since leaving high school.
The second part asks you about education after high school.

4) In which district did you attend high school? (Note: Even if you attended a private school, please list the district that paid your tuition.)

___________________________________________________________________________

5) School staff, please include the former student's SASID _____________________________

Working since high school

6) At any time since high school have you had a job?*

( ) Yes

( ) No

( ) I don't know

( ) No response

If you answered “No”, “I don’t know”, or “No response” to this question, please skip page 2 and go to question 13 at the top of page 3.




7) What kind of job did you have?
Please pick the type of job from the list below that describes the job you worked
If you are not sure which choice to pick, please select "Other" below and describe the jobs you have had.

( ) In a company, business, or service (without a job coach)

( ) In the military

( ) In supported employment (with a job coach)

( ) Self-employed (e.g. baby-sitting, dog grooming, lawn care, etc.)

( ) In your family’s business (e.g. farm, store, fishing, catering, ranching, etc.)

( ) In sheltered employment (where most workers have disabilities)

( ) Other - Write In: _____________________________________________________________

8) What is/was the name of the place you work/worked the longest?

____________________________________________________________________

9) If you count all the days you have had a job would it add up to 90 days, about 3 months?

( ) Yes

( ) No

( ) I don't know

( ) No response

10) Did you work about 20 hours per week or more?

( ) Yes

( ) No

( ) I don't know

( ) No response

11) Did you earn minimum wage or more?  (Include tips.)
Remember that minimum wage was $11.00 per hour in 2018 and $12.00 per hour in 2019.

( ) Yes

( ) No

( ) I don't know

( ) No response

12) Are you looking for a job?

( ) Yes

( ) No

( ) I don't know

( ) No response

Training or Education since high school
Some people continue their education or training after high school.  At any time since leaving high school have you enrolled in any type of college, school, training, or other education program?
Please include online (distance learning) courses and programs as well as vocational rehabilitation services.

13) At any time since high school have you enrolled in a course(s)?*

( ) Yes, I am enrolled and attending classes.

( ) Yes, I am enrolled but not attending classes at this time.

( ) Yes, I have attended in the past, but I’m not enrolled at this time.

( ) No

( ) I don't know

( ) No response

If you answered “No”, “I don’t know”, or “No response” to this question, skip the rest of the questions.  You’re done!

14) What kind of course(s) did you take?

If you attended two or more programs, mark the highest-level program.  For example, if you attended both a GED program and a 2-year college, select code “Community College (2 year program)” rather than “HiSET or GED”.

( ) Adult Education

( ) Continuing Education

( ) College or University (4 year program)

( ) Community College (2 year program)

( ) HiSET or GED

( ) Job Training (Apprenticeship, Career Development, City Year, Career Centers, Service Learning – AmeriCorps, Job Corps, Peace Corps, etc.)

( ) Technical College (1 year program)

( ) Other - Write In: _____________________________________________________________

( ) I don't know

( ) No response

15) What was the name of the school or program?

______________________________________________________________________________

16) Did you complete one or more courses?

( ) Yes

( ) No

( ) I don't know

( ) No response

Thank you for taking our survey. Your response is very important to us.
Please return the completed survey as soon as possible so your answers can be recoded.
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June 3, 2019

Dwight R. Thomas, II

Education Program Specialist

U.S. Department of Education

Office of Special Education Programs

Monitoring and State Improvement Planning

550 12th Street, S.W., Room # 5010-C

Washington, D.C. 20202-2600

RE:	SPP/APR Indicator 8 Data Collection Activities

Dear Mr. Thomas:

The purpose of this letter is to notify you of the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s (DESE) intent to amend its data collection and reporting plan for State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) Indicator 8. DESE is currently integrating all data collection and reporting activities for Indicator 8 into the state’s approved monitoring cycle and system, known as the Tiered Focused Monitoring (TFM), as described below. 

Since FFY 2005, DESE has collected parent engagement data directly from districts based on a four-year cohort model of collection and reporting plan approved by OSEP on April 20, 2006. The annual reporting cohorts are representative of the state as a whole. Under this plan, at least every four years, and annually for districts with an enrollment of greater than 50,000, participating school districts facilitate the distribution and completion of parent surveys during the applicable data collection year. DESE reviews survey results and calculates an annual agreement rate, which it reports in the SPP/APR. DESE also publishes Indicator 8 data by LEA here. 

Beginning in school 2018-2019, DESE has incorporated Indicator 8 data collection activities into the TFM process as part of the TFM Parent Survey. The TFM system is the general supervision system through which the state provides oversight and general supervision of school districts on implementation of legal requirements of IDEA and state special education and civil rights law and regulations. During the first year of the three-year monitoring cycle, participating school districts participate in self-assessment activities in partnership with DESE, reviewing special education and civil rights documentation for all required elements, and a representative sample of student records from across grade levels and disability categories. It is the outcome of this review and reported SPP compliance data that are used to determine the on-site monitoring activities that occur in the second year of the TFM cycle. It is during the on-site monitoring year that DESE and school districts collect the Parent Survey from parents of students with disabilities enrolled in the district. DESE will continue to report the data annually in the SPP/APR, and to make available specific district results on its website. DESE monitoring teams will also follow up on survey results as part of the TFM assistance activities, and will provide technical assistance and resources to school districts to support increased response rates and promote increase parent engagement.

DESE will now collect and report Indicator 8 data from approximately one-third of all school districts in the state annually under this amended sampling plan; every district in the state will report Indicator 8 data at least once every three years. Any district with enrollment greater than 50,000 will continue to administer the Parent Survey and report data to DESE annually. 

The annual reporting cohorts are representative of the state. To facilitate this change in reporting process, the DESE monitoring teams are currently training districts and staff in the revised procedures. 

Please contact my colleague Teri Williams Valentine at tvalentine@doe.mass.edu or 781-338-6202 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Russell D. Johnston, PhD
Senior Associate Commissioner 

C:	Teri Williams Valentine, Director of Special Education Planning and Policy



[image: ]

image1.png

Massachusetts Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education

75 Pleasant Stret, Malden, Massachusstts 021454906 Telephone: (751) 3383000
TTY: NET. Relay 1-800.439-2370

Jefirey C. Riey
Commissioner






image2.png

Massachusetts Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education

75 Pleasant Strst, Maiden, Messachusets 02148-4905

Telephone: (781) 332.3000
TTY-NET Relay 1-800-439.2370

Jefiey C.Riey
‘Commissioner

June 3, 2019

Dy

/' Noaccessibilty issues found. People with
disabilities should ot have diffculy reading
this document.









Special Education Parent Survey-Boston SY 2018-2019

Each year the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) asks parents from select school districts to participate in a survey to measure how well schools are promoting Family Engagement as a way to improve services and results for children with disabilities. It’s your district’s turn this year.

Research shows that schools that are good partners and engage families in education have better outcomes for the students they serve. Your feedback on the Parent Survey will allow us to learn how effectively schools partner with parents.

Please take a moment to respond to all items to let us know about the efforts made by your child’s school to help you feel welcome as a partner in your child’s education.



Welcome to the Special Education Parent Survey

1) How many students in special education do you have?

( ) 1

( ) 2

( ) 3

( ) 4+

2) What school does your student attend (optional)? 

_________________________________________________

3) What school does the student for whom you are completing this survey attend? 

_________________________________________________

Special Education

4) What grade is your student in? 

( ) PreK-5

( ) Grades 6-8

( ) Grades 9-12

( ) Grade 12+ (through 22)

5) What grade level is the student for whom you are completing this survey? 

( ) PreK-5

( ) Grades 6-8

( ) Grades 9-12

( ) Grade 12+ (through 22)

6) My student's school welcomes all families.

( ) Strongly disagree	( ) Disagree 	( ) Agree 	( ) Strongly agree

7) Please elaborate on your answer (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

8) I am included as a member of my student's Individualized Education Program (IEP) Team.

( ) Yes 	( ) No

9) Please elaborate on your answer (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

10) The school values my input as an IEP Team member and parent. 

( ) Strongly disagree	( ) Disagree 	( ) Agree 	( ) Strongly agree

11) Please elaborate on your answer (optional). 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

12) Has your student been involved in the special education evaluation process over the past year?

( ) Yes		( ) No

13) Please select the type of evaluation your student participated in.

( ) Initial (eligibility determination)

( ) Re-evaluation

( ) Extended Evaluation

( ) Independent Evaluation

( ) Other

14) I feel like the evaluation process adequately assesses my student's special education needs.

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	( ) Strongly agree

15) Please elaborate on your response (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

16) Which type of services and/or placement are called for in your student's IEP? Select all that apply



[ ] Related services (Physical Therapy, Occupational Therapy, Speech & Language, counseling, etc)

[ ] Academic Support (with a special education teacher, ex: Resource Room, Learning Center)

[ ] Transition Planning

[ ] Full Inclusion (almost all of your student's day is spent in their general education classroom)

[ ] Partial Inclusion (your student spends about a quarter to half of the school day receiving special education services outside of their general education classroom)

[ ] Substantially Separate Class (your student spends the majority of their day receiving special education services outside of the general education classroom)

[ ] Out of District Placement

[ ] Write In: _________________________________________________

[ ] Unsure: _________________________________________________

17) The related services called for in my student's IEP are provided in a way that supports his or her special education needs.

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	 ( ) Strongly agree

18) Please elaborate on your response (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

19) The academic support services called for in my student's IEP are provided in a way that supports his or her special education needs.

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	( ) Strongly agree

20) Please elaborate on your response (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

21) The transition services called for in my student's IEP are provided in a way that supports his or her educational needs. 

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	 ( ) Strongly agree

22) Please elaborate on your response (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

23) The inclusion services called for in my student's IEP are provided in a way that supports his or her special education needs.

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	( ) Strongly agree

24) Please elaborate on your response (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

25) The IEP services delivered in the substantially separate setting are provided in a way that supports my student's special education needs.

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	( ) Strongly agree

26) Please elaborate on your answer (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

27) The IEP services delivered at the out of district placement are provided in a way that supports my student's educational needs. 

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	( ) Strongly agree

28) Please elaborate on your response (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

29) The services called for in my student's IEP are provided in a way that supports his or her special education needs.

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	( ) Strongly agree

30) Please elaborate on your response (optional).

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

31) My student is showing progress towards the goals in his or her IEP.

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	( ) Strongly agree

32) Please elaborate on your response (optional). 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 33) I have attended one or more Special Education Parent Advisory Council (SEPAC) meetings in my district. 

( ) Yes			( ) No		( ) I'm unaware whether there is a SEPAC.

34) My student's district encourages me to be involved in my student's school experience.

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	( ) Strongly agree

35) Please elaborate on your answer (optional). 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

36) My student is able to participate in any program (ex: athletics, clubs, electives, academics, extracurriculars) offered by the school if he or she chooses.

( ) Strongly disagree	 ( ) Disagree	 ( ) Agree	( ) Strongly agree

37) Please elaborate on your answer (optional). 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

38) Please identify the race/ethnicity origin of the student for whom you are completing this survey (optional).

[ ] American Indian or Alaska Native

[ ] Asian

[ ] Black or African American

[ ] Hispanic or Latino

[ ] Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

[ ] White

Thank You!
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Each year the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) asks
parents from select school districts to participate in a survey to measure how well schools are
promoting Family Engagement as a way to improve services and results for children with |
disabilities. It's your district’s turn this year.

Research shows that schools that are good partners and engage families in education have better
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how effectively schools partner with parents.

Please take a moment to respond to all items to let us know about the efforts made by your
child’s school to help you feel welcome as a partner in your child’s education.
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THE MA DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION GENERAL SUPERVISION SYSTEM



Consistent with the requirements of IDEA as described in 34 CFR § 300.149, each State Education Agency (SEA) is responsible for ensuring that the requirements of IDEA Part B are carried out by Local Educational Agencies (LEAs). As the SEA in Massachusetts, the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (MA DESE) is responsible for overseeing this system of general supervision.  though which States and LEAs are accountable for meeting IDEA requirements and ensuring continuous improvement.  The State's system of general supervision is designed to 1) ensure compliance with federal and State legal requirements for special education, and 2) improve services and results for students with IEPs. Aligned with the OSEP-developed model, "Components of General Supervision," MA DESE has an integrated system of general supervision under eight key components:

1. State Performance Plan; 

1. Policies, Procedures and Effective Implementation; 

1. Integrated Monitoring Activities; 

1. Fiscal Management; 

1. Data on Processes and Results; 

1. Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions; 

1. Effective Dispute Resolution; and 

1. Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development

Each component is focused on strategies for improving results and supporting strong outcomes for students with IEPs.

Below is a summary of some of the central elements of Massachusetts’ general supervision system under the eight key components.

1. STATE PERFORMANCE PLAN

The Massachusetts State Performance Plan (SPP) serves as the primary framework that drives much of MA DESE’s special education agenda. The annual reporting and related monitoring of State and local performance and compliance indicators is one measure of assessing change in outcomes for students with IEPs. The SPP provides baseline data, targets, discussion of the general supervision system, and improvement activities around which key special education work in the agency is organized. Input from key stakeholders is reflected in the SPP targets and related activities.

The Annual Performance Report (APR) provides information on Massachusetts' progress toward meeting its annual goals. The APR includes actual target data, an explanation of progress or slippage, and discussion of additional information that provides context for the year's results. MA DESE also reports annually to the public on the performance of LEAs compared to State targets. Current and historical SPP and APRs are available on the . Individual LEA data may be reviewed at the Department's Profiles page, by selecting the State fiscal year and indicator type (performance or compliance) from the drop down menus on that page. Selecting a specific LEA takes a user to a report that includes the most current LEA data for all indicators, except for Indicator 3. Massachusetts reports statewide assessment data on MA DESE’s website . (See the Indicator 3 report for additional information about public reporting of assessment data.)

2. POLICIES, PROCEDURES AND EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION

Massachusetts has in place policies, procedures, and effective implementation strategies to support appropriate implementation of IDEA. Massachusetts special education law (M.G.L. c. 71B) and related regulations promulgated by the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (603 CMR 28.00) govern the provision by Massachusetts public schools of special education and related services to eligible students, and the approval of special education day and residential school programs providing special education services to publicly funded eligible students. The requirements set forth in this section of State regulation are in addition to, or in some instances clarify or further elaborate, the special education rights and responsibilities set forth in State statute, and in IDEA (20 U.S.C. §1400 et seq. as amended) and its related regulations (34 CFR Part 300, as amended). Compliance with these requirements is a necessary condition for an LEA to receive State or federal IDEA Part B funds to support special education programming.

Program Plan Statement

Every four years, and more frequently upon request, each LEA must submit to MA DESE a signed copy of the Special Education Program Plan Statement that documents State and federal legal requirements for special education and the LEA’s assurance of compliance. By submitting and signing the document an LEA’s superintendent or school leader, special education administrator, and school committee or board of trustee chairperson affirms that the LEA follows State and federal policies and procedures, and has in place policies, programs, and services that are consistent with federal and State special education laws and regulations. LEAs are required to maintain the documentation named in each element of the Program Plan Statement to demonstrate compliance with IDEA and State law at the local level. Documentation may be reviewed by MA DESE at any time, including during the Tiered Focused Monitoring process and follow-up to SPP/APR data submissions. LEAs must submit to MA DESE for review and approval prior to implementation any local policies and procedures that reinterpret the law to allow alternative.

Guidance and Model Forms

MA DESE makes available to LEAs and families a variety of written resources that support best practice for implementing the requirements for special education, including model forms, technical assistance resources and advisories, and administrative advisories. MA DESE has developed the IEP Process Guide, an online resource that provides IEP Teams with recommended practices for implementing the Team process for eligibility identification and IEP development. Model IEP forms and notices that comply with State and federal laws are translated into multiple languages. Additional guidance and advisories address various programmatic requirements for special education. The MA DESE’s special education web pages also include information about State and federal resources, procedures, and links to related materials.

3. INTEGRATED MONITORING ACTIVITIES

Massachusetts' general supervision system includes a comprehensive monitoring system through which the State provides oversight to LEAs, approved special education day and residential school programs, and educational collaboratives, on implementation of legal requirements of IDEA. This system includes SPP data collection, as well as review and monitoring of SPP compliance Indicators. Recently, MA DESE has taken steps to ensure better integration of its monitoring activities with data collection for certain SPP Indicators, as set forth below.

Prior to FFY 2016, MA DESE used an OSEP-approved four-year cohort cycle for the collection of some SPP Indicator data. This meant that over a four-year period every LEA in the State participated in Indicator data collection activities for certain Indicators (7, 8, 11, 12, 13 and 14) except for Boston Public Schools which, because of its size, participated every year. FFY 2016 marked the beginning of a change in MA DESE's procedures for data collection on Indicators 8, 11, 12 and 13. As first explained in MA DESE's FFY 2016 SPP/APR, over three years, the data collection for these Indicators has been phased into the special education monitoring reviews conducted by MA DESE's Office of Public School Monitoring as part of its six-year cycle of Tiered Focused Monitoring (TFM). The only exception to this is for Boston Public Schools for which, because it has an enrollment of over 50,000 students, data collection continues to occur annually for all Indicators. MA DESE provided notice to OSEP of this change in its cohort model and sampling method for Indicators 11, 12 and 13 in June of 2016, and additional notice to OSEP regarding the inclusion of Indicator 8 into the TFM model in February of 2019.

The integration of these SPP Indicators into the TFM process has eliminated redundancies in paperwork, data collection, and compliance activities for LEAs, enhancing their capacity for self-assessment and service delivery. For MA DESE, it has improved internal coordination and integrated the monitoring and compliance protocols used for Indicators 11, 12 and 13 with those used for other special education issues.

Please see the section below entitled Monitoring of LEAs for additional information on the integration of these Indicator data collection activities into Tiered Focused Monitoring.

Monitoring of LEAs

MA DESE conducts its monitoring of LEAs through its Office of Public School Monitoring (PSM). In FFY 2017, PSM initiated a new monitoring process for LEAs, including charter schools and regional vocational technical school districts, called Tiered Focused Monitoring (TFM). Through TFM, LEAs are monitored on an alternating subset of special education and civil rights criteria. Monitoring standards for special education encompass requirements from IDEA, including statutory and regulatory requirements found in 34 CFR Part 300; M.G.L. c. 71B, State special education law; and the Massachusetts Special Education Regulations (603 CMR 28.00), as amended July 1, 2018. The Tiered Focused Monitoring that occurs in any given year represents the entire range of LEAs in the state, including urban, suburban, rural, large, medium and small LEAs, the full range of LEA program and structure types (charter, virtual, CVTE and comprehensive), as well as the full range of student disability types and need for services.

The six-year cycle used for TFM was carried over from MA DESE's previous monitoring system, called Coordinated Program Reviews, so that each LEA in the state continues to receive monitoring every three years on different criteria. Thus, all LEAs in the state are on a TFM cycle in which they are reviewed every three years on an alternate set of criteria, known as Group A Universal Standards and Group B Universal Standards.

The TFM six-year monitoring cycle includes a self-assessment year using the MA DESE Web-based Monitoring System (WBMS). During this first year of the cycle, LEAs review special education and civil rights documentation for required elements, as well as a representative sample of student records from across grade levels, ages, and disability categories for consistency with established monitoring criteria. LEAs conduct a self-assessment on specific criteria related to special education identification process; IEP development; programming and support services; licensure/professional development; parent/student/community engagement; facilities and classrooms; oversight; time and learning; and equal access. For LEAs undergoing a TFM Review on Group A Universal Standards, the self-assessment year is also the time at which LEAs submit to MA DESE data on compliance Indicators 11, 12, and 13. Once the self-assessment is submitted, PSM staff reviews it to determine areas that require further follow-up and focus during the next year's onsite monitoring phase, and places the LEA into one of the following Tiers:

· Tier 1: LEA Self-Directed Improvement; No concerns with compliance and performance outcomes and meets requirements of IDEA Part B 

· Tier 2: Directed Self-Improvement; Low risk with areas associated with student outcomes 

· Tier 3: Corrective Action; Areas of concern include both compliance and student outcomes 

· Tier 4: Cross-Unit Support & Corrective Action; Ongoing non-compliance and areas of concern have profound effect on student outcomes

An LEA’s Tier assignment is based on the LEA’s Accountability data, along with Problem Resolution System complaint data and prior monitoring data. The Tier identification guides the onsite monitoring that occurs in the second year of the TFM cycle, which includes:

· Interviews of administrative and instructional staff consistent with those criteria selected for onsite verification. 

· Interviews of parent advisory council (PAC) representatives and other telephone interviews as requested by other parents or members of the general public. 

· Review of student records for special education. MA DESE selects a sample of student records from those the LEA reviewed as part of its self-assessment to verify the accuracy of the data, and conducts an independent review of a sample of student records that reflect activities conducted since the beginning of the school year. The onsite team conducts this review, using standard MA DESE procedures, to determine whether procedural and programmatic requirements have been met. 

· Surveys of all parents of students with IEPs regarding their experiences with the LEA's implementation of special education programs, related services, and procedural requirements. Responses from the parent surveys are used to inform Indicator 8. 

· Observations of classrooms and other facilities. The onsite team visits a sample of classrooms and other school facilities used in the delivery of programs and services to determine general levels of compliance with program requirements.

Under TFM, approximately two to four MA DESE staff members conduct onsite monitoring in an LEA. 

As noted above, FFY 2017 marked the second year of a change in MA DESE procedures in which data collection activities for Indicators 11, 12 and 13 were embedded into the TFM process. In addition, in FFY 2017 MA DESE conducted an Indicator 8 pilot for the 14 LEAs participating in TFM's onsite monitoring. For these 14 LEAs, questions were developed for Indicator 8 and included in the larger TFM parent survey, thus relieving these LEAs of conducting a separate Indicator 8 survey. (The other 60 LEAs participating in the Indicator 8 survey did so through the established MA DESE cohort model, as described in the Indicator 8 APR). In FFY 2018, all Indicator 8 surveys were administered through the TFM parent survey process, thus eliminating the need for two separate parent surveys.

Under TFM the process, identification of noncompliance differs somewhat from that previously used for Indicators. In the past, MA DESE implemented a pre-finding process to verify data submitted by LEAs. MA DESE communicated with each LEA with data suggesting noncompliance prior to making a finding. If MA DESE was able to confirm that the LEA had taken action to address the root cause of the noncompliance identified in the data, MA DESE determined that no finding was necessary. In FFY 2017, under TFM, MA DESE did not use a pre-finding process in identifying noncompliance with Indicators 11, 12, and 13. Rather, MA DESE issued a formal letter of finding with required correction activities immediately following its review of data that indicated noncompliance. MA DESE believes that this may have contributed to more findings of noncompliance and corrective action ordered for Indicators 12 and 13 in FFY 2017 than in recent years. In FFY 2018, MA DESE again used a pre-finding process to determine whether noncompliance was fully corrected prior to MA DESE issuing a written finding. 

The TFM process for correction of noncompliance, whether for Indicators or a criterion set forth in the TFM review relating to FAPE, requires the LEA to correct each individual case of noncompliance, develop systems to address the cause(s) of the identified noncompliance, and submit a report of an internal review of records ensuring that the LEA is fully complying with the relevant legal requirements. This process is consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02. If the noncompliance is determined through the TFM review process, the criterion is rated as either Partially Implemented or Not Implemented in the Tiered Focused Monitoring Report, and MA DESE includes a narrative explaining the reason for the noncompliance. The LEA must develop either a Continuous Improvement and Monitoring Plan (Tiers 1 & 2) and follow up with MA DESE on progress, or a Corrective Action Plan (Tiers 3 & 4) with progress reporting submitted to MA DESE. All processes require the LEA to demonstrate full compliance as soon as possible, but in all circumstances, within one year.

In the third year of the TFM cycle, the LEA continues its own internal monitoring to ensure continuing compliance, and in the fourth year the LEA completes a self-assessment on the alternate group of special education and civil rights criteria. The process then repeats itself, like the second and third year of the TFM cycle described above.

All Final Reports with associated Corrective Action Plans, as well as Continuous Improvement and Monitoring Plans are posted online. The Corrective Action Plans and Continuous Improvement and Monitoring Plans are subject to MA DESE's review and approval. MA DESE staff provides technical assistance and support to LEAs throughout this process to help ensure that the LEA can demonstrate effective resolution of noncompliance identified as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from the issuance of the final report. Correction of noncompliance is verified in accordance with the requirements of OSEP Memorandum 09-02.

Monitoring of Approved Special Education Day and Residential School Programs

MA DESE has a separate system for monitoring approved special education day and residential school programs ("programs"). The Program Review (PR) monitoring system is organized on a six-year cycle in which each program is monitored in all standards being reviewed at least once during that cycle. An additional special education follow-up visit, known as the Mid-Cycle Review (MCR), occurs three years after the PR. Monitoring standards for special education encompass requirements from IDEA, including statutory and regulatory requirements found in 34 CFR Part 300; M.G.L. c. 71B, State special education law; the Massachusetts Special Education Regulations (603 CMR 28.00), as amended July 1, 2018; Program and Safety Standards for Approved Public or Private Day and Residential Special Education School Programs (603 CMR 18.00), as amended January 12, 2016; M.G.L. c. 71, § 37H, as amended by Chapter 92 of the Acts of 2010; M.G.L. c. 71, § 37O(d), (e)(1) & (2) Bullying Prevention and Intervention; and Prevention of Physical Restraint and Requirements, if used (603 CMR 46.00), as amended January 12, 2016.

In the first year of the two-year PR cycle, programs being monitored participate in a self-assessment phase using the MA DESE Web-based Monitoring System (WBMS). Each program must review special education and civil rights documentation for required elements and implementation; a sample of student records from across grade levels; disability categories of students served; sending school districts; gender; parents whose primary language is not English; and levels of consistency with established monitoring criteria. A sample of staff records is also selected and reviewed for a representation of the positions approved in each program, to confirm new staff training, appropriate licensure, fingerprinting background, Criminal Offender Record Information (CORI), ongoing staff training, and the evaluation of staff. The number of student and staff records reviewed is based on the number of the students MA DESE has approved to be served in each location for each program and the number of records reviewed range from as total of five to thirty records for each. Results of the program’s self-assessment and related documentation are then submitted to MA DESE. MA DESE’s review of this data, along with data from serious incidents, restraint data, including restraint injuries to students or staff, any notifications or requests for prior approval of substantial changes in the program, and three-year trend data from the MA DESE Problem Resolution System, are used to determine the scope and nature of MA DESE's onsite activities that occur in the second year of the PR cycle.

Once the program submits a self-assessment for each approved program, MA DESE conducts a Desk Review. During the Desk Review, DESE identifies any areas requiring clarification or follow up with the program. Approximately eight weeks prior to the onsite portion of the PR, staff from the program are invited to an orientation meeting. The purpose of the orientation meeting is to review the logistics of the onsite portion of the review, select additional student and staff records which is facilitated by prescriptive requests from the DESE Chairperson, identify staff to be interviewed and provide the program with feedback on areas that require additional written clarification. The program is provided a date when all additional documentation must be submitted, which is prior to the onsite portion of the PR. The Chairperson reviews the additional documents and determines if follow is required on site which is then conducted through staff interviews.

Depending upon the size of the program and number of areas to be reviewed, a team of up to four MA DESE staff members conducts onsite special education and civil rights monitoring activities. Onsite activities include:

· Interviews of administrative, instructional, and support staff consistent with those criteria selected for onsite verification. 

· Interviews of parent advisory group (PAG) representatives and other interviews as requested by other parents or members of the general public. 

· Review of student records for special education. MA DESE selects a sample of student records from those the program reviewed as part of its self-assessment to verify the accuracy of the data. 

· MA DESE also conducts an independent review of a sample of student records that reflect activities conducted since the beginning of the school year during which the review is taking place. 

The onsite team conducts this review, using standard MA DESE procedures, to determine whether procedural and programmatic requirements are being implemented as required. Beginning in the 2019-2020 school year, all parents/guardians of Massachusetts students enrolled in the program are emailed a survey from DESE that solicits information regarding their experiences with the program's implementation of special education programs, related services, and procedural requirements. An initial review indicates that there has been a significant increase in response to the surveys form parents/guardians. 

The onsite team is provided a tour of the program. The tour includes a sample of classrooms and any other facilities used in the delivery of programs and services to determine compliance with program facility requirements which include:

· ensuring required postings;

· having clear evacuation routes;

· establishing emergency telephone numbers; 

· posting easily visible first aid procedures, and ensuring that the program is clean, well ventilated and free from hazards; and 

· confirming that anyone with limited physical mobility has access to all areas of the program where student instruction would take place. 

During the tour, the onsite monitoring team also observes classrooms and instruction provided by teachers; verifies compliance with student: licensed educator or student: licensed educator: aide ratios; ensures behavior support policies are being followed by program staff during interactions with students; and confirms that each area that is utilized for the instruction of students is adequate with respect to the number of students, size and age of students and their specific educational needs, physical capabilities and educational activities.

At the conclusion of the onsite portion of the review, the team meets with administrative staff from the program for an informal meeting and provides an overview of preliminary findings, a summary of the parent surveys, a summary of interviews including positive feedback as well as areas for the program to consider, and also provides technical assistance based on the team’s experience in working with other programs in either streamlining procedures or better documenting the program’s efforts. 

Following the onsite visit, the school's Executive Director has an opportunity to review the draft report prepared by MA DESE. The report contains comments from the PR which form the basis for any noncompliance findings made by MA DESE. The program than has ten business days to review the report for factual accuracy before it is published by MA DESE. MA DESE issues the Final Report within 60 business days of the conclusion of the onsite visit, and posts them on the agency’s website.  In the Final Report, the onsite team gives a rating for each compliance criterion it has reviewed; those ratings are Implemented, Implementation in Progress, Partially Implemented, Not Implemented, or Not Applicable. The Report also includes a narrative statement for each criterion rated explaining the basis for the rating.

For criteria deemed by MA DESE to be Implementation in Progress, Partially Implemented, or Not Implemented, the program must propose corrective action to bring those areas into compliance with the relevant statutes and regulations. This corrective action plan (CAP) is due to MA DESE within 20 business days after the issuance of the Final Report and is subject to MA DESE's review and approval. MA DESE staff offers in person technical assistance on the content and requirements for developing an approvable CAP. Approved CAPs are posted on the Approved Special Education Day and Residential School Programs Corrective Action Plans webpage.

During the corrective action period, MA DESE provides ongoing technical assistance to help ensure that the program is able to demonstrate effective resolution of noncompliance identified as soon as possible, but in no case later than one year from the issuance of the MA DESE’s Final Program Review Report. For any program where findings of noncompliance have been made, MA DESE staff conducts an unannounced visit to verify the corrective action and subsequent progress reports as submitted by the school and approved by MA DESE is being implemented. Additional technical assistance is also provided by MA DESE staff to all programs, and unannounced visits are conducted in programs where area of non-compliance were identified in the PR report. Unannounced visits began in the 2017-2018 school year. 

Upon issuance of the Final Report, each approved program receives an updated approval status. For programs receiving a “Full Approval,” this approval remains in effect for three years expiring on August 31st of the third year of approval. This approval is contingent upon continued compliance with all regulations contained within 603 CMR 18.00, 28.00, 46.00; IDEA-2004; M.G.L. c. 71A; M.G.L. c. 71B; Title VI; M.G.L. c. 71, § 37H, as amended by Chapter 92 of the Acts of 2010; M.G.L. c. 71, § 37O(d), (e)(1) & (2) civil rights provisions; as well as MA DESE’s approval of all required corrective action plans. MA DESE may change this approval status at any point during the three-year period if circumstances arise that warrant such a change. For Approved Special Education School Programs receiving a “Provisional Approval” or “Probationary Approval,” MA DESE clearly indicates the reasons for the reduced approval, along with timelines for compliance and an expiration date of the approval status. Provisional Approval may not be granted for more than six months. 

For MCRs, the self-assessment, onsite review and report process begin in the second school year following the PR. The MCR consists of a review of selected special education and civil rights requirements in all approved special education school programs as well as any special education or civil rights requirements that were not fully implemented at the time of the last PR or any new requirements. 

The program submits a self-assessment that includes documentation and student record review, and MA DESE reviews the self-assessment and conducts an abbreviated onsite visit in the second year, with documentation review, record review, interviews and observations. Within approximately 45 business days of the onsite visit, the onsite chairperson forwards to the Executive Director an MCR Report containing MA DESE findings along with orders for corrective action incorporated into the Report. MCR reports for collaboratives are posted on the MA DESE website.

MA DESE is actively working with other relevant State agencies such as the Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) and the Governor’s Office on shared oversight, data sharing and professional development. To this end, an Executive Steering Committee, Shared Oversight, Data Sharing and Professional Development Work Groups have been developed. The goals of these groups are to 1) coordinate activities and data related to the initial licensing and approval processes of MA DESE and EEC, as well as Department of Children and Families (DCF) monitoring activities; 2) develop a process for data sharing regarding identified safety factors across oversight agencies as an early warning system to proactively identify possible risk and provide training and technical assistance; and 3) streamline and clarify incident notification and response protocols among the agencies and providers to reduce duplication and coordinate response protocols for serious incidents, including allegations of abuse and neglect.

Other State agencies MA DESE is actively working with include the Department of Mental Health (DMH), the Department of Public Health (DPH), the Department of Children and Families (DCF), and the Disabled Persons Protection Commission (DPPC), to better streamline procedures and align oversight of the residential programs. There is currently a work group reviewing medication administration in residential programs with representatives from DESE, EEC, DPH, DMH, and DCF.

Monitoring of Educational Collaboratives

The Collaborative Program Review (PR) process used to monitor educational collaboratives (collaboratives) is similar to that used for approved special education day and residential school programs (see above), including that it is organized on a six-year cycle during which all collaboratives are monitored at least once. A follow-up visit, known as the Mid-Cycle Review (MCR), occurs three years after the PR.

Collaborative PRs cover selected requirements in the following areas:

· Special Education (SE): selected requirements from the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA-2004), the federal regulations promulgated under that Act at 34 CFR Part 300, M.G.L. c. 71B, and the Massachusetts Special Education regulations (603 CMR 28.00), as amended effective July 1, 2018.

· Civil Rights and Other General Education Requirements (CR): selected federal civil rights requirements, including requirements under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974, Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990; selected State requirements under M.G.L. c. 76, Section 5 and M.G.L. c. 269 §§ 17 through 19; selected requirements under the Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education's Physical Restraint regulations (603 CMR 46.00); selected requirements under the Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education's Student Learning Time regulations (603 CMR 27.00); and various requirements under other federal and State laws.

· Approved Public Day Program Standards: selected requirements from the Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education Special Education regulations from 603 CMR 28.09; and selected requirements from the Massachusetts Program and Safety Standards for Approved Public or Private Day and Residential Special Education School Programs from 603 CMR 18.00.

In the first year of the two-year Collaborative PR process, education collaboratives in the monitoring cohort participate in a self-assessment using the MA DESE Web-based Monitoring System (WBMS). The self-assessment consists of the review of special education and civil rights documentation for required elements, and a review of a sample of student records from across grade levels, disability categories, and levels of need for consistency with established monitoring criteria. Results of the collaboratives' self-assessments and related documentation are then submitted to and reviewed by MA DESE. It is the outcome of the MA DESE review, along with trend data from the Problem Resolution System restraint data, including restraint injuries to students or staff, any notifications or requests for prior approval of substantial changes in the program, and review of any serious incident reports  are used to determine the scope and nature of MA DESE's onsite activities that occur in the second year of the PR cycle.

Depending upon the size of a collaborative and the MA DESE review of the self-assessment, a team of up to three MA DESE staff members conducts onsite monitoring activities. Onsite activities include:

· Review of documentation about the operation of the collaborative programs. 

· Interviews of administrative, instructional, and support staff across selected programs. 

· Interviews of parent advisory council (PAC) representatives (if the collaborative has a PAC) and other telephone interviews as requested by other parents or members of the general public. 

· Review of student records. MA DESE selects a representative sample of student records for the onsite team to review, using standard MA DESE procedures, to determine whether procedural and programmatic requirements have been implemented. 

· Review of surveys of parents of students with disabilities: All parents/guardians of students with disabilities of Massachusetts students enrolled in the program are emailed a survey from DESE that solicits information regarding their experiences with the collaborative. 

· Observation of classrooms and other facilities: The onsite team visits a sample of classrooms and other school facilities used in the delivery of programs and services to determine general levels of compliance with program requirements.

At the end of the onsite visit, the onsite team holds an informal exit meeting to summarize its preliminary findings for the Collaborative Director. Within approximately 45 business days of the onsite visit, the onsite chairperson forwards to the Collaborative Director a Draft Report containing comments from the PR. The collaborative has ten business days to review the report for factual accuracy before the publication of a Final Report. MA DESE issues the Final Report is issued within approximately 60 business days after the conclusion of the onsite visit, and posts it on the agency’s website. 

In the Final Report, the onsite team rates each compliance criterion it has reviewed as, Implemented, Implementation in Progress, Partially Implemented, Not Implemented, and Not Applicable. The Report also includes a narrative statement for each criterion rated explaining the basis for the rating.

For criteria deemed by MA DESE to be Implementation in Progress, Partially Implemented or Not Implemented, the program must propose corrective action to bring those areas into compliance with the relevant statutes and regulations. This corrective action plan (CAP) is due to MA DESE within 20 business days after the issuance of the Final Report and is subject to MA DESE's review and approval. MA DESE staff offers collaboratives in person technical assistance on the content and requirements for developing an approvable CAP. During the corrective action period, collaboratives submit progress reports and MA DESE provides ongoing technical assistance to help ensure that the collaborative is able to demonstrate effective resolution of noncompliance identified as soon as possible, but in no case later than one year from the issuance of the MA DESE's Final Program Review Report.

Collaborative MCRs begin during the second school year following the PR and cover selected requirements in special education, including new requirements. The self-assessment, onsite review and report process occur in year one of an MCR. The MCR consists of a review of selected special education requirements in all collaboratives as well as any special education requirements that were not fully implemented in individual collaboratives at the time of the last PR. The collaborative submits a self-assessment that includes documentation and student record review, and MA DESE reviews the self-assessment and conducts an abbreviated onsite visit in the second year, with documentation review, record review, interviews and observations. Within approximately 45 business days of the onsite visit, the onsite chairperson forwards to the Collaborative Director an MCR Report containing MA DESE findings along with orders for corrective action incorporated into the Report. MCR reports for collaboratives are posted on the MA DESE website.

4. FISCAL MANAGEMENT

Massachusetts’ system of general supervision includes mechanisms to provide oversight in the distribution and use of IDEA funds at the State and local level.

MA DESE first reviews budgets and planned expenditures as part of the review of the LEAs’ IDEA entitlement grant applications, known in Massachusetts as Fund Code 262 (619 funds) and Fund Code 240 (611 funds). Grant specialists in the MA DESE’s consolidated federal grants office are responsible for reviewing and approving IDEA Part B grant applications and their budgets, approving grant amendments, providing technical assistance, and monitoring grant processes. The team offers general resources and tools to LEAs about federal grant programs and more specific targeted resources for the IDEA Part B grants.

During the life of the grants, MA DESE examines LEAs’ use of special education funds to improve results for children and youth with disabilities. As part of this review system, MA DESE reviews, approves, and monitors all proposed grant expenditures, and verifies through the End-of-Year Report (EOY) that expenditures match the stated uses of funds described in the grant applications submitted to and approved by MA DESE. EOY reports are reviewed by LEAs’ Independent certified public accountants (CPAs), who certify that the information in the report reflects the LEAs’ official books and records. Through the EOY report and the independent audit reports, MA DESE reviews and verifies that IDEA payroll expenses are applied to valid fund, function, and object codes. Non-payroll expenditures are reviewed to ensure that charges are documented appropriately and that the service or item purchased will support the education of student with disabilities.

MA DESE's Office of Audit and Compliance (MAOAC) additionally conducts fiscal audits of LEAs based on a yearly risk assessment or when considered warranted. MAOAC additionally reviews all audits undertaken locally as part of the A-133 requirements and follows up, if appropriate, with special education findings to ensure that corrective actions are appropriate and completed. Additionally, MAOAC engages in more targeted audits of specific programs related to State complaints or specific focus areas identified as priorities by MA DESE. Most recently, in FFY 2018 focused audits targeted LEA implementation of the IDEA equitable services requirements for parentally placed private school students.

MA DESE has made available to LEAs specific guidance in the areas of Excess Costs, Maintenance of Effort, and Equitable Services (also referred to in MA DESE guidance as “Proportionate Share”). (See Technical Assistance Advisory SPED 2011-1: Annual Fiscal Calculations; Administrative Advisory SPED 2018-1: Guidance and Workbook for Calculating and Providing Proportionate Share Services for Students with Disabilities Enrolled by Their Parents in Private Schools.) Calculations are completed annually for LEAs' use in budgeting appropriately for the costs of special education and related services, and in demonstrating compliance with required fiscal activities. All related documentation is made available to MA DESE upon request and is reviewed by the agency during regular financial audits.

Following an onsite monitoring visit from the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) in spring 2017 (see Differentiated Monitoring and Support resources), MA DESE has revised its internal fiscal procedures in consultation with OSEP to ensure compliance with the fiscal requirements of IDEA. MA DESE appreciates the support of OSEP and the Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR) as it engages in this work.

5. DATA ON PROCESSES AND RESULTS

Using data and technology to improve results is a cornerstone of Massachusetts’ Strategic Plan for education. MA DESE uses data to drive decision-making about program management and improvement as part of the State’s general supervision responsibilities. MA DESE routinely examines multiple sources of data to track LEA performance and target technical assistance and resources that will assist LEAs in meeting SPP targets and in improving outcomes for students with disabilities.

The Student Information Management System (SIMS) is a student-level data collection system that allows the MA DESE to collect and analyze more accurate and comprehensive information to meet federal and State reporting requirements, and to inform policy and programmatic decisions. The SIMS has two important components: (1) a unique student identifier for all students receiving a publicly funded education in Massachusetts, and (2) transmissions of data from LEAs to the MA DESE for all students via the security portal or SIF (Schools Interoperability Frameworks). Other student level data systems and collections – including the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS); the School Safety and Discipline Report (SSDR); restraint reporting; LEA data submissions for SPP Indicators 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, and 14; and the Education Personnel Information Management System (EPIMS) - are also used for reporting IDEA Part B 618 and SPP/APR data, and for tracking school and LEA performance. Staff routinely examines these data to identify areas in which additional technical assistance and support are needed.

As part of the State’s Race to the Top initiative, MA DESE created Edwin Analytics, a powerful reporting and data analysis tool that gives authorized LEAs and State level users access to new information, reports and perspectives on education and programs that specifically support improvements in teaching and learning. Edwin Analytics integrates longitudinal data from pre-kindergarten through public post-secondary education. The available tools and reports are designed to assist educators in making informed decisions about how and where they can improve upon their teaching practices to provide an exceptional learning experience for their students. The tools are also used by MA DESE to inform policy decisions and to set priorities.

MA DESE has also further enhanced LEAs’ capacity to use data effectively to assess the relationship between resource allocation and outcomes, and to develop strategic plans and align resources. The Resource Allocation and District Reports (RADAR) focused on special education allow LEAs to take a deep dive into their own data and compare it to other comparable districts to inform resource allocation and increase results based accountability. RADAR Special Education reports include district program trends, special education enrollment, special education staffing, identification and eligibility, and student placement trajectories. Related resources allow district teams to use these resources to support effective planning and budgeting.  

6. IMPROVEMENT, CORRECTION, INCENTIVES AND SANCTIONS

Supporting LEAs’ improvement and ensuring correction through various means is a key component of the MA DESE general supervision system. MA DESE is authorized through State and federal law to enforce regulations, policies, and procedures. Additionally, MA DESE targets specific technical assistance to LEAs to ensure correction of noncompliance and correct implementation of legal requirements for education.

As required by IDEA, Massachusetts annually determines LEAs’ specific needs for technical assistance or intervention in the area of special education. Although in prior years MA DESE utilized five special education determination levels, for the 2018 school year MA DESE omitted its determination level of "Meets Requirements – At Risk" and implemented only the following four categories, consistent with IDEA: Meets Requirements (MR), Needs Assistance (NA), Needs Intervention (NI), and Needs Substantial Intervention (NSI).

In making its annual determinations, MA DESE reviews LEAs’ accountability classifications and takes into consideration LEAs’ demonstration of compliance with State and federal legal requirements regarding special education. Final special education determinations reflect both performance and compliance in the area of special education, consistent with the priorities of the federal Results Driven Accountability (RDA) framework. As of the submission date for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, MA DESE is finalizing the 2019 special education determinations. Notice of the final determinations are be posted on the MA DESE website once completed. 

For all LEAs identified as not meeting requirements, the MA DESE Office of Special Education Planning and Policy Development (SEPP) coordinates with other MA DESE offices to offer targeted assistance and/or intervention and support related to identified areas of need. The targeted assistance or intervention may include:

· Directing the use of Fund Code 240 (611 funds) or Fund Code 262 (618 funds) on the area(s) in which the LEA needs assistance; 

· Requiring engagement with the MA DESE Statewide System of Support; 

· Requiring engagement with the MA DESE Office of Public School Monitoring to address identified noncompliance or as part of Tiered Focused Monitoring activities; and/or 

· Requiring participation in specified technical assistance activities.

Additional enforcement actions that may be taken by MA DESE based on LEAs' annual special education determinations include:

· Withholding a percentage of the LEA’s special education grant funds until the LEA has fully addressed the areas in which the LEA needs intervention; 

· Conducting an unscheduled monitoring visit(s); Requiring specific policies, procedures, or curriculum improvement activities; 

· Recovering State or federal special education funds, as appropriate; 

· Conducting a review of the LEA’s fiscal effort according to the maintenance of effort requirements of the law; 

· Denying the LEA's participation in discretionary grant programs until improvements are completed; and/or 

· Requiring specific personnel assignment under MA DESE’s direction.

MA DESE also oversees timely correction of noncompliance through a range of oversight strategies and sanctions. The State’s monitoring system oversees corrective action activities for LEAs identified as showing noncompliance with federal or State requirements. Noncompliance may be identified through monitoring activities, SPP/APR indicator reports, the State complaint system, and State due process systems. Noncompliance must be corrected by the LEA for individual students affected by it, and the LEA must also demonstrate that it is now correctly implementing regulatory requirements, as soon as possible but no later than one year after compliance. Required corrective action may include educational record and data reviews to verify correction and correct implementation of regulatory requirements; professional development and technical assistance for LEA personnel, with documentary evidence of completion and corrected practices; fiscal records review; and/or recovery of funds, if appropriate.

7. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

In response to the IDEA requirement that states establish procedures to provide due process hearings for issues related to identification, evaluation, placement, or provision of a free appropriate public education to a child with a disability, a parent or an LEA may file a hearing request with the Bureau of Special Education Appeals (BSEA), an independent division of the State's Division of Administrative Law Appeals. The BSEA provides additional dispute resolution support through its systems for mediation, facilitated IEP meetings, and settlement conferences. Mediations and hearings are conducted by impartial mediators and hearing officers who do not have personal or professional interests that would conflict with their objectivity in the proceeding.

Due Process Hearings: The BSEA conducts due process hearings to resolve disputes among parents, LEAs, private schools and State agencies relating to any matter concerning the eligibility, evaluation, placement, Individualized Education Program (IEP), provision of special education, or procedural protections for students with disabilities, in accordance with State and federal law. The BSEA also conducts due process hearings on issues involving the denial of a free appropriate public education guaranteed by Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Hearings are conducted by trained, impartial hearing officers, all of whom are attorneys. 

In response to guidance provided by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) as part of a review of the Massachusetts special education due process system, the BSEA has amended the administrative rules that govern due process hearings. These amended Hearing Rules for Special Education Appeals, effective March 2019 are published online.

Mediation: Mediation is a voluntary and confidential dispute resolution process available through the BSEA at no cost to participants. When school personnel and parents disagree about educational needs or appropriate programming regarding a student with a disability, either party may request mediation. Because mediation is voluntary, consent of both parties is necessary in order to access the process. In that process, a trained, impartial third-party mediator from the BSEA assists parents and school staff to clarify the issues and underlying concerns, explore interests, discuss options and collaborate to reach a mutually satisfactory agreement that addresses the needs of the student. The mediator does not decide how to resolve the dispute. If the parties resolve all or some of the issues, they work together with the mediator to put their agreement(s) in writing. This informal, collaborative problem-solving process encourages mutual respect, promotes communication, and often provides the basis for positive working relationships between parents and school staff going forward. Information about the percentage of mediations that result in mediation agreements can be found in SPP Indicator 16.

IEP Facilitation: Although not required by IDEA or State special education law, the BSEA manages a program of IEP Team meeting facilitation. To utilize this service, a party does not have to first reject an IEP or file a request for a due process hearing. The process is voluntary and thus parents and the LEA must agree to accept the facilitator’s services. A trained, impartial facilitator is present to assist team members to: develop and follow an agenda; stay focused on the goal of developing a mutually agreeable IEP; problem solve; resolve conflicts that arise during the meeting; maintain open communication; clarify issues; and timely complete the meeting. The facilitator is not however, part of the Team. The facilitator models effective methods of communicating and listening to support the Team members in improving their collaborative relationship in support of improved services and outcomes for the student.

Settlement Conference: Also, not required by the IDEA or State special education law, the BSEA offers the settlement conference option. This is an informal, voluntary, alternative dispute resolution process available only after a due process hearing request has been filed. It is designed to afford parties a final opportunity to resolve the matter through the BSEA without proceeding to a formal due process hearing.

The settlement conference offers the opportunity for an informed, neutral case assessment (after documents and witnesses to be presented at hearing have been determined by the parties) that can facilitate resolution and thus obviate the need for hearing. The goal of the settlement conference is not only to reach an agreement in principle, but further, to draft and execute a binding settlement agreement at the close of the conference, thus affording the parties efficiency and finality, as well as mitigation of costs.

Additional information about each of these dispute resolution processes coordinated by the BSEA is available at on their website.

8. TARGETED TECHINCAL ASSISTANCE AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

MA DESE has comprehensive systems of targeted technical assistance (TA) and professional development (PD) that are tied directly to local and statewide needs identified through the SPP/APR data collection and review processes and through the state’s accountability system. The MA DESE provides a coordinated set of guidance documents, technical assistance, and support to LEAs working to improve results for students with IEPs. This work is done within all programmatic offices at MA DESE, and in collaboration with other state agencies and national technical assistance and support centers.

[bookmark: _Hlk31360637]Central to this work is the State's newly designed framework for district accountability and assistance. The new framework creates a coherent structure for linking the state's accountability and assistance activities with LEAs based on their level of need and provides school and LEA leaders with common indicators and tools for assessing systems and practices, diagnosing challenges, and identifying appropriate interventions.

Under the new system, Massachusetts discontinued its former use of accountability and assistance levels 1-5 and replaced them with accountability categories that define the progress that schools and LEAs are making and the type of support they may receive from MA DESE. LEAs are now classified based on LEA-level data rather than the performance of the LEA's lowest performing school. As noted above, the State's process for making special education determinations was also revised and aligns with the new accountability system.

MA DESE uses special education determinations, SPP/APR indicator data, compliance data, and other achievement data to tailor technical assistance (TA) specifically to the needs of LEAs. Conversely, LEAs can and are encouraged to analyze local level data and make requests for technical assistance based on their analyses. Some examples of TA available to all LEAs include Technical Assistance Advisories; Frequently Asked Question (FAQs); webinars on selected special education topics; MA DESE-facilitated Regional Meetings for Special Education Directors and their staff; and compliance monitoring. For targeted LEAs, MA DESE has designed a Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD) to address specific needs and/or deficits in special education topic areas. Finally, for LEAs with specific issues or compliance problems, MA DESE provides direct, one-on-one TA to address the problems and create action plans for improvement. Technical assistance is provided in collaboration with national TA centers, including the Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center, the IDEA Data Center (IDC), the Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR), the Positive Behavioral Interventions & Support Technical Assistance Center, the Center on the Social and Emotional Foundations for Early Learning, and WestEd's National Center for Systemic Improvement.

The Statewide System of Support (SSoS) also provides assistance and facilitates improvement planning in schools and districts identified by the accountability system. This includes districts and schools demonstrating performance gaps for students with disabilities. SSoS staff provide direct support in the field for planning and connections to existing resources. Additionally, SSoS convenes educators from across districts to learn from each other in networks, including related to inclusive practices.

Additional information regarding MA DESE’s general accountability and support system is on the agency's website. Additional information specific to special education technical assistance, guidance and policy is also available online.

Educator Preparation

A core strategy in MA DESE’s Strategic Plan is to promote educator development. By improving the depth and quality of preparation for new teachers , MA DESE intends to narrow the impact gaps between new and experienced teachers, improve retention rates for LEAs, and improve student outcomes, particularly for our most vulnerable and underserved populations — inclusive of low-income students, English learners, students of color, and students with disabilities.

This objective includes improving the licensure system and supporting and evaluating educator preparation providers. MA DESE continues to streamline and improve processes for state licensure requirements. MA DESE also maintains and updates the Subject-Matter Knowledge Requirements (SMKs) that define what content educators should know in each license field and that align to the curriculum standards for students outlined in the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks. Massachusetts licensure tests (MTEL) are based on SMKs and the Frameworks, and educator preparation programs rely on SMKs to guide their programming. Based on 2018 and 2019 updates to the SMK Guidelines, both the MTELs and teacher preparation programs are undergoing significant updates to align the assessments and programming to the SMKs.

Furthermore, MA DESE reviews the quality of programs offered by educator preparation providers. Over multi-year cycles, MA DESE, together with trained evaluators, reviews sponsoring organizations (including higher education institutions, non-profits, and LEAs) and examine a range of educator preparation program data, including survey data collected from a range of program stakeholders. MA DESE also provides organizations with formative feedback based on data on the performance of the candidates they prepare, and shares data tools with educator preparation providers to improve the educational experience of candidates.

MA DESE is committed to building the cultural responsiveness and diversity of our educator workforce. We have committed significant resources to support this work. In addition to the efforts and resources to diversify our workforce, we have built out tools to support building the cultural responsiveness of current educators practicing in our K-12 schools and districts.

MA DESE is working to offer resources and professional learning opportunities to enhance educator effectiveness for early-career educators, including resources for pre-service candidates and resources for in-service educators. For example, at the pre-service stage, to complete educator preparation, candidates must demonstrate skills and dispositions reflective of high-quality teaching through the Candidate Assessment of Performance (CAP). MA DESE highlights effective practices for Induction and Mentoring based on an annual statewide survey of local education agencies.

Finally, MA DESE has invested in supporting LEAs to implement the Educator Evaluation Framework to provide all teachers and administrators, including new and experienced educators, with meaningful feedback to continuously improve their practice. MA DESE has recently updated resources to support effective implementation of the Model System. Most recently, MA DESE has developed and released a professional development tool, OPTIC, that supports Massachusetts educators to refine a shared understanding of effective, standards-aligned instructional practice and high-quality feedback. 

Educator Professional Development

MA DESE continues to dedicate resources to helping all educators improve their practice through participation in High Quality Professional Development (HQPD). MA DESE defines HQPD as a set of coherent learning experiences that is systematic, purposeful, and structured over a sustained period with the goal of improving teacher practice and student outcomes. HQPD enables educators to facilitate the learning of students by acquiring and applying knowledge, skills, and abilities that address student needs and improvement goals of the LEA, school, and individual. HQPD conforms to best practices in research, relates to educators' assignments and professional responsibilities, and aligns to the ten Massachusetts Standards for Professional Development:

1.	HQPD has clear goals and objectives relevant to desired student outcomes.

2.	HQPD aligns with state, district, school, and/or educator goals or priorities.

3.	HQPD is designed based on the analysis of data relevant to the identified goals, objectives, and audience.

4.	HQPD is assessed to ensure that it is meeting the targeted goals and objectives.

5.	HQPD promotes collaboration among educators to encourage sharing of ideas and working together to achieve the identified goals and objectives.

6.	HQPD advances an educator's ability to apply learnings from the professional development to his/her particular content and/or context.

7.	HQPD models good pedagogical practice and applies knowledge of adult learning theory to engage educators.

8.	HQPD makes use of relevant resources to ensure that the identified goals and objectives are met.

9.	HQPD is taught or facilitated by a professional who is knowledgeable about the identified objectives.

10.	HQPD sessions connect and build upon each other to provide a coherent and useful learning experience for educators.



All professional development offered by MA DESE and providers approved by the agency to award Professional Development Points (PDPs) must align with the HQPD standards. Through the HQPD registration and approval process, MA DESE assesses the evidence providers submit to demonstrate alignment with the MA Standards for Professional Development for the grade span and specific content area covered by the professional development. MA DESE delivers a wide variety of free HQPD, as exampled in the 2019-20 Center for Instructional Support Program Catalog. 

MA DESE also supports a HQPD website. This website provides consistent, reliable access to: HQPD Case Studies guidelines and tools for educators to use when pursuing professional development; guidelines and HQPD Registry for providers; and resources and tools for local professional development leaders, including connecting HQPD to educator evaluation.
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THE MA DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
GENERAL SUPERVISION SYSTEM

Consistent with the requirements of IDEA as described in 34 CFR § 300,149, each State Education
‘Agency (SEA) i responsible for ensuring that the requirements of IDEA Part 8 are carried out by Local
Educational Agencies (LEAS). As the SEA in Massachusetts, the Massachusetts Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education (MA DESE) s responsible for overseeing this system of general supervision.
though which States and LEAS are accountable for meeting IDEA requirements and ensuring continuous
improvement. The State's system of general supervision s designed to 1) ensure compliance with
federal and State legal requirements for special education, and 2) improve services and results for
students with IEPs. Aligned with the OSEP-developed model, "Components of General Supervision,” MA
DESE has an integrated system of general supervision under eight key components:

State Performance Plan;

Policies, Procedures and Effective Implementation;
Integrated Monitoring Activities;

Fiscal Management;

Data on Processes and Results;

Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions;
Effective Dispute Resolution; and

8. Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development

NowawN e

Each component is focused on strategles for improving results and supporting strong outcomes for
Students with IEPs.

Below is a summary of some of the central elements of Massachusetts' general supervision system
under the eight key components.
1. STATE PERFORMANCE PLAN

The Massachusetts State Performance Plan (sPP) serves as the primary framework that ives much of
MA DESE's special education agenda. The annualreporting and related monitoring of State and local
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