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PART B DUE February 3, 2020
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, DC 20202

Introduction

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

Executive Summary
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004 established a requirement that all states develop and submit to the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) a six-year performance plan which includes targets designed to improve the educational and functional outcomes for children with disabilities and increase the state's current level of compliance with the statutory and regulatory requirements of the law. The state is submitting the State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR), which will inform the OSEP and our Michigan constituents on the progress toward meeting those targets. To achieve the targets, the Michigan Department of Education (MDE) Office of Special Education (OSE), is working to develop, implement, and refine a general supervision system based on the SPP/APR process, one which aligns with both the letter and the spirit of IDEA to: 1) Ensure all children with disabilities receive a Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE); 2) Meet student’s unique needs and prepares them for further education, employment, and independent living; and 3) Ensure the rights of children with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) are protected. MDE is developing a holistic system of general supervision, which is cohesive, robust, and responsive to the data presented in the SPP/APR. The first steps toward a holistic system of general supervision includes identifying priorities.

The OSE, through the State’s Contact has an increased understanding of a need to develop and broaden the general supervision system due to a change in understanding of the Intermediate School Districts (ISDs) in their role as subrecipients of the IDEA grant funds. This change in understanding has additionally lead to numerous changes in the state’s accountability system. The MDE has worked over the past several years to increase the understanding of ISDs and support them in developing general supervision systems. There are 56 ISDs and State of Michigan Operated Programs which will be noted in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR reported and subsequent APRs as the reporting shift occurs. 

The OSEP revised the SPP for FFY 2013 to support states to increase the focus on improving student outcomes through the inclusion of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). This multi-year plan requires states to focus resources and collaborative efforts to address a data-based area of state concern regarding the performance of children who have disabilities. The SSIP includes baseline data, targets, and a comprehensive plan for improving the outcomes of students and includes an evaluation plan. As outlined in the SSIP the MDE has used this opportunity to undertake a comprehensive system change. The MDE has strategically expanded the SSIP work to the department as an MDE cross-office effort. 

An outgrowth of this strategic effort is a department-wide plan, titled Top 10 in 10 Years. Michigan believes education impacts a student for a lifetime; therefore, the MDE has targeted strategic areas of education. The MDE in partnership with internal and external stakeholders, identified four key focus areas which will aid in organizing this effort: Learner Centered Supports, Effective Education Workforce, Strategic Partnership and Systemic Infrastructure.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
56
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

See attached document "FFY 2018 Part B Michigan's Introduction General Supervision System".
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.

A large portion of the MDE OSE’s technical assistance (TA) is linked to specific SPP/APR indicators through the identification and correction of noncompliance. Extensive TA was available to ISDs and member districts through the Continuous Improvement and Monitoring System within the Catamaran (https://training.catamaran.partners/), and MDE’s IDEA Grant Funded Initiatives (see Professional Development below).

Catamaran is the system used by the state to promote positive outcomes and ensure compliance with the IDEA and the MARSE. Catamaran was designed to help ISDs, member districts, and the MDE OSE analyze and interpret data and keep track of all monitoring activities in a single location. Catamaran is also a platform for providing professional learning and development and TA resources, documents, links, webinars for ISDs and member districts.

Technical Assistance and professional learning and development (PLD) activities are provided through posted documents and videos on the state’s Web site; help-desks; toll-free phone lines; email, electronic and paper versions of documents; coaching; mentoring; local, regional, and statewide learning opportunities; training sessions from other technical assistance providers. Technical assistance and professional development activities are evaluated to improve future activities.

The MDE’s TA systems are part of the work in the SSIP to more closely align across offices in the department. These TA systems are currently being reviewed to update and enhance support.
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.

The MDE is responsible for the implementation of quality special education services. MDE provides a wide range of professional learning and development (PLD) opportunities and services statewide to address the needs of educators and the families of students with an IEP.

MDE’s IDEA Grant Funded Initiatives include :

• The MDE, Low Incidence Outreach MDE-LIO (https://mdelio.org/) supports the needs of ISDs and member districts in improving the quality of education for students who have visual impairments and for students who are either deaf or hard of hearing. MDE-LIO provides consultation around specific student’s needs and conducts sign language proficiency interviews, projects to assist member districts across the state in fulfilling federal requirements in the areas of IDEA implementation, professional development and insuring the availability of high quality staff in the low incidence areas of special education.

•
Michigan’s Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative MIBLSI (https://miblsi.org/) partners with member districts to help implement and sustain efforts to address behavior and learning for improved student outcomes. 

• The Statewide Autism Resources and Training Project START Project (https://www.gvsu.edu/autismcenter/) works with schools, community partners and families to support students with Autism Spectrum Disorder to become active, engaged members of their schools and local communities. The START Project provides evidence-based training, technical assistance and resources to educators.

• The Michigan Alliance for Families (http://www.michiganallianceforfamilies.org) is the state’s federally funded Parent Training and Information center. The Michigan Alliance for Families provides information, support, and education to parents whose children receive special education services, from birth to age 26.

• The Special Education Mediation Services SEMS (https://www.mikids1st.org/) conducts training sessions for special education mediators and facilitators. The sessions cover the IDEA, MARSE and the MDE OSE regulations, rules and procedures and include key topics such as the IEP process, IEP team meetings, transition, and the dispute resolution processes.

• The Alt+Shift (https://www.altshift.education/) provides professional learning opportunities, resources, tiered technical assistance, and implementation support.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
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.

MDE's 2019 IDEA Public Reporting on the performance of individual member districts and ISDs on required indicators (Indicators 1-14) was accomplished through:

• Shared leadership with ISDs: The MDE OSE collaborated with ISD personnel to provide information to district staff and the public.

• General announcement: An MDE Deputy Superintendent sent a memorandum to all superintendents and public school academies (PSA) administrators announcing the availability of the public reports.

• District preview of public reporting: The MDE OSE ensured districts had ample opportunity to preview the data. The preview period enabled member districts to prepare communications for their communities and plans for improvement. A memorandum was sent to all special education and superintendent listservs and the data were made available to the public.

• Media advisory: The MDE's Office of Communications distributed a media advisory announcing the availability of public reporting.

• Posting on the MDE Special Education website (www.michigan.gov/specialeducation) and the MI School Data portal (https://www.mischooldata.org/SpecialEducationEarlyOn2/AnnualPublicReporting2
/AnnualPublicReportingSummary.aspx): During the last week in May of 2019, the MDE OSE posted individual member districts' performance on the required indicators with comparisons to state or federal targets and state performance. This posting also provided the opportunity to easily view member district performance across all indicators in a spreadsheet or PDF.

Public reporting on Michigan's performance was supplemented by posting the current SPP/APR on the Annual Performance Report section. (www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-6530_6598_31834---,00.html)
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

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

Michigan will report the FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) and progress in implementing the SSIP in the SSIP submission due April 1, 2020.
Intro - OSEP Response

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

OSEP conducted a Differentiated Monitoring and Support visit to the State the week of September 16, 2019 and is currently developing a response that will be issued under separate cover.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.

The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2019 and 2020 is Needs Assistance.  In the State's 2020 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities.  The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance.
The State must report, with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.
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
	2016
	64.15%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	Data
	53.63%
	55.07%
	57.12%
	64.15%
	65.34%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	80.00%
	80.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.

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
	8,556

	 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
	13,468

	 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
	63.53%


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

	8,556
	13,468
	65.34%
	80.00%
	63.53%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

MDE changed to the 6-year cohort graduation rate in FFY 2016 which essentially created a new baseline from the 4-year cohort data reported in previous years. The extended year 6-year cohort graduation rate for FFY 2018 was 63.53%. The data represents a decrease of 1.81 percentage points from the FFY 2017 year. The decline may be attributed to the natural variation in cohort graduation rates. A review of this year’s and last year’s  6-year cohort revealed the difference in graduation rates was largely apparent by the 4-year period (a difference of 1.77 percentage points);  the FFY 2018 cohort had a lower graduation rate at the 4-year period than the previous cohort had at a 4-yr period (55.35% vs. 57.12%, respectively). However, both cohorts experienced roughly an 8.2 percentage-point gain in graduation rates during the extra 2-year period. Most students graduate within four years, and the number of subsequent graduates at 6 years is a more modest gain, the difference between these cohorts at four years is likely the main reason and point at which slippage occurred. Subsequent cohorts have had higher graduation rates at the 4-year period, Michigan is confident the 6-year cohort graduation rate will likely increase over the next two reporting cycles.
Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
Extended ACGR
If extended, provide the number of years
6
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
The Michigan Merit Curriculum (MMC) (http://www.chsd.us/highschool/curriculum/Michigan%20Merit%20Curriculum%20FAQ%27s.pdf) defines a common set of required credits for graduation and provides educators with a common understanding of what students should know and be able to do for credit. MMC also provides students the learning opportunity, knowledge and skills they need to succeed in college or the workplace. Students are required to obtain a minimum of 18 credits for graduation which could be met using alternative instructional delivery methods such as alternative course work, humanities course sequences, career and technology courses, industrial technology or vocational education courses. In addition, since the graduating class of 2016, students also need to complete two credits of a language other than English in grades 9-12; OR an equivalent learning experience in grades K-12 prior to graduation.

The 18 credits required are:

•
4 credits mathematics - Algebra I, Algebra II, Geometry, one math course in final year of high school 
• 4 credits English language arts - English Language Arts 9, 10, 11, 12
• 3 credits science – Biology, Physics or Chemistry, one additional science credit
• 3 credits social studies - .5 credit in Civics, .5 credit in Economics, U.S. History and Geography, World History and Geography
• 1 credit physical education and health
• 1 credit – visual, performing and applied arts
• Online learning experience - Course, Learning or Integrated Learning Experience
• 2 credits - language other than English in grades 9-12; OR an equivalent learning experience in grades K-12 ¬¬effective for students which entered third grade beginning in 2006 (Class 2016)
Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

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

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	9.50%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	9.50%
	9.25%
	9.00%
	8.75%
	8.50%

	Data
	8.63%
	7.86%
	7.35%
	7.06%
	6.76%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	8.25%
	8.25%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.

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)
	9,119

	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)
	1,115

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

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d)
	3,650

	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)
	60


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

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

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

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
The OSEP indicated states have two options for calculating the dropout rate. Option 1 is to calculate Leaver rate or students who exit public education. Option 2 is an Event rate or students who enrolled and dropped out during the school year.

MDE elected to use the second calculation option 2 (Event rate) and is reporting the annual event dropout rate for indicator 2. The dropout rate is calculated by dividing the number of students with an IEP who dropped out during the year by the number of students with an IEP in the fall student data collection. Students included in this analysis must be ages 14-21, have an IEP (22 to 26-year olds are excluded for federal reporting purposes), and enrolled in grades 9-12 or enrolled in an ungraded special education setting during the Fall 2017 data collection. Students who were excluded in the calculations were those students who transferred out of the Michigan public school system, had a temporary school-recognized absence due to suspension or illness, or who were deceased.
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

	4,484
	65,403
	6.76%
	8.25%
	6.86%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
The following are the seven Michigan Student Data System exit code descriptions which are considered dropouts for the purposes of calculating and reporting Indicator 2:

• Student left school without earning a diploma or other certification, and before reaching the maximum age (26 Years of Age)
• Student left adult education without earning a diploma or other certification
• Student is enlisted in the military or Job Corps (not in a primarily academic setting which offers a secondary education program) without completing school or earning a diploma
•
Student is adjudicated (i.e., placed under jurisdiction of a juvenile or criminal justice authority) 
• Student is placed in a recovery or rehabilitative program or is under psychiatric care.
•
Student is not in school but known to be expelled with no option to return 
• Student is gone; status is unknown
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3B - Indicator Data

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

	A
	Elementary School
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Middle School
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	High School
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Elementary School
	2014


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

	A
	Elementary School
	97.27%
	Actual
	98.89%
	97.27%
	97.74%
	98.03%
	98.26%

	B
	Middle School
	2014


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

	B
	Middle School
	96.58%
	Actual
	98.59%
	96.58%
	97.20%
	97.71%
	97.53%

	C
	High School
	2014
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	C
	High School
	90.58%


	Actual
	94.45%
	90.58%
	92.71%
	94.11%
	92.35%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Elementary School
	2014
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Elementary School
	97.90%
	Actual
	98.65%
	97.90%
	97.19%
	98.49%
	98.83%

	B
	Middle School
	2014
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	B
	Middle School
	97.25%
	Actual
	98.35%
	97.25%
	97.55%
	98.01%
	98.17%

	C
	High School
	2014
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	C
	High School
	91.18%
	Actual
	93.86%
	91.18%
	93.39%
	94.73%
	93.23%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Elementary School
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	Middle School
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Reading
	C >=
	High School
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Elementary School
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	B >=
	Middle School
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	C >=
	High School
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
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
	14,097
	14,351
	14,780
	14,878
	14,395
	14,335
	
	
	
	
	12,514

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	11,585
	11,813
	12,227
	7,743
	7,384
	5,181
	
	
	
	
	1,299

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	293
	286
	305
	4,558
	4,493
	6,471
	
	
	
	
	8,241

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	2,000
	2,039
	2,028
	2,269
	2,193
	2,165
	
	
	
	
	2,131


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
	14,097
	14,350
	14,778
	14,878
	14,395
	14,334
	
	
	
	
	12,514

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	11,836
	10,456
	10,033
	9,588
	9,401
	5,095
	
	
	
	
	1,180

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	88
	1,689
	2,508
	2,712
	2,443
	6,560
	
	
	
	
	8,360

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	1,999
	2,049
	2,066
	2,341
	2,286
	2,234
	
	
	
	
	2,204


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
	Elementary School
	43,228
	42,576
	98.26%
	95.00%
	98.49%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Middle School
	43,608
	42,457
	97.53%
	95.00%
	97.36%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C
	High School
	12,514
	11,671
	92.35%
	95.00%
	93.26%
	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
	Elementary School
	43,225
	42,724
	98.83%
	95.00%
	98.84%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Middle School
	43,607
	42,660
	98.17%
	95.00%
	97.83%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C
	High School
	12,514
	11,744
	93.23%
	95.00%
	93.85%
	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. 

Information about Michigan’s Student Test of Educational Progress (M-STEP) and historical assessment data (https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709_70117---,00.html)

The Spring 2019 M-STEP and MME Public Demographic Results (https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709_70117_40135---,00.html)

Michigan’s assessment results are also available to the public at the following web links:
MI School Data portal (https://www.mischooldata.org/SpecialEducationEarlyOn/AnnualPublicReporting
/IndicatorReportSelected2.aspx?Portal_NumberOfComparisonGroups=0&Common_Locations=1-A,0,0,0& Common_SchoolYear=12&Common_SpecEdIndicator=AYPMathProficiency~AdequateYearlyProgress)

Special Education public reporting within MI School Data portal (https://www.mischooldata.org
/SpecialEducationEarlyOn2/AnnualPublicReporting2/AnnualPublicReportingSummary.aspx) There are two choices for viewing data on the public reporting website:

A downloadable Special Education (Part B) Public Reporting Excel Spreadsheet is on the Special Education Summary tab. This Excel spreadsheet contains data for all required indicators for all ISDs and member districts (data are masked).

Run Indicator Reports
1. On the Indicator Report Summary tab, select an ISD
2. Select either All Districts for data on the entire ISD or select any member district within the ISD from dropdown menu
3. Select the Report Year
4. Click on the “View Results” button at the bottom of the page

Provided for each indicator is a brief description, state target and performance, ISD and member district selected target and performance, and target status. In addition, the Selected Indicator Reports tab (https://www.mischooldata.org
/SpecialEducationEarlyOn2/AnnualPublicReporting2/IndicatorReportSelected3.aspx) will provide additional information regarding selected indicators as well as visual graphs.

This is a direct link to an example of a school district for Indicator 3. (https://www.mischooldata.org/SpecialEducationEarlyOn2/AnnualPublicReporting2/IndicatorReportSelected3.aspx#)

To select a different district, select Edit Report at top left. Use drop down menu for Member District or use blue Location Search.

Public reporting was made available on May 24, 2019.

The measurement used by the OSEP in making determinations is different than the measurement used for Michigan’s APR. The determination measure starts with all students with an IEP who were assessed and asks the portion who used the regular assessment, while the APR B-3 Performance indicator starts with all students with an IEP enrolled and asks the portion who were assessed using any state level assessment (regular assessments and alternate assessments combined).
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
 The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
 
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
	Elementary School
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Middle School
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	High School
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Elementary School
	2014
	Target >=
	70.00%
	72.00%
	74.00%
	76.00%
	77.00%

	A
	Elementary School
	27.35%
	Actual
	47.45%
	27.35%
	28.80%
	27.79%
	26.04%

	B
	Middle School
	2014
	Target >=
	67.00%
	70.00%
	72.00%
	74.00%
	76.00%

	B
	Middle School
	21.62%
	Actual
	47.39%
	21.62%
	23.51%
	23.24%
	21.65%

	C
	High School
	2014
	Target >=
	62.00%
	65.00%
	68.00%
	71.00%
	74.00%

	C
	High School
	26.29%
	Actual
	37.27%
	26.29%
	27.83%
	27.72%
	26.89%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Elementary School
	2014
	Target >=
	49.00%
	53.00%
	58.00%
	62.00%
	67.00%

	A
	Elementary School
	25.98%
	Actual
	36.87%
	25.98%
	25.38%
	24.81%
	22.34%

	B
	Middle School
	2014
	Target >=
	46.00%
	50.00%
	55.00%
	60.00%
	65.00%

	B
	Middle School
	18.23%
	Actual
	30.80%
	18.23%
	18.36%
	16.86%
	15.85%

	C
	High School
	2014
	Target >=
	41.00%
	47.00%
	52.00%
	58.00%
	63.00%

	C
	High School
	19.74%
	Actual
	18.28%
	19.74%
	20.30%
	17.64%
	17.64%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Elementary School
	79.00%
	79.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	Middle School
	78.00%
	78.00%

	Reading
	C >=
	High School
	76.00%
	76.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Elementary School
	71.00%
	71.00%

	Math
	B >=
	Middle School
	70.00%
	70.00%

	Math
	C >=
	High School
	69.00%
	69.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
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
	13,878
	14,138
	14,560
	14,570
	14,070
	13,817
	
	
	
	
	11,671

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,288
	2,080
	1,833
	1,091
	1,010
	1,296
	
	
	
	
	196

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	34
	45
	50
	294
	292
	1,331
	
	
	
	
	1,053

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,288
	1,508
	1,477
	1,649
	1,748
	1,640
	
	
	
	
	1,570


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
	13,923
	14,194
	14,607
	14,641
	14,130
	13,889
	
	
	
	
	11,744

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,485
	1,896
	1,248
	983
	886
	574
	
	
	
	
	85

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	12
	55
	51
	45
	51
	406
	
	
	
	
	403

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,067
	1,210
	1,128
	1,199
	1,321
	1,314
	
	
	
	
	1,315


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
	Elementary School
	42,576
	10,603
	26.04%
	79.00%
	24.90%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B
	Middle School
	42,457
	10,351
	21.65%
	78.00%
	24.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C
	High School
	11,671
	2,819
	26.89%
	76.00%
	24.15%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Elementary School
	As a result of a review of data related to the 1% cap under ESSA on the percent of students who can be assessed using the alternate assessments, Michigan added clarifying language on how to make assessment selection decisions and has provided targeted technical assistance to ISDs and member districts to ensure students are properly assessed. Guidelines and training modules were also provided and posted publicly. Because of this change, overall, Michigan tested 2.1% of all assessed students using MI-Access in FFY2018 (a decrease of 0.1% from FFY 2017). This represents 1,297 fewer students taking the assessment. It is hypothesized that if these students who no longer take MI-Access, took the assessment in FFY2017 improperly, that their removal from the total taking MI-Access in FFY 2018 affected overall proficiency rates. 

	C
	High School
	See explanation given in Group A above.


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
	Elementary School
	42,724
	9,152
	22.34%
	71.00%
	21.42%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Middle School
	42,660
	6,779
	15.85%
	70.00%
	15.89%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C
	High School
	11,744
	1,803
	17.64%
	69.00%
	15.35%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	C
	High School
	As a result of a review of data related to the 1% cap under ESSA on the percent of students who can be assessed using the alternate assessments, Michigan added clarifying language on how to make assessment selection decisions and has provided targeted technical assistance to ISDs and member districts to ensure students are properly assessed. Guidelines and training modules were also provided and posted publicly. Because of this change, overall, Michigan tested 2.0% of all assessed students using MI-Access in FFY2018 (a decrease of 0.2% from FFY 2017). This represents 1,263 fewer students taking the assessment. It is hypothesized that if these students who no longer take MI-Access, took the assessment in FFY2017 improperly, that their removal from the total taking MI-Access in FFY 2018 affected overall proficiency rates. 


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. 

Information about Michigan’s Student Test of Educational Progress (M-STEP) and historical assessment data (https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709_70117---,00.html)

The Spring 2019 M-STEP and MME Public Demographic Results (https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709_70117_40135---,00.html)

Michigan’s assessment results are also available to the public at the following web links:
MI School Data portal (https://www.mischooldata.org/SpecialEducationEarlyOn/AnnualPublicReporting
/IndicatorReportSelected2.aspx?Portal_NumberOfComparisonGroups=0&Common_Locations=1-A,0,0,0& Common_SchoolYear=12&Common_SpecEdIndicator=AYPMathProficiency~AdequateYearlyProgress)

Special Education public reporting within MI School Data portal (https://www.mischooldata.org
/SpecialEducationEarlyOn2/AnnualPublicReporting2/AnnualPublicReportingSummary.aspx) There are two choices for viewing data on the public reporting website:

A downloadable Special Education (Part B) Public Reporting Excel Spreadsheet is on the Special Education Summary tab. This Excel spreadsheet contains data for all required indicators for all ISDs and member districts (data are masked).

Run Indicator Reports

1. On the Indicator Report Summary tab, select an ISD
2. Select either All Districts for data on the entire ISD or select any member district within the ISD from dropdown menu
3. Select the Report Year
4. Click on the “View Results” button at the bottom of the page

Provided for each indicator is a brief description, state target and performance, ISD and member district selected target and performance, and target status. In addition, the Selected Indicator Reports tab (https://www.mischooldata.org
/SpecialEducationEarlyOn2/AnnualPublicReporting2/IndicatorReportSelected3.aspx) will provide additional information regarding selected indicators as well as visual graphs.

This is a direct link to an example of a school district for Indicator 3. (https://www.mischooldata.org/SpecialEducationEarlyOn2/AnnualPublicReporting2/IndicatorReportSelected3.aspx#https://www.mischooldata.org/SpecialEducationEarlyOn2/AnnualPublicReporting2/IndicatorReportSelected3.aspx#)

To select a different district, select Edit Report at top left. Use drop down menu for Member District or use blue Location Search.

Public reporting was made available on May 24, 2019.

The measurement used by the OSEP in making determinations is different than the measurement used for Michigan’s APR. The determination measure starts with all students with an IEP who were assessed and asks the portion who used the regular assessment, while the APR B-3 Performance indicator starts with all students with an IEP enrolled and asks the portion who were assessed using any state level assessment (regular assessments and alternate assessments combined) 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 


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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2016
	1.48%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	4.50%
	4.30%
	4.10%
	3.90%
	3.70%

	Data
	3.56%
	2.48%
	1.34%
	1.48%
	2.05%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	3.50%
	1.45%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

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

	21
	871
	2.05%
	3.50%
	2.41%
	Met 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

A district was identified as having a significant discrepancy in rates of suspensions and/or expulsions when more than five percent of students with an IEP received out-of-school suspensions/expulsions for greater than 10 days cumulatively during the school year. Districts exceeding the five percent threshold with fewer than five students with an IEP suspended/expelled for more than 10 days, were not identified as having a significant discrepancy.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The MDE OSE will be monitoring at the ISD level rather than at the member district level beginning in the Winter 2020. Findings at the ISD-level will be reported in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR (2021 submission).  This change in the level of monitoring is part of the redesign of the accountability system to align with federal regulations and requirements for ISDs as the subrecipients of the IDEA Grant funds.
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.
All 21 member districts with a significant discrepancy were monitored. As part of the monitoring, Michigan reviewed the districts’ policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA, as required. After the completion of monitoring activities, seven member districts were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures and/or practices contributing to the significant discrepancy. Each of these member districts was  issued a finding of noncompliance and required to develop and implement a corrective action plan (CAP) to come into compliance as soon as possible, but in no case later than one year including verification. Member districts in the correction year were monitored to ensure necessary policies, procedures and/or practices were corrected.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

If YES, select one of the following:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
As noted above, the MDE OSE also ensured correction of noncompliance by verifying each member district with findings of noncompliance had corrected individual student level findings, unless the student was no longer in the member district, and the subsequent student records were compliant. 
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

	11
	11
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State ensured each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 and FFY 2016: 
     
     (1) is correctly implementing regulatory requirements (100% compliance) based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through student record reviews verified by ISDs and MDE.
     (2) Each individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.

The State reviewed data subsequent to the initial finding to determine that noncompliance has been corrected. Verification activities included: (1) a review of updated policies, procedures and/or practices and (2) a review of new data submitted through state data systems. If the data submitted demonstrated continued noncompliance there was additional training and a review of more recent student records. Based on this review, the State established the identified noncompliance has been corrected and the LEA is correctly implementing the specific statutory or regulatory requirement(s). When correction of noncompliance was not completed within one year, the State mandated increased technical assistance, training or other enforcement action to promptly bring the LEA into compliance. A finding remains active until correction is verified by the State.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Each individual case of noncompliance was verified as corrected by a review of the student file conducted onsite by the ISD and submitted to and reviewed by the State. 
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2016
	1
	1
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The MDE OSE used the same process described above to ensure correction of noncompliance from FFY 2016.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

See above
4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	1.84%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	6.21%
	1.91%
	3.58%
	1.84%
	5.07%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


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

YES

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

	135
	30
	777
	5.07%
	0%
	3.86%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Michigan defined “significant discrepancy” as a suspension/expulsion rate greater than or equal to 3.6 percent for students with an individualized education program (IEP) in any racial/ethnic group who received out-of-school suspensions/expulsions for greater than ten days cumulatively during the school year. In the 2009-2010 school year, 1.8 percent of students with an IEP were suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days. The number was doubled to create the 3.6 percent threshold for calculating significant discrepancy. For a district to be included in the analyses, at least 30 students with an IEP must be enrolled in the district. For the identified member districts the data were analyzed for each race/ethnicity with 10 or more students with an IEP enrolled in the district.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The MDE OSE will be monitoring at the ISD level rather than at the member district level beginning in the Winter 2020. Findings at the ISD-level will be reported in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR (2021 submission).  This change in the level of monitoring is part of the redesign of the accountability system to align with federal regulations and requirements for ISDs as the subrecipients of the IDEA Grant funds.
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.

All 135 member districts identified with significant discrepancy were monitored. As part of the monitoring, Michigan reviewed the districts’ policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA, as required. After the completion of monitoring activities, 30 member districts were found to have noncompliant policies, procedures and/or practices which contributed to the significant discrepancy. Each of these member districts was issued a finding   of noncompliance and was required to develop and implement a corrective action plan (CAP) to come into compliance as soon as possible, but in no case later than one year including verification. Member districts in their year of correction were monitored to ensure policies, procedures and practices are corrected.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

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

Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
As noted above, the MDE OSE also ensured correction of noncompliance by verifying each member district with findings of noncompliance had corrected individual student level findings, unless the student was no longer in the member district, and the subsequent student records were compliant. 
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

	39
	32
	4
	3


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State ensured each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 and FFY 2016: 

      (1) is correctly implementing regulatory requirements (100% compliance) based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through student record reviews verified by ISDs and MDE.
     (2) Each individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.

The State reviewed data subsequent to the initial finding to determine that noncompliance has been corrected. Verification activities included: (1) a review of updated policies, procedures and/or practices and (2) a review of new data submitted through state data systems. If the data submitted demonstrated continued noncompliance there was additional training and a review of more recent student records. Based on this review, the State established the identified noncompliance has been corrected and the LEA is correctly implementing the specific statutory or regulatory requirement(s). When correction of noncompliance was not completed within one year, the State mandated increased technical assistance, training or other enforcement action to promptly bring the LEA into compliance. A finding remains active until correction is verified by the State.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Each individual case of noncompliance was verified as corrected by a review of the student file conducted onsite by the ISD and submitted to and reviewed by the State.
FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

For the three districts with uncorrected noncompliance the State provided a technical assistant who reviewed the cause of the ongoing noncompliance and mandated the use of technical assistance, training, or other enforcement action to ensure prompt compliance. 
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2016
	1
	1
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The MDE OSE used the same process described above to ensure correction of noncompliance from FFY 2016.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

See above
4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
The State reported that noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 as a result of the review it conducted pursuant to 34 C.F.R. §300.170(b) was not corrected.  When reporting on the correction of this noncompliance, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each district with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2017:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator) for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the districts identified with noncompliance in FFY 2018 have corrected the noncompliance, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
4B- Required Actions
Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	63.00%
	63.25%
	63.50%
	63.75%
	64.00%

	A
	54.01%
	Data
	65.37%
	65.90%
	66.39%
	66.89%
	67.19%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	11.90%
	11.80%
	11.70%
	11.60%
	11.50%

	B
	17.87%
	Data
	11.24%
	11.08%
	10.86%
	10.90%
	11.10%

	C
	2011
	Target <=
	5.50%
	5.36%
	5.32%
	5.28%
	5.24%

	C
	5.50%
	Data
	5.12%
	5.04%
	5.16%
	4.96%
	4.83%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	64.25%
	64.25%

	Target B <=
	11.40%
	11.40%

	Target C <=
	5.15%
	5.15%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
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
	177,721

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	120,238

	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
	19,491

	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
	7,935

	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
	236

	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
	333


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

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

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

	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	120,238
	177,721
	67.19%
	64.25%
	67.66%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	19,491
	177,721
	11.10%
	11.40%
	10.97%
	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]
	8,504
	177,721
	4.83%
	5.15%
	4.79%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	28.20%
	28.20%
	28.20%
	28.30%
	28.50%

	A
	27.20%
	Data
	28.40%
	28.00%
	29.72%
	29.89%
	28.68%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	43.20%
	43.20%
	43.20%
	42.00%
	41.50%

	B
	44.20%
	Data
	41.73%
	41.39%
	39.25%
	38.72%
	38.51%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	28.80%
	28.80%

	Target B <=
	41.00%
	41.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
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
	22,073

	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
	6,675

	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
	7,509

	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
	443

	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
	12


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
	6,675

	22,073
	28.68%
	28.80%
	30.24%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	7,964
	22,073
	38.51%
	41.00%
	36.08%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In the Fall of 2015, Michigan joined the Powerful 619 Data cohort with a specific focus on Indicator B6 - Education Environments (ages 3-5) targeting policies, funding, processes, and coding of data. An outcome of the cohort work was establishing a stakeholder group within the state focused on inclusive practices and meets three times per year. The team continues to focus on the work from the cohort and ensure ongoing training is provided around the state to certify accurate coding of data to reflect the inclusive practices are taking place in Michigan. Michigan made significant gains in the two targets set for this indicator.
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
	2011
	Target >=
	87.00%
	86.00%
	86.50%
	87.00%
	87.50%

	A1
	81.10%
	Data
	85.16%
	87.73%
	87.90%
	88.36%
	88.31%

	A2
	2011
	Target >=
	61.00%
	54.90%
	55.00%
	55.10%
	55.20%

	A2
	54.00%
	Data
	57.00%
	54.98%
	58.02%
	57.82%
	58.08%

	B1
	2011
	Target >=
	87.00%
	87.00%
	87.50%
	88.00%
	88.50%

	B1
	82.20%
	Data
	86.49%
	89.28%
	89.11%
	90.17%
	89.94%

	B2
	2011
	Target >=
	59.00%
	56.00%
	56.10%
	56.30%
	56.40%

	B2
	53.70%
	Data
	57.59%
	56.34%
	58.93%
	57.13%
	57.41%

	C1
	2011
	Target >=
	89.00%
	86.00%
	86.50%
	87.25%
	87.75%

	C1
	81.30%
	Data
	85.04%
	87.85%
	88.47%
	88.66%
	89.14%

	C2
	2011
	Target >=
	73.00%
	59.10%
	59.20%
	59.30%
	59.40%

	C2
	58.70%
	Data
	60.41%
	59.17%
	61.25%
	60.89%
	61.67%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	88.00%
	88.00%

	Target A2 >=
	55.30%
	55.30%

	Target B1 >=
	89.00%
	89.00%

	Target B2 >=
	56.50%
	56.50%

	Target C1 >=
	88.25%
	88.25%

	Target C2 >=
	59.50%
	59.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

3,521
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	32
	0.91%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	282
	8.01%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,073
	30.47%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,317
	37.40%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	817
	23.20%


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

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	2,390
	2,704
	88.31%
	88.00%
	88.39%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	2,134
	3,521
	58.08%
	55.30%
	60.61%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	22
	0.62%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	331
	9.40%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,138
	32.32%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,509
	42.86%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	521
	14.80%


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

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	2,647
	3,000
	89.94%
	89.00%
	88.23%
	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)
	2,030
	3,521
	57.41%
	56.50%
	57.65%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	31
	0.88%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	307
	8.72%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,016
	28.86%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,396
	39.65%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	771
	21.90%


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

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	2,412
	2,750
	89.14%
	88.25%
	87.71%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	2,167
	3,521
	61.67%
	59.50%
	61.55%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B1
	The two targets not met were both in Summary Statement 1. Data were reviewed as well as the pool of children and an explanation for the slippage between FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 is not obvious.  Michigan has provided additional training on Outcomes, Birth through age 5, encompassing Part C and 619, perhaps teachers and specialists are improving their COS process and providing more accurate data as a result of the outcomes training. Michigan will continue to monitor this data and continue to provide training on the Outcomes COS process, with the goal of meeting targets for FFY 2019.     

	C1
	See explanation in B1 above.


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

YES
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


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

YES

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

State approved assessment instruments include: Assessment, Evaluation and Programming System (AEPS), Battelle Developmental Inventory, Second Edition (BDI-2), Battelle Developmental Inventory Screening Test, Brigance Inventory of Early Development -II and III (IED-II and IED-III), Carolina Curriculum for Preschoolers, Child Observation Record (COR), COR Advantage, Creative Curriculum for Preschools, Teaching Strategies Gold, and Learning Accomplishments Profile -3rd. Ed (LAP-3).

There are three components used to reach a consensus on the Child Outcome Decision Tree. First component is the requirement for the use of one of the state approved assessment tools designed for assessment of preschool-aged children. These options consist of both criterion- and norm-referenced assessment tools. The second component is parent input, and is included to acknowledge the requirement of “across all settings and situations.” The third component consists of professional expertise which is based on specialist’s knowledge of child development and age expectations as well as their ability to observe skills and behaviors across settings and situations. These three components are used in a team meeting to determine the score using the decision tree.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Michigan continues to be involved in national Community of Practice calls and work groups to enhance and improve data as it relates to Preschool Child Outcomes. Additionally, Michigan continues to explore the alignment and correlation of child outcome data between children receiving services in Part C of IDEA and those transitioning to Part B of IDEA within the Linking Part C and 619 Data Cohort, a cross-state technical assistance activity sponsored by the U.S. Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP) Center for IDEA Early Childhood Data Systems (DaSy) and Early Childhood Technical Assistance (ECTA) Center.
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? 
	YES

	If yes, will you be providing the data for preschool children separately?
	YES


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Preschool
	2007
	Target >=
	45.00%
	45.50%
	46.00%
	46.50%
	47.00%

	Preschool
	34.00%
	Data
	49.30%
	49.90%
	49.70%
	50.38%
	50.48%

	School age
	2007
	Target >=
	24.80%
	25.20%
	25.60%
	26.00%
	26.40%

	School age
	20.50%
	Data
	27.92%
	28.96%
	29.59%
	28.90%
	28.14%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	47.50%
	47.50%

	Target B >=
	26.80%
	26.80%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Preschool Children Reported Separately
	
	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

	Preschool
	2,337
	4,745
	50.48%
	47.50%
	49.25%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	School age
	4,217
	13,892
	28.14%
	26.80%
	30.36%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.

79,378

Percentage of respondent parents

23.48%

	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.

Response Rates

There were 4,745 respondents for the Preschool survey (25.70% response rate) and 13,894 respondents for the School Age survey (22.81% response rate,) for a total of 18,639 responses from 79,378 viable respondents (23.48% total response rate). 

Rasch analyses were used to generate scores for respondents, and the NCSEAM standard of 600 was used to determine whether parents reported the schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities. Of the completed surveys, all 4,745 respondents (100%) to the Preschool survey provided sufficient data to calculate a Rasch score, and 13,892 of 13,894 respondents (99.9%) to the School Age survey provided sufficient data to calculate this score. Therefore, these numbers serve as the “total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities” for the respective age groups. For the Preschool survey, 2,337 (49.25%) of these parents had measures which met or exceeded the NCSEAM standard, and for the School Age survey 4,217 (30.36%) of these parents had measures which met or exceeded this standard.
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

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


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
Michigan will continue using the following strategies to address the issue of response data not being representative of the State’s demographics including:
• Follow-up post cards, conducting follow-up telephone calls and interviews, mailing additional copies of the survey to non-respondents, and targeting calls to low-responding areas.
•
Encourage and support parents to participate in the survey using a variety of techniques including: 
                        • Informing parents about the survey, 
                        • Providing them an opportunity to ask questions or to opt out of the survey, 
                        • Indicating that the survey is voluntary and confidential, 
                        • Offering the survey in three modes (online, paper, and telephone), 
                        • Providing a toll-free number for questions about the survey, and 
                        • Offering the survey in Arabic and Spanish.
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.

Survey Instrument
There were two versions of the survey for parents of children/students receiving special education services:
• One for parents of children between the ages of 3 and 5, inclusive (hereafter referred to as the “3-5 survey”); and
• One for parents of students between the ages of 6 and 21, inclusive (hereafter referred to as the “6-21 survey”).

The 3-5 survey contained 37 NCSEAM questions measuring “Efforts to Partner with Parents”, while the 6-21 survey included 25 questions measuring the same construct. The 3-5 survey also contained an additional 13 NCSEAM questions measuring “Quality of Services”, resulting in a total of 50 items on the survey.

Sampling
Surveys were disseminated to all parents of children between the ages of 3 and 5 years (inclusive) who received special education services in Michigan, and to approximately one-third of all parents of students between the ages of 6 and 21 years (inclusive) who received such services in Michigan. Parents of students ages 6 through 21 years were selected to participate in the survey using the office of Special Education Programs (OSEP)-approved cohort sampling plan. 

Approximately one-third of member districts within every intermediate school district (ISD) were selected to participate in the 6-21 survey.

Validity, Reliability and Representativeness of the Sample

Comparisons of the child/student characteristics between the statewide population and the respondent sample revealed the responses are not representative of the Michigan Part B special education population. While generally representative, there are some differences in the sample compared to the statewide population as shown in the attached tables document labeled FFY2018 Part B Michigan’s Indicator 8 Data Analyses Tables.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
    
      
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
	2018
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.81%
	0.00%
	0.29%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


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

YES

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

1

	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

	0
	0
	56
	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). 
MDE’s operational definition of ISDs with disproportionate representation as a result of inappropriate identification includes:

Step 1: Identify ISDs with Disproportionate Representation Data
For the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the two school years examined were FFY 2017 (2017-2018) and FFY 2018 (2018-2019).   A risk ratio greater than 2.5 for two consecutive years for any racial/ethnic group in all or one of six eligibility categories was used to identify ISDs for monitoring activities. Calculations are performed for all ISDs with 30 or more students with an IEP. In cases where the sum of all other students with an individualized education program (IEP) equals fewer than ten, an alternate risk ratio (ARR) was calculated for the race under consideration, per IDEA Data Center recommendation. The ARR was calculated when the racial/ethnic distribution of the ISD’s student population varied significantly from the state racial distribution which was used to calculate weighted risk ratios/ARR. The risk ratio (RR) compared identification rates by race/ethnicity with the ISD’s student population.

Step 2: Analyze Policies, Practices and Procedures

As a result of an ISD having a risk ratio greater than 2.5 for both years, the MDE OSE conducted monitoring activities to determine whether the disproportionate representation was a result of inappropriate identification policies, practices and/or procedures. When inappropriate policies, practices, and/or procedures are found, MDE OSE issues findings of noncompliance.
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 noted above, when the ISD exceeded the established risk ratio for two consecutive years for specific students in special education, the ISD was determined to have disproportionate representation by race/ethnicity.

For ISDs determined to have disproportionate representation, the MDE OSE conducted monitoring activities using IDEA regulations along with MARSE. These activities included a review of the ISD’s policies, procedures and practices related to students with an IEP. After the review it was determined whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification policies, procedures, or practices.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The State has moved from conducting monitoring activities at the member district level to the ISD level, as subrecipients. For this indicator, the current report is at the ISD level. Therefore, the State has revised the baseline using FFY 2018 data.

Michigan reported 56 LEAs in the Introduction because there are 56 LEAs that are the subrecipient of IDEA funding. However, in Michigan, there are State Agencies, such as the Department of Health and Human Services, which provide services to students with an IEP. Indicators 9 and 10 count these students at the aggregate level. State agencies are not an LEA and therefore not included in the Introduction section. However, State agencies are included in Indicators 9 and 10. The State agencies as an entity did not meet the State-established n and/or cell size and subsequently excluded.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	FFY 2016
	1
	1
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The MDE has moved from conducting monitoring activities at the member district level to the ISD level, as subrecipients. For this indicator, the current report is at the ISD level; however, last year’s report and associated correction of noncompliance continue to be at the member district level.

The State ensured each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2016: 

      (1) is correctly implementing regulatory requirements (100% compliance) based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through student record reviews verified by ISDs and MDE.
     (2) Each individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.

The State reviewed data subsequent to the initial finding to determine that noncompliance has been corrected. Verification activities included: (1) a review of updated policies, procedures and/or practices and (2) a review of new data submitted through state data systems. If the data submitted demonstrated continued noncompliance there was additional training and a review of more recent student records. Based on this review, the State established the identified noncompliance has been corrected and the LEA is correctly implementing the specific statutory or regulatory requirement(s). When correction of noncompliance was not completed within one year, the State mandated increased technical assistance, training or other enforcement action to promptly bring the LEA into compliance. A finding remains active until correction is verified by the State.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Each individual case of noncompliance was verified as corrected by a review of the student file conducted onsite by the ISD and submitted to and reviewed by the State.
9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision.
     
The State reported that 56 districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size size, and that one district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size and was excluded from the calculation. However, in the Introduction to the SPP/APR, the State reported there were 56 districts in the  during the reporting year.  The State further reported, “Michigan reported 56 LEAs in the Introduction because there are 56 LEAs that are the subrecipient of IDEA funding. However, in Michigan, there are State Agencies, such as the Department of Health and Human Services, which provide services to students with an IEP. Indicators 9 and 10 count these students at the aggregate level. State agencies are not an LEA and therefore not included in the Introduction section. However, State agencies are included in Indicators 9 and 10. The State agencies as an entity did not meet the State-established n and/or cell size and subsequently excluded.” 
Indicator 9 measures the percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.  OSEP notes the State is counting its State agencies as a “district” for the purpose of reporting on Indicators 9 and 10, which is inconsistent with the information the State reported in its Introduction and the data the State reported under other Indicators.  The State must report on “districts” consistently in its SPP/APR submissions. 
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
	2018
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	2.04%
	1.86%
	0.00%
	2.00%
	1.17%


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.

1

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

	10
	0
	56
	1.17%
	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). 
Michigan’s operational definition of ISDs with disproportionate representation as a result of inappropriate identification includes:

Step 1: Identify ISDs with Disproportionate Representation Data

For the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the two school years considered were FFY 2017 (2017-2018) and FFY 2018 (2018-2019).   A risk ratio (RR) greater than 2.5 for two consecutive years for any racial/ethnic group in all or one of six eligibility categories was used to identify ISDs for focused monitoring activities. Calculations are performed for all ISDs with 30 or more students with an IEP. In cases where the sum of all other students with an individualized education program (IEP) equals fewer than ten, an alternate risk ratio (ARR) was calculated for the race under consideration, per IDEA Data Center recommendation. ARR was calculated when the racial/ethnic distribution of the ISD’s student population varied significantly from the state racial distribution which was used to calculate weighted risk ratios/ARR. The RR compared identification rates by race/ethnicity with the ISD’s student population.

Step 2: Analyze Policies, Practices and Procedures

As a result of an ISD having a risk ratio greater than 2.5 for both years, the MDE OSE conducted monitoring activities to determine whether the disproportionate representation was a result of inappropriate identification policies, practices and/or procedures. When inappropriate policies, practices and/or procedures are found, the MDE OSE issues findings of noncompliance.
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.

As noted above, when the ISD exceeded the established risk ratio for two consecutive years for specific students in special education, the ISD was determined to have disproportionate representation by race/ethnicity.

For ISDs determined to have disproportionate representation, the MDE OSE conducted monitoring activities using IDEA regulations along with the MARSE. These activities included a review of the ISD’s policies, procedures and practices related to students with an IEP. After the review it was determined whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The State has moved from conducting monitoring activities at the member district level to the ISD level, as subrecipients. For this indicator, the current report is at the ISD level. Therefore, the State has revised the baseline using FFY 2018 data.

Michigan reported 56 LEAs in the Introduction because there are 56 LEAs that are the subrecipient of IDEA funding. However, in Michigan, there are State Agencies, such as the Department of Health and Human Services, which provide services to students with an IEP. Indicators 9 and 10 count these students at the aggregate level. State agencies are not an LEA and therefore not included in the Introduction section. However, State agencies are included in Indicators 9 and 10. The State agencies as an entity did not meet the State-established n and/or cell size and subsequently excluded. 
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

	8
	8
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The MDE has moved from conducting monitoring activities at the member district level to the ISD level, as subrecipients. For this indicator, the current report is at the ISD level; however, last year’s report and associated correction of noncompliance continue to be at the member district level.

The State ensured each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 and FFY 2016: 

      (1) is correctly implementing regulatory requirements (100% compliance) based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through student record reviews verified by ISDs and MDE.
     (2) Each individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.

The State reviewed data subsequent to the initial finding to determine that noncompliance has been corrected. Verification activities included: (1) a review of updated policies, procedures and/or practices and (2) a review of new data submitted through state data systems. If the data submitted demonstrated continued noncompliance there was additional training and a review of more recent student records. Based on this review, the State established the identified noncompliance has been corrected and the LEA is correctly implementing the specific statutory or regulatory requirement(s). When correction of noncompliance was not completed within one year, the State mandated increased technical assistance, training or other enforcement action to promptly bring the LEA into compliance. A finding remains active until correction is verified by the State.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Each individual case of noncompliance was verified as corrected by a review of the student file conducted onsite by the ISD and submitted to and reviewed by the State.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2016
	2
	2
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016

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

The MDE OSE used the same process described above to ensure correction of noncompliance from FFY 2016.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

See Above

10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

The State reported that 56 districts that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size size, and that one district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size and was excluded from the calculation. However, in the Introduction to the SPP/APR, the State reported there were 56 districts in the  during the reporting year.  The State further reported, “Michigan reported 56 LEAs in the Introduction because there are 56 LEAs that are the subrecipient of IDEA funding. However, in Michigan, there are State Agencies, such as the Department of Health and Human Services, which provide services to students with an IEP. Indicators 9 and 10 count these students at the aggregate level. State agencies are not an LEA and therefore not included in the Introduction section. However, State agencies are included in Indicators 9 and 10. The State agencies as an entity did not meet the State-established n and/or cell size and subsequently excluded.” 
Indicator 9 measures the percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.  OSEP notes the State is counting its State agencies as a “district” for the purpose of reporting on Indicators 9 and 10, which is inconsistent with the information the State reported in its Introduction and the data the State reported under other Indicators.  The State must report on “districts” consistently in its SPP/APR submissions. 
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11: Child Find

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	80.51%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.72%
	99.85%
	99.80%
	99.86%
	99.77%


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

	31,395
	31,255
	99.77%
	100%
	99.55%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

140

Account for children included in (a) but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.
The following information presents the reasons member districts gave for late evaluations and includes the number and percent of eligible and ineligible children reported for each reason.

Reason for Late Evaluation
 for Eligible Children with a Late Evaluation 
External reports not available - 5 (3.57%)
Personnel not available for evaluation - 72 (51.43%)
Personnel not available for IEP - 47 (33.57%) 
Total - 124 (88.57%)

Reason for Late Evaluation
 for Ineligible Children with a Late Evaluation 
External reports not available - 2 (1.43%)
Personnel not available for evaluation - 4 (2.86%)
Personnel not available for IEP - 10 (7.14%) 
Total - 16 (11.143%)

The following information presents the number and percent of late evaluations by the range of calendar days beyond the state’s 30-School-Day timeline:

1-5 days 43 (30.71%)
6-10 days 19 (13.57%)
11-15 days 13 (9.29%)
16-20 days 12 (8.57%)
21-25 days 7 (5.00%)
26-30 days 6 (4.29%)
> 30 days 40 (28.57%)
Does not equal 100% due to rounding.
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).
According to the MARSE R 340.1721b for Special Education, the established timeline for evaluation is within 30 school days.

Listed below are the codes in the State data system which describe cases where exceptions are made and included in count (b).

     -  Code 12: The evaluation was completed within the agreed-upon written timeline extension.

    -   Code 22:
 The IEP from the previous state was implemented while conducting a review of the existing evaluation or convening an IEP team meeting within 30 school days.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Student data were collected via the Michigan Student Data System (MSDS), including students with an IEP. Data necessary for completion of Indicator 11 and for assigning district accountability for the evaluation were extracted from the MSDS and are reported in the SPP/APR.
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

	33
	32
	0
	1


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State ensured each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017: 

      (1) is correctly implementing regulatory requirements (100% compliance) based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through student record reviews verified by ISDs and MDE.
     (2) Each individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.

The State reviewed data subsequent to the initial finding to determine that noncompliance has been corrected. Verification activities included: (1) a review of updated policies, procedures and/or practices and (2) a review of new data submitted through state data systems. If the data submitted demonstrated continued noncompliance there was additional training and a review of more recent student records. Based on this review, the State established the identified noncompliance has been corrected and the LEA is correctly implementing the specific statutory or regulatory requirement(s). When correction of noncompliance was not completed within one year, the State mandated increased technical assistance, training or other enforcement action to promptly bring the LEA into compliance. A finding remains active until correction is verified by the State.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For each individual case of noncompliance, the ISD verified the initial evaluation was completed. Data was reported to the State in the MSDS.
FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

For the one district with uncorrected noncompliance the State provided a technical assistant who reviewed the cause of the ongoing noncompliance and mandated the use of technical assistance, training, or other enforcement action to ensure prompt compliance. 
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
11 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  In addition, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the remaining one uncorrected finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 was corrected.
When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 and each LEA with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2017:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
11 - Required Actions
Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	92.10%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.26%
	89.78%
	76.08%
	93.09%
	93.52%


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. 
	2,709

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	141

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	2,340

	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. 
	41

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	12

	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.
	


	
	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.
	 2,340
	2,515
	93.52%
	100%
	93.04%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

175

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.
Reason for late IEPs of Eligible Children with Late IEPs
Late notification from Part C to Part B LEA
(less than 90 days before third birthday)  - 1
Timeline began in previous district -  0
Personnel not available for evaluation - 0
Personnel not available for IEP - 0
External reports not available - 0
Unknown - 172
Total - 173

Reason for late IEPs of Ineligible Children with Late IEPs
Late notification from Part C to Part B LEA
(less than 90 days before third birthday)  - 0
Timeline began in previous district -  0
Personnel not available for evaluation - 0
Personnel not available for IEP - 0
External reports not available - 0
Unknown - 2
Total - 2

Number of Late IEPs: 1 - 7 ISDs
Number of Late IEPs: 2-3 - 2 ISDs
Number of Late IEPs: 4+ - 2 ISDs

Range of Days beyond third birthday, number and percent of late IEPs:
1-10 days - 9 late IEPs (5.14%)
11-50 days - 18 late IEPs (10.28%)
51-100 days - 5 late IEPs (2.86%)
>100 days - 5 late IEPs (2.86%)
Unknown days - 138 late IEPs (78.86%)
IEP took place too early (prior to age 2 years 6 months) but district indicated through data the child was late - 0 late IEPs (0.00%)
Attach PDF table (optional)
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Data are submitted by member districts and validated within the Michigan Student Data System (MSDS). For Indicator B12, data are collected in the Fall, Spring, and End-of-Year.
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

	66
	62
	0
	4


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State ensured each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 and FFY 2016: 

     (1) is correctly implementing regulatory requirements (100% compliance) based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through student record reviews verified by ISDs and MDE.
     (2) Each individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.

The State reviewed data subsequent to the initial finding to determine that noncompliance has been corrected. Verification activities included: (1) a review of updated policies, procedures and/or practices and (2) a review of new data submitted through state data systems. If the data submitted demonstrated continued noncompliance there was additional training and a review of more recent student records. Based on this review, the State established the identified noncompliance has been corrected and the LEA is correctly implementing the specific statutory or regulatory requirement(s). When correction of noncompliance was not completed within one year, the State mandated increased technical assistance, training or other enforcement action to promptly bring the LEA into compliance. A finding remains active until correction is verified by the State.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For each individual case of noncompliance, the ISD verified the transition to Part B was completed. Data was reported to the State in the MSDS.
FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

For the four districts with uncorrected noncompliance the State provided a technical assistant who reviewed the cause of the ongoing noncompliance and mandated the use of technical assistance, training, or other enforcement action to ensure prompt compliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2016
	2
	2
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The MDE OSE used the same process described above to ensure correction of noncompliance from FFY 2016.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

See Above
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.  In addition, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the remaining four uncorrected findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 was corrected.
When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 and each LEA with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2017:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
12 - Required Actions
Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2018
	92.34%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.70%
	76.78%
	78.34%
	81.23%
	81.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


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

	8,929
	9,670
	81.00%
	100%
	92.34%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

The MDE OSE used the Fall Michigan Student Data System (MSDS) count of students in all member districts. To be included in measurement for this indicator, the member district had to have served at least one student aged 16 and older with an IEP. Using this criterion, a total of 691 member districts were monitored. Students meeting the criterion were selected in each member district. A checklist originally based on the NTACT B-13 checklist was used. The MDE OSE carefully reviewed the checklist to determine the extent the checklist matched the requirements of the measurement table. Some mismatches were found. For example, the MDE OSE had added five criteria to determine measurable, rather than strictly determining a "yes-no" to the question of is the goal measurable. Because of the mismatches and inclusion of quality practices, the checklist was revised. This revision results in a more reliable measurement.

The MDE OSE used the Michigan Student Data System (MSDS) Fall collection of students with IEPs, ages 16 and over as our sample frame. Michigan uses a Stratified-Random Sample of students from each member districts, large enough to yield a margin of error of +/- 10% with 95% confidence—between 7 to 34 students per member district. Additionally, any member districts with a total population over 50,000 students, was sampled at a margin of error of +/- 5%. Students who graduated or exited school during the transition review period, were removed from the sample frame. As a result, there was a statewide total sample of 10,226 students, for a statewide margin of error of +/-  0.51%. Results were in large part representative of Michigan students, and any small deviation of the sample from the statewide population demographics of gender, disability type, age, and ethnicity, did not yield statistically different results between raw sample and weighted sample-adjustments.

Using these criteria, a total of 691 member districts were monitored, with 85 member districts having some noncompliance. 
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The State has revised the checklist used to monitor for compliance with this Indicator. Therefore, the State has revised the baseline for this indicator using FFY 2018 data. 
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

	348
	347
	1
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The State ensured each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 and FFY 2016: 

     1) is correctly implementing regulatory requirements (100% compliance) based on a review of updated data subsequently collected through student record reviews verified by ISDs and MDE.
     2) Each individual case of noncompliance was corrected, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA.

The State reviewed data subsequent to the initial finding to determine that noncompliance has been corrected. Verification activities included: (1) a review of updated policies, procedures and/or practices and (2) a review of new data submitted through state data systems. If the data submitted demonstrated continued noncompliance there was additional training and a review of more recent student records. Based on this review, the State established the identified noncompliance has been corrected and the LEA is correctly implementing the specific statutory or regulatory requirement(s). When correction of noncompliance was not completed within one year, the State mandated increased technical assistance, training or other enforcement action to promptly bring the LEA into compliance. A finding remains active until correction is verified by the State.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Each individual case of noncompliance was verified as corrected by a review of the student file conducted onsite by the ISD and submitted to and reviewed by the State.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2016
	15
	15
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The MDE OSE used the same process described above to ensure correction of noncompliance from FFY 2016.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

See above.
13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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.
To be included in measurement for this indicator, the member district had to have served at least one student aged 16 and older with an IEP. Using this criterion, a total of 691 member districts were monitored.
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
	2018
	Target >=
	32.80%
	33.00%
	33.20%
	33.40%
	33.60%

	A
	28.21%
	Data
	33.58%
	34.79%
	32.36%
	32.56%
	29.18%

	B
	2018
	Target >=
	59.00%
	59.50%
	60.00%
	60.50%
	61.00%

	B
	42.82%
	Data
	63.18%
	65.35%
	63.31%
	62.96%
	64.85%

	C
	2018
	Target >=
	71.50%
	72.00%
	72.50%
	73.00%
	73.50%

	C
	75.19%
	Data
	77.11%
	77.09%
	76.82%
	76.93%
	77.43%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	33.90%
	33.90%

	Target B >=
	61.50%
	61.50%

	Target C >=
	74.00%
	75.25%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
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
	794

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	224

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	116

	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)
	72

	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).
	185


	
	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)
	224
	794
	29.18%
	33.90%
	28.21%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	340
	794
	64.85%
	61.50%
	42.82%
	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)
	597
	794
	77.43%
	74.00%
	75.19%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	Michigan met one of its FFY 2018 targets for Indicator 14 (Measure C). The targets of 33.90% on Measure A and 61.50% on Measure B were not met. The result on Measure A was less than a 1 percentage point difference from FFY 2017. However, the result on Measure B represented a 22.2 percentage point slippage from FFY 2017. 

Michigan’s slippage on Indicator 14 Measure B is attributed to the change in the definition of competitive employment to competitive integrated employment. Per the requirement of Office of Special Education (OSEP) and recommendations from the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT), Michigan adopted the revised Post-School Outcomes Data Collection protocol for FFY 2018 SPP/APR. The new definition requires all the criteria of the old definition to be met along with the following additional criteria: interaction with co-workers without a disability, customary pay rate, work which provides benefits, and work which provides the same opportunity for advancement for those with disabilities as for those without disabilities. As a result of these changes, four new questions were added to the FFY 2018 survey to capture these new employment criteria. 

The decline in Measure B is due to, of the 619 respondents who reported having worked, only 299 (48.3%) reported receiving benefits comparable to those of employees without disabilities in a similar position. In other words, the decline in Measure B is due to the change in the definition of ‘competitive employment.’ If the definition of competitive employment had not changed for FFY 2018, then the result for Measure B would be 64.48%, similar to FFY 2017. 


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

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


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

See attached document "FFY 2018 Part B Michigan's Indicator 14 Data".
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

	If yes, attach a copy of the survey
	B14_PostSchool_Survey_2019_ForMDE_Final_ADA


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.
See attached document "FFY 2018 Part B Michigan's Indicator 14 Data".
	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.
See attached document "FFY 2018 Part B Michigan's Indicator 14 Data".
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Michigan resets baseline for Indicator 14 Postsecondary Outcomes as reporting has changed in the definition of competitive employment to competitive integrated employment. Per the requirement of Office of Special Education (OSEP) and recommendations from the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT), Michigan adopted the revised Post-School Outcomes Data Collection protocol for FFY 2018 SPP/APR. The new definition requires all the criteria of the old definition to be met along with the following additional criteria: interaction with co-workers without a disability, customary pay rate, work which provides benefits, and work which provides the same opportunity for advancement for those with disabilities as for those without disabilities. As a result of these changes, four new questions were added to the FFY 2018 survey to capture these new employment criteria. 
14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2018 data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

See attached document "FFY 2018 Part B Michigan's Indicator 14 Data".
14 - 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. 
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
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range not used
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	33

	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
	18


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

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	36.40%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	42.00%
	44.00%
	46.00%
	48.00%
	50.00%

	Data
	57.14%
	37.04%
	51.22%
	42.86%
	46.88%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	52.00%
	52.00%


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
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	18
	33
	46.88%
	52.00%
	54.55%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

16 - Indicator Data
Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range 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
	154

	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
	21

	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
	106


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

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (OSE) values stakeholder input on the revision and setting of targets for the SPP/APR. During the development of the SPP/APR and the SSIP, the MDE OSE has sought input from Michigan’s Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC). The SEAC provided feedback to the MDE OSE when setting targets for the SPP/APR Indicators for FFY 2013 through FFY 2019 by looking at trends from historical data. An analysis of trend data for each indicator assisted in determining trajectories for setting future SPP/APR targets. Other stakeholders include the MDE OSE’s Data Advisory Committee (DAC), the Part C Michigan Interagency Coordinating Council (MICC), member districts and intermediate school districts, professional organizations, universities, United States Department of Education funded educational center and other State of Michigan agencies.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	87.70%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	75.00%
	75.00%
	75.00%
	75.00%
	75.00% - 85.00%

	Data
	81.25%
	77.63%
	81.69%
	78.35%
	81.15%


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

	Target
	75.00%
	85.00%
	75.00%
	85.00%


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

	21
	106
	154
	81.15%
	75.00%
	85.00%
	82.47%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.   
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
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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.
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FFY 2018 Part B Michigan’s Indicator 14 Postsecondary Outcomes Data Analyses 


Survey Instrument: The National Post-School Outcomes Center’s Postsecondary Outcomes Survey was used to 
collect information from former students who had exited school (graduated, dropped out, or received a certificate of 
completion) in the previous academic year. Per the recommendations of the National Technical Assistance Center on 
Transition (NTACT) and approval from Michigan Department of Education (MDE), additional questions have been added 
to the original survey to meet the new data collection requirements. 


Sampling: Surveys were disseminated to former students who received special education services in Michigan. 
Approximately one-third of local school districts within every intermediate school district (ISD) were selected to 
participate in the survey. 


Response Rate: Using the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) approved sampling plan, a total of 3,938 
surveys were mailed to cohort 3 leavers. Of these, 501 surveys were undeliverable, and 794 responses were received 
(23.1 percent response rate). 


Validity and Reliability of the Respondents: While the sample of students to whom the survey was mailed was 
representative of the cohort 3 population, the respondent group was not. Table 2 below shows the representativeness 
of the cohort 3 population and respondent group in terms of race/ethnicity, exit status, peer group, and disability 
groups. To determine whether these differences between the respondent group and the population made a statistically 
significant impact on the results, statistical weights were applied to adjust the sample size for each race/ethnicity, exit 
status, peer group, and disability group. 


Weights are commonly used to adjust survey results for under- and over-representation of specific subgroups in a 
sample. This procedure provides an estimate of the results which would be found when the distribution of a particular 
characteristic in the sample was identical to the distribution in the overall population. 


For this indicator, weights were calculated by dividing the proportion of each of the subgroups in the population by the 
corresponding proportion in the sample. For example, in the Indicator 14 population, the proportion of former students 
identified as White was .6293 and the proportion in the respondent group was .6700. Dividing .6293 by .6700 yields 
0.939. Therefore, the weight assigned to White former students was 0.939. 


This computation was repeated for the remaining racial and ethnic groups as well as for exit status, peer group, and 
disability. 
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The unweighted results and weighted results are presented in Table 1 below. Differences between the respondent 
group and the weighted respondent group for the race/ethnicity, exit status, peer group, and disability categories were 
found not to be statistically significant. This suggests even though the respondent group is not representative in terms 
of students’ race/ethnicity, exit status, peer group, and disability groups, the results are not affected in a statistically 
significant manner. Both unweighted and weighted data are reported below. 


Table 1: Indicator 14 Results Before and After Weighting 


Measurement 
Category 


Unweighted 
n (n=794) 


Unweighted 
% (n=794) 


Weighted 
by 


ethnicity 
n 


(n=794) 


Weighted 
by 


ethnicity 
% 


(n=794) 


Weighted 
exit 


status n 


(n=794) 


Weighted 
exit 


status % 


(n=794) 


Weighted 
by 


disability 
n 


(n=792) 


Weighted 
by 


disability 
% 


(n=792) 


Weighted 
by peer 
group n 


(n=794) 


Weighted 
by peer 


group % 


(n=794) 


A 224 28.21% 224 28.21% 218 27.46% 224 28.28% 220 27.71% 


B 340 42.82% 338 42.57% 333 41.94% 342 43.18% 338 42.57% 


C 597 75.19% 596 75.06% 590 74.31% 604 76.26% 598 75.31% 


Michigan’s postsecondary school outcomes survey respondent sample was not representative of the statewide 
population of former high school students with IEPs in terms of race/ethnicity, disability type, exit status and peer 
group which is consistent with previous years. In the past five years (2015-2019), the sample was not representative 
of the population on race/ethnicity, disability type and exit status. Therefore, the non-representativeness on these 
demographics have been a consistent issue for Indicator 14 data collection. 


The Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education (MDE OSE) and Wayne State University (WSU) seek 
to achieve representativeness in various ways. First, the MDE OSE sends the list of contact information of former 
students to WSU for survey deployment. To help ensure the contact information is correct, WSU takes additional 
measures such as: sending contact cards to transition coordinators at their request for distribution to student leavers 
who could return (when they choose) the postage-paid postcards to WSU; sending to transition coordinators at their 
request the lists of survey-eligible former students to verify contact information; and using a survey mailing house and 
directory services to append phone numbers to addresses or to update mailing addresses (without personal 
identifiers). In order to reach as many former students as possible, the survey is multi-mode (mail, telephone, and 
online). 
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To further achieve representativeness, the response rate from historically underrepresented groups, such as African-
American respondents, students with learning disabilities, and students who dropped out of school is closely monitored 
throughout the survey process. This monitoring process guides the use of targeted re-mails, telephone follow-up calls, 
and post-card reminders. Even with these additional efforts, along with efforts to secure accurate contact information, 
these groups continue to be underrepresented. The MDE OSE will explore other strategies such as working with 
specific ISDs which have a high proportion of underrepresented groups. For instance, geographically-targeted in-
person fieldwork in areas known to have a higher proportion of African American students in specific ISDs such as 
Wayne, Genesee, or Oakland could boost the response rate for this group. 


While the data indicate the responses are not completely representative of certain groups, this does not appear to 
impact the results. Given the continual non-representativeness of some groups, statistical weighting (discussed 
previously under “sampling methodology”) has been used to examine the effect of the non-representativeness on the 
post-secondary outcomes results. In the past five years, the weighted results by any demographic group were not 
significantly different than the unweighted results. Even though the respondent group is not representative on some 
demographics, the results are not affected in a statistically significant manner. Therefore, Michigan continues to report 
the unweighted results. 


Representativeness of the Respondent Group (or Sample) 


To test the representativeness of the respondent group (or sample) to the population, a proportions test was used to 
compare the respondent group to the population on gender, race/ethnicity, exit status, disability, and peer group. On 
gender, the respondent group was found to be representative of the population, whereas race/ethnicity, exit status, 
disability, and peer group were found to be statistically significantly different. 


Presented in the tables below are the results of the analyses, indicating the White former students were statistically 
significantly over-represented in the respondent group. In terms of exit status, former students who dropped out of 
high school were under-represented. Former students with Autism Spectrum Disorder and Other Health Impairment 
were over-represented in the respondent group while those with a Learning Disability were under-represented. Lastly, 
former students in the largest peer group were over-represented, while those in the medium-large peer group were 
under-represented. 


As discussed above, a comparison of the unweighted results to the results after weighting by race/ethnicity, exit 
status, disability, and peer group showed no statistically significant difference. Therefore, even though the respondent 
group was not representative in terms of these characteristics, the Indicator 14 results were not affected, and 
unweighted results are reported for FFY 2018. 
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Table 2: Comparison of Population and Respondent Group by Race/Ethnicity 


Demographic 
Characteristics 


Population 
Number 


Population 
Percent 


Respondent 
Group Number 


Respondent 
Group Percent 


White* 2,478 62.93% 532 67.00% 


African-American/Black 1,076 27.32% 195 24.56% 


Hispanic/Latino 201 5.10% 37 4.66% 


Asian 48 1.22% ** ** 


American Indian or Alaska 
Native 


29 0.74% ** ** 


Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific-Islander 


** ** ** ** 


Two or More Races 105 2.67% 18 2.27% 


Table 3: Comparison of Population and Respondent Group by Exit Status 


Demographic 
Characteristics 


Cohort Population 
Number 


Cohort Population 
Percent 


Respondent Group 
Number 


Respondent Group 
Percent 


Graduated 3,214 81.62% 665 83.75% 


Dropped out* 412 10.46% 53 6.68% 


Received certificate 312 7.92% 76 9.57% 
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Table 4: Comparison of Population and Respondent Group by Peer Group 


Demographic 
Characteristics 


Cohort Population 
Number 


Cohort Population 
Percent 


Respondent Group 
Number 


Respondent Group 
Percent 


Smallest  65 1.65% 14 1.76% 


Small 79 2.01% 20 2.52% 


Medium Small 293 7.44% 54 6.80% 


Medium Large* 797 20.24% 133 16.75% 


Large 575 14.60% 112 14.11% 


Largest * 2,129 54.06% 461 58.06% 


Table 5: Comparison of Population and Respondent Group by Disability Category 


Demographic 
Characteristics 


Cohort Population 
Number 


Cohort Population 
Percent 


Respondent Group 
Number 


Respondent Group 
Percent 


Cognitive Impairment 338 8.58% 71 8.94% 


Emotional Impairment 347 8.81% 68 8.56% 


Hearing Impairment 68 1.73% 12 1.51% 


Visual Impairment 13 0.33% ** ** 


Physical Impairment 23 0.58% ** ** 


Speech & Language 
Impairment 


97 2.46% 18 2.08% 


Learning Disability* 2,094 53.17% 363 48.77% 
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Demographic 
Characteristics 


Cohort Population 
Number 


Cohort Population 
Percent 


Respondent Group 
Number 


Respondent Group 
Percent 


Severe Multiple 
Impairment 


** ** ** ** 


Autism Spectrum 
Disorder* 


289 7.34% 83 9.86% 


Traumatic Brain 
Injury 


21 0.53% ** ** 


Other Health 
Impairment* 


639 16.23% 162 19.46% 


Source: Modified National Post-School Outcomes Center Survey 


*Difference between sample and statewide proportion is statistically significant (p<.05) 


**Number is not reported because there are fewer than ten (10) former students. 
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Section 1: Theory of Action 


If Michigan students are to succeed, the MDE must develop internal processes to: articulate a vision, 
communicate effectively, identify issues, determine priorities, provide guidance in a timely and responsive 
manner, leverage and allocate resources to support local improvement, engage strategically with P-20 partners, 
utilize data-informed decision-making processes, implement a differentiated framework of support to improve 
local district outcomes, support the development of effective personnel, hold local districts accountable for clearly 
identified, measurable results.  If they accomplish this, then:  ISDs will increase capacity to support districts to 
implement a tiered framework of support; Then local districts will increase capacity to support schools to 
implement a tiered framework of support; then schools will increase capacity to support administrators and 
teachers to implement a tiered framework of support; then each student will have access to effeictive practices 
matched to their need applied with fidelity with adequate time and demonstrate improved outcomes. 
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Section 2: Status of State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) 


INTRODUCTION 
The State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) is an indicator of systemic progress. Michigan’s Theory 
of Action predicted systemic improvement would yield improved, sustainable student outcomes. With 
availability of student level data collected in 2019 from districts in the transformation zone, the Michigan 
Department of Education (MDE) aligned baseline and targets to the curriculum-based measurement 
being used by the districts – NWEA.  MDE has obtained student-level data for students with Individualized 
Education Programs (IEP) for K-3 literacy for one complete testing cycle, thus testing the Theory of 
Action. For this report, the only change has been including additional data from a participating district in 
the transformation zone. 


DATA AND EXPLANATION 
State Performance Plan (SPP) Indicator B17: The indicator is the percentage of K-3 students with an 
IEP in participating schools who achieve benchmark status in reading as defined by a curriculum-based 
measurement. Data below are inclusive of all participating districts in the transformation zone. 


 Baseline (FFY 2017): 45.5% 


 Target (FFY 2018): 46% 


 Actual Results (FFY 2018): 46.5% 


 Target (FFY 2019): 46% 


While the data submitted by the transformation zone districts utilizing NWEA saw an increase of 1 percent 
on the NWEA for students with disabilities from Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2018-2019, data quality issues 
specific to the assessment did become apparent as professional learning on the MTSS component of 
Comprehensive Screening and Assessment System occurred. District Implementation Teams (DITs) 
lifted concerns with assessment fidelity specifically in the areas of assessment administration, 
assessment analysis, and data entry. As a result of fidelity concerns, progress monitoring did not occur. 
Based on discussions during professional learning on student assessment systems, one participating 
district selected NWEA as an additional tool for their assessment system.  


Districts within the transformation zone are focusing their efforts on increasing the fidelity of 
administration and the use of data, resulting in increased stakeholder’s confidence in the assessment. 
Establishing a system that minimizes error requires appropriate and ongoing training of staff members. 
Districts are working to ensure assessment systems are designed and implemented properly at all levels, 
and procedures are examined on an ongoing basis to prevent drift and ensure implementation fidelity 
over time to meet the needs of students with disabilities.  



https://www.nwea.org/
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Section 3: Executive Summary 


MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS/CRITICAL ACTIVITIES 
Over the last several years, MDE has been engaged in work to address the department’s systemic 
infrastructure to support the use of a Multi-tiered System of Supports (MTSS) framework. Previous 
Michigan State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) reports identified the need for MDE to redefine its 
role as an education agency and to create a more aligned and coordinated education system to support 
students with disabilities and yield improved outcomes for every learner in Michigan. The MDE SSIP 
Theory of Action describes how improvement of the overall education systemic infrastructure is needed 
to build capacity at all levels of the system, by aligning efforts and providing clear, consistent policy, 
guidance, and support through coordinated and tiered improvement strategies. 


MDE has made great strides over the past year in beginning to address the SSIP root causes identified 
in 2014, by intentionally coordinating the department’s support to the field in relation to: MTSS, 
instructional support (i.e., literacy, behavior, mental health), assessments, and continuous improvement. 
The transformation zone has played a significant role in creating a neutral space to initiate key 
conversations across the department and to align system components to support the work. In addition, 
the work in the transformation zone has provided MDE with the opportunity to develop capacity to 
understand the implementation infrastructure needed to support the selection, training, and coaching of 
individuals who will be implementing MTSS to ensure fidelity, as well as the understanding of what is 
required to support and sustain change over time, and across staff, so MTSS can be implemented 
effectively beyond the cohort in the transformation zone on the way to statewide scale-up.  


As a result of the SSIP, and the efforts of staff supported by the technical assistance provided by the 
State Implementation and Scaling-up of Evidence-based Practices (SISEP) Center, MDE’s system of 
support for MTSS is a prime example of how changes in MDE’s infrastructure are improving the 
department’s coordination and alignment of support to the field, as well as addressing the causes of low 
student performance, which will in turn ensure each student, birth to age 26, will have access to effective 
practices matched to their need. 


CHANGES TO THE SSIP 
In September 2019, the United States Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs 
(OSEP) and the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE) conducted a site visit at MDE. 
In considering the Systems Change Framework for Building Capacity to Improve Results for Students 
(Figure 1), OSEP expressed the following concerns regarding MDE’s previous SSIP submissions and 
the interpreted lack of progress in Michigan: 


• No discernible systems change or progress toward stated objectives and outcomes 
• Work reported within SSIP submissions is solely related to infrastructure 
• The only evidence-based “practice” identified is MTSS 
• No report out on evaluation questions, later modified to the degree to which the evaluation 


questions are addressed 
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Figure 1: Systems Change Framework for Building Capacity to Improve Results for Students 


Using the learnings gained from the work within the transformation zone and feedback provided by the 
OSEP, MDE is revisiting its Theory of Action and its infrastructure improvement strategies, as well as 
identification of evidence-based practices (EBPs) implemented within an MTSS.  


In response to OSEP’s recommendations, MDE’s 2020 SSIP report is intended to: 


• illustrate how activities related to infrastructure improvement strategies are changing adult 
behavior and serve as indications of progress toward systems change that will lead to improved 
outcomes for students with disabilities  


• report on Michigan’s efforts to support the knowledge and use of MTSS in the transformation 
zone, and on the lessons learned that are informing further development of the systemic 
infrastructure and next steps  


• provide insight to the reflection and continuous improvement efforts that lead to the development 
of the new SSIP Theory of Action and plans for next year to improve the SiMR 


While the format of this report may cause Michigan’s SSIP strategies to appear top-down or linear in 
nature, it is important to note that the activities are occurring simultaneously and include feedback loops 
with stakeholders across the system for cycles of continuous improvement and alignment. 


CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION IMPACTING IMPLEMENTATION OF SSIP ACTIVITIES 
With the passing of former state superintendent of public instruction Brian Whiston in May 2018, chief 
deputy superintendent Sheila Alles stepped in as the interim state superintendent. From that time moving 
forward, the chief deputy superintendent position had been left vacant, while awaiting the hiring of a 
permanent state superintendent. The chief deputy superintendent serves as the sponsor of the SSIP, 
Top 10 Strategic Education Plan, Way of Work (WoW), and the MTSS Leadership Team, as well as 
having direct oversight of other offices within the department. During this same period, other key positions 
on the SSIP Team experienced vacancies and turnover as well; these included the chief of staff to the 
state superintendent, and the director of the office of strategic planning implementation. While MDE 
executive leadership prioritized and distributed work of the chief deputy superintendent and the other 







Part B – State Systemic Improvement Plan: Phase III, Year 4 Michigan 


April 2020   Page 7 


members of the SSIP team, other work had to be paused, as the level of capacity that existed previously 
to support these initiatives could not be maintained. 


CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION IMPACTING EVALUATION OF SSIP ACTIVITIES 
Past SSIP reports included infrastructure evaluation protocols that were used to assess internal 
infrastructure progress. These included a state capacity assessment (SCA), state education agency 
(SEA) interviews, and employee engagement surveys. The SCA is a tool used at the state level to 
measure roles, structures, and functions that are consistent with effective, efficient, and durable 
implementation targeted practices. The SCA measures the extent to which the SEA invests in system 
components and aligns them to encourage and support the use of implementation best practices and the 
full use of innovations. After receiving feedback from OSEP, it was clear that the state would need to re-
evaluate the current SSIP Theory of Action. Due to this feedback, the SSIP leadership decided against 
taking another SCA or holding SEA interviews, since changes will be made in the next phase of the SSIP.  


The employee engagement survey, which was reported for multiple years in the SSIP to provide insights 
related to MDE leadership and communications, was not conducted in 2019 due to the election of a new 
governor. However, the employee engagement survey was reinstated and was conducted in March 2020.  
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Section 4: Status of Infrastructure Improvement Strategies  


INTRODUCTION 
The MDE SSIP Theory of Action states that to improve the overall education systemic infrastructure, it is 
important to build capacity at all levels of the system. This approach will then yield improved outcomes 
for every learner in Michigan. Additionally, the goal is for MDE to provide districts with clear, consistent 
expectations and aligned efforts, through coordinated and tiered improvement activities and resources 
(MTSS). A transformation zone–inclusive of MDE, intermediate school districts, and districts–was used 
as a learning lab to test elements of the MDE SSIP Theory of Action. The transformation zone was 
created to co-construct an aligned, coordinated, and coherent educational system from the classroom to 
the capital. As a result of the work in the transformation zone, capacity is being developed internally and 
externally, by establishing, sustaining, and improving infrastructures to assure full use of effective 
practices, resulting in increased outcomes for students with disabilities.  


As indicated in the SSIP Theory of Action, the system must: 


• articulate a vision  
• communicate it effectively 
• identify issues 
• determine priorities 
• provide guidance in a timely and responsive manner 
• leverage and allocate resources to support local improvement 
• engage strategically with P-20 partners 
• utilize data-informed decision-making processes 
• implement a differentiated framework of support to improve district outcomes 
• support the development of effective personnel 
• hold districts accountable for clearly identified, measurable results 


Improving systems may take years, and when there are delays, changes in leadership and/or other key 
positions, or changes in the systems approach, there may be delays in changes needed for infrastructure. 
MDE has struggled with systems improvement for a variety of reasons; however, there were important 
improvements during this past year. 


BUILDING CAPACITY THROUGH LEADERSHIP 


MDE Senior Staff and Leadership  


Throughout this past year, the executive leadership team (consisting of deputy superintendents, chiefs 
of staff, and special assistants) focused on filling key leadership positions, while also engaging in 
professional learning to improve their leadership competencies, as defined in the book Leadership by 
Lyle Kirtman and Michael Fullan. Kirtman and Fullan identify four policy drivers–capacity building, 
teamwork, pedagogy, and systemic policies–that when combined make a difference in system 
performance regarding adult and student learning and achievement.  


MDE is working toward what Kirtman and Fullan propose as a new paradigm for accountability–moving 
the primary focus from compliance and accountability in education to broad-based leadership and sound 
management practices. Kirtman and Fullan’s focus on identifying problems and patterns in the 
organization and determining high impact strategies to change behavior and create innovate methods to 
get results supports the intent of the SSIP. MDE is refining its infrastructure improvement strategies in its 
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SSIP Theory of Action to support the development at the state, ISD, and district levels of capacity leaders 
who are skilled in systems thinking, to support the instructional leaders in our schools, which in turn will 
unleash the power of teacher leaders in our classrooms–ultimately improving the outcomes for all 
learners in Michigan. 


Kirtman and Fullan identify seven leadership competencies that are essential for educational leadership 
success, many of which are represented further within this report. Over the past year, members of the 
executive leadership team engaged in individual self-assessments to determine strengths and 
opportunities for reflection and growth. From these self-assessments, team members identified individual 
and team competency goals, created a growth plan, and engaged in one-on-one leadership coaching 
sessions with an outside facilitator.  


As of February 2020, critical leadership positions within the department have been filled, providing 
increased capacity and consistency for the work of the SSIP. Also, 16 additional department leaders 
(including office directors and assistant directors) began professional learning on leadership. Participants 
in this expanded professional learning opportunity come from offices responsible for communications, 
finance, school safety, health and nutrition, educational technology, education workforce, pre-school and 
out of time learning, and strategic planning and implementation; they include staff who are responsible 
for implementation of the SSIP. This common professional learning regarding leadership shapes how 
leadership collectively articulates vision, identifies issues, and sets priorities. 


Top 10 in 10 Strategic Education Plan 
On August 1, 2019, MDE’s new state superintendent of public instruction, Dr. Michael F. Rice, took the 
helm. During the September 2019 State Board of Education (SBE) meeting, Dr. Rice expressed his 
commitment to continuous improvement and recommended a review and update of Michigan’s Top 10 
in 10 Strategic Education Plan as well as identifying metrics for the goals. The Top 10 in 10 is the state’s 
plan to drive improvement in the education system for Michigan’s children. The current plan has been in 
place since February 2016 and contains two goals aimed at the intent of the SSIP. These are Goal 7—
to develop an innovative and cohesive state education agency that supports an aligned, coherent 
education system at all levels—and Goal 2: to implement, with strong district and building leadership, 
high-quality instruction in every classroom through a highly coherent, child-centered instructional model 
where students meet their self-determined academic and personal goals to their highest potential. As is 
good practice with any learning organization, a periodic review of a strategic plan is necessary to ensure 
its relevance, focus, and impact.  


Beginning in October 2019, the MDE Top 10 review team convened and established a four-part review 
process. First, 39 structured interviews were conducted with a wide range of stakeholders and leaders 
(both internal and external), inquiring what stakeholders perceived as critical education issues and 
potential strategic goals. Next, based on the interviews with SBE members, education stakeholders, tribal 
partners, and MDE staff, a statewide survey was distributed outlining potential goals for the updated plan 
and requesting feedback. Nearly 12,000 survey responses were received. The ongoing part three of the 
process involves discussions with SBE members during their monthly meetings to discuss potential goal 
areas for the strategic plan in an open forum. Lastly, a focus group of stakeholders will be assembled in 
spring 2020 to review the potential changes to the plan and verify their alignment with expected 
outcomes.  


The expected outcomes of the updated plan will yield a clearer and more concise plan that is streamlined 
and focused. These changes will lead to an improved understanding of the plan, common ownership, 
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and increased participation in its implementation. The revised plan will include metrics that align with the 
goals to be used to monitor Michigan’s progress toward becoming a top education state. The draft plan 
will be presented to the SBE in late spring 2020 and will guide future work within the department and with 
education partners across Michigan. Once the plan is updated, connections will be identified to 
Michigan’s other vital education plans, such as the SSIP, MDE’s ESSA plan, the Path Forward, and 
Michigan’s Action Plan for Literacy Excellence (MAPLE) plan, to ensure alignment of efforts to improve 
literacy outcomes for students with disabilities.  


Cross-Office Collaboration 
Development of an innovative and cohesive state education agency that supports an aligned, coherent 
education system at all levels requires significant coordination and collaboration across MDE offices.  
Two offices co-lead the work of the SSIP – the Office of Strategic Planning and Implementation (OSPI) 
and the Office of Special Education (OSE).  


Last year’s SSIP report stated there was a gap in OSPI leadership due to the short-term employment of 
a director. A new director was appointed in late March 2019. Over the last year, the office has established 
OSPI mission, vision, and values that align with Michigan’s Top 10 in 10 Strategic Education Plan. 
Through this exercise, OSPI prioritized the team’s work, including establishing structures to ensure 
coordination, alignment, and coherence across the department,  especially related to the strategic 
education plan, the WoW system, the current transformation zone and department-wide coordination of 
MDE’s MTSS, the effective innovation selected for the SSIP. Additionally, OSPI is responsible for leading 
the department in a new initiative developing the System of Coordinated Supports.  


OSE is responsible for developing the department’s system of general supervision for special education 
and provides funding for MDE’s MiMTSS Technical Assistance (TA) Center (formerly known as 
Michigan’s Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative or MIBLSI). In the following subsections, 
this year’s activities related to four infrastructure improvement strategies (WoW, coordinated supports, 
general supervision, and MTSS) are described, as they are intended to provide a cohesive, aligned, and 
coherent approach to the MDE SSIP Theory of Action, which has a direct impact on the field and therefore 
on the SiMR. 


MDE is grateful for the continued support of our federal technical assistance partners, whose support is 
represented throughout this report. MDE is especially grateful to SISEP, whose intensive technical 
assistance has increased MDE’s knowledge and application of implementation science to further 
infrastructure development and to guide work within the transformation zone. The impact of SISEP’s 
commitment to support MDE goes well beyond the state department; this support has improved the 
system of MTSS support available to the field and fidelity of implementation within ISDs and districts to 
improve outcomes for all students, including students with disabilities. 


BUILDING THE WAY OF WORK (WOW) SYSTEM 
A critical component within the SSIP Theory of Action is MDE’s WoW system, which is rooted in 
implementation science. Within the theory, WoW aims to improve the whole system, not just individual 
parts, by ensuring that consistent and cohesive work processes exist across the department. When MDE 
offices use different processes or protocols within the department and with the field, confusion and 
inconsistencies occur. Ideally, by implementing clearly developed and communicated WoW processes 
and tools internally to MDE staff, increased efficiencies will improve the state’s capacity to focus on 
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supporting the field. This year, WoW had an extensive review and restructuring, and began developing 
and improving needed system tools. 


To build and support the needed components within the system, WoW has identified eight critical 
consideration areas:  


• Governance 
• Defined Effort 
• Communication 
• Professional Learning 
• Technical Assistance 
• Resources 
• Data 
• Evaluation  


All areas are interconnected, and together they build a strong systemic infrastructure. When WoW was 
initially developed, there were five consideration areas; however, after further discussion with staff and 
feedback from the transformation zone, WoW was expanded to these eight areas. Each consideration 
area team (in connection with the WoW Direction Team) is responsible for designing, developing, and 
testing the usability of the processes, procedures, and protocols needed for their consideration area. 
Highlights of this work from this reporting year include: the development of a project selection process, 
personal and problem-based workplan templates, a resource allocation guidance tool, and 
communications resources.  


As part of the evaluation of WoW, two projects (or initiatives) were included in the usability testing of the 
system; these were Coordinated Supports and a new MDE mentoring program. These projects worked 
through the project selection documents and tested consideration area tools, such as the communication 
templates and team governance documents. Critical feedback was provided to the WoW Direction Team 
for improvement of the processes and tools.  


In January 2020, the WoW Direction Team lead met with MDE deputies to discuss the reboot of WoW 
and to ask for support. The deputies agreed that the WoW processes and tools provide improved 
coordination and alignment across the department, and that when a new project is identified and 
developed, it will be critical and necessary to use the WoW process. This work has a direct impact on the 
MDE SSIP Theory of Action, as there has been progress toward articulating a vision, communications, 
prioritization of work, and leveraging and allocating processes. WoW guidance and tools must be 
consistently used across the department. Receiving strong support from senior staff is a significant 
accomplishment to help the work move forward more quickly and to ensure sustainability of the system 
improvements.  


SYSTEM OF COORDINATED SUPPORTS 
The SSIP Phase I data analysis clearly demonstrated that MDE must do intensive work within the state 
agency to increase its capacity to support local improvement. Included in the capacity development are 
the establishment of processes to: 


• identify needs throughout the state 
• identify resources to support those needs 
• align resources across the various offices and the department 
• disseminate information and resources 
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• differentiate response based on local need (tiered framework) 
• evaluate success of interventions 


The effective innovation identified by the state for the initial focus of the SSIP was MTSS. While much 
progress has been made to improve MDE’s coordination and alignment of MTSS support to the field 
(described later within this report), the need for MDE to coordinate and align additional supports and 
services remains. To best serve schools/districts that have been identified for support through 
accountability measures contained in the state’s plan for the federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), and/or the accountability system contained in 
Michigan Public Act 601 of 2018, MDE recognized the need to quantify the supports needed by districts 
and to coordinate MDE efforts to provide the resources and support necessary to improve learner 
outcomes.  


In April 2019, a new initiative was established to develop a System of Coordinated Supports. The initial 
focus was on districts that had been identified for Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI) or Additional 
Targeted Support (ATS) through the Michigan School Index System, which is MDE’s ESSA accountability 
system. The goals of the initiative were to:  


• determine how to provide coordinated services to this set of schools/districts   
• use this application/case study to identify guiding principles/processes that can potentially be 


used to provide coordinated services to other identified sets of districts/schools  
• propose a governance model to monitor implementation of the plan that is created to provide 


coordinated services to these schools/districts 


At the request of the sponsoring deputy superintendent, a cross-office work group of 21 representatives 
from 13 offices was convened within MDE to tackle this work. Each member had a solid understanding 
of the resources and services their office currently provides, or could provide, to districts; understood the 
general concept of differentiated supports; and was willing to think creatively about how MDE can best 
support districts moving forward. To begin, the work group brought together multiple data sets from 
across the department in a way that began to provide a picture of which schools had been identified 
within which districts and ISDs and for what reasons, and which supports they are currently receiving 
from MDE.  


As of March 2019, 4 percent of Michigan’s schools (123 out of 3,405 schools) were identified ATS (60 
schools) and TSI (63 schools), with subgroups needing support. Sixty percent (36/60) of the schools 
identified as ATS in 2018 were identified as such because their students with disabilities were performing 
similarly to a bottom 5 percent school (i.e., if the school’s students with disabilities subgroup was a 
separate building it would have been a bottom 5 percent building). Meanwhile, 56 percent of the schools 
identified for TSI in 2018 (35/63) were identified as such because their students with disabilities recorded 
low performance on each applicable system component within the School Index. In review of the data, it 
was clear that the needs of students were going unmet. However, since TSI and ATS schools are not 
required to engage with MDE to identify root cause of their identification, MDE had limited information 
regarding the actual needs of these districts, schools, and students from a root cause perspective. MDE 
did know, however, that systemic issues within districts and schools often play a significant role in the 
challenges they face in meeting the differentiated needs of learners, particularly students with disabilities.  


Two of MDE’s largest offerings of support to districts are systemic. These are professional learning and 
technical assistance on MTSS, and the Blueprint for System Reconfiguration, which is comprised of 
research and evidence-based effective practices that guide school district leaders in the installation of 
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systems and routines that increase the instructional and leadership capacity of adults and positively affect 
student outcomes. However, only a small percentage of districts and schools that had been identified for 
TSI or ATS were participating in MDE services to support MTSS implementation and/or Blueprint. While 
MDE did not know why these districts and schools were not participating, the department did suspect 
that the schools/districts might not have known what supports are available to them, what the supports 
entail, the intended outcomes of the supports, and how to access them. For this reason, the work group 
recommended launching a customer service campaign to more effectively communicate these offerings 
directly to Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI), and to TSI and ATS schools, to assist them 
in exploring their options for support. Since 86 percent of TSI/ATS schools serve middle and/or high 
school grades (106/123), offerings related to Early Warning Intervention and Monitoring Systems 
(EWIMS) support were also included. Districts with identified schools already receiving systemic support 
from MDE would be contacted as well, to ensure their needs were being met. In January 2020, following 
the December release of the 2019 School Index identification, MDE began the customer service 
campaign as recommended above, contacting districts with schools identified for CSI, ATS, and/or TSI 
that are not currently being served by MDE’s Partnership District Model. The Partnership Model focuses 
on building capacity to improve student outcomes by asking districts to carefully assess their own needs 
and challenges and then develop context-specific solutions in collaboration with a coalition of partners 
from MDE, intermediate school districts, and local communities.  


Building upon the guiding principles, processes, and coordination established during the development of 
the customer service campaign (Phase 1), MDE has committed to further develop the System of 
Coordinated Supports. Beginning in January 2020, the original work group was leveraged to establish 
the Coordinated Supports Development Team. Supported by WoW, this team is responsible for 
specifically developing the internal processes and tools necessary to increase the department’s ability to 
effectively coordinate support to districts. Three design teams are charged with creating and 
implementing the initial components of the system that were identified as needs during Phase 1, these 
being a catalog of supports, customer relations, and a coordinated supports data repository. The 
development team provides implementors (such as regional field consultants, partnership district liaisons, 
special education consultants) with the guidance and support necessary to utilize the processes and 
tools, while obtaining in response information needed for system improvements and enhancements.  


Based on the work of the development and design teams, recommendations for the development, 
improvement, maintenance, and/or discontinuation of supports are lifted to the Coordinated Supports 
Leadership Team. The leadership team, comprised of seven MDE directors and assistant directors, is 
intended to provide governance and oversight of the effort, by using data to make decisions regarding 
the prioritization of supports offered to districts and the allocation of resources for further development of 
the system. This effort includes supporting the structural and functional changes needed within MDE to 
implement and sustain the System of Coordinated Supports and communicating implications to internal 
and external stakeholders. Communication loops are in place with MDE leadership to share updates on 
progress, recommendations for policy improvements, and to request barrier removal. Through this 
initiative, MDE will partner with ISDs to collectively improve the coordination of general education and 
special education supports to its districts and improve outcomes for all learners in Michigan. 


SYSTEMS OF GENERAL SUPERVISION FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
As illustrated above, MDE is striving to provide districts with the systemic, instructional, and monitoring 
support they need to improve learner outcomes, through a cohesive and coherent approach intended to 
realize MDE’s Theory of Action. In 2016, OSEP informed MDE that ISDs were to be considered the 







Part B – State Systemic Improvement Plan: Phase III, Year 4 Michigan 


April 2020   Page 14 


“LEAs” as sub-recipients of IDEA funds. As such, ISDs have responsibilities and must meet requirements 
as LEAs. This shift emphasized the need for OSE to commit to building capacity not only at the state 
level, but at the ISD and member district levels as well. The OSE began working closely with ISDs to 
transition these responsibilities of accountability to the ISD level, rather than to the individual member 
district level. This transition has included bimonthly face-to-face meetings with ISD Directors, individual 
ISD meetings, and operational changes within the OSE. As noted in the April 2019 SSIP, OSE provided 
grants to Michigan’s 56 ISDs to support the individual design of systems of general supervision. 


OSE closely examined the Michigan Administrative Rules for Special Education (MARSE), which state, 
“Each intermediate school district shall implement monitoring procedures and evaluation methods 
developed by the department to ensure that the standards and criteria established are being achieved 
by the intermediate school district, their constituent school districts, and their public school academies.” 
While the MARSE rule indicates ISDs are to implement procedures and methods developed by the 
department, OSE determined this work had to include the stakeholders affected – ISD directors of special 
education, member district directors of special education, and public agency representatives. The general 
supervision accountability workgroup began meeting in March 2018 and meets every other month. This 
group is charged with gathering feedback from their constituency groups and providing input back to the 
work group. Workshops have provided input on activities such as the monitoring manual, the ISD 
determinations’ methodology, and how OSE is defining monitoring and technical assistance.  


OSE has worked to develop the capacity of ISDs through professional learning and development 
activities during ISD directors’ meetings. A portion of each meeting focuses on a component of general 
supervision, as well as evidence-based practices and resources. Additionally, the OSE has worked 
through iterations of documents intended to lead to a better understanding of how ISDs operate and how 
OSE can provide greater support. In the April 2018 SSIP, MDE noted the introduction of a Conversation 
Guide for MDE OSE and ISDs. As the conversations between ISDs and OSE have continued and the 
ISDs have implemented the general supervision system grants, this document has evolved into 
Assessing ISDs’ Evidence of a System of General Supervision: Part B. This evolution is based on the 
National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring paper titled Developing and 
Implementing an Effective System of General Supervision: Part B (January 2007). 


As OSE has worked to broaden its internal system of general supervision and capacity, a cross-unit 
group—the Differentiated Framework of Technical Assistance and Monitoring Supports Liaisons—began 
monthly meetings to facilitate communications among OSE units, review ISD general supervision system 
grant applications and reports, and continue to develop deeper understanding of components of general 
supervision. Additionally, a cross-department initiatives group meets monthly. The initial charge of this 
group was to coordinate efforts among specified initiatives: infrastructure development; data collection 
and use; general supervision; and improved outcomes for children and youth, especially those with 
disabilities. Considering MDE’s new Coordinated Supports initiative, this group has homed in on utilizing 
cross-office data to better understand the system, on instructional and monitoring needs of ISDs and 
districts to better support students with disabilities, and on informing the System of Coordinated Supports. 


MIMTSS 
In 2014, the primary cause of low student performance identified by Michigan’s SSIP was inadequate 
infrastructure to deliver technical assistance needed to implement effective instruction. The SSIP root 
cause analysis identified other deep drivers, including: 
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• schools without a comprehensive system of instruction and targeted interventions in place (lack 
of MTSS) 


• the lack of useful professional learning systems for educators in many schools 
• early gaps perpetuated by inequitable access to high quality early learning experiences across 


demographic groups 
• failure to have an uncompromising focus on early literacy 
• differing views and understanding of what defines best reading practices and instruction 
• inadequate core literacy instruction in classrooms 
• underutilization of fidelity and student data to drive coordinated decisions, from the individual 


student level to MDE 


MDE has made great strides over the past year in beginning to address these root causes, by intentionally 
coordinating the department’s support to the field in relation to MTSS: instructional support (literacy, 
behavior, mental health); assessments; and continuous improvement. The transformation zone has 
played a significant role in creating a neutral space to initiate key conversations across the department 
and to align system components to support the work. In addition, the transformation zone has allowed 
MDE to develop the capacity to understand the implementation infrastructure needed to support the 
selection, training, coaching, and fidelity assessment of individuals who will be implementing MTSS, as 
well as the understanding of what is required to support and sustain change, over time and across staff, 
so that MTSS can be implemented effectively beyond the cohort in the transformation zone on the way 
to statewide scale-up. As a result of the SSIP, and the efforts of staff supported by the technical 
assistance provided by SISEP, MDE’s system of support for MTSS is a prime example of how changes 
in MDE’s infrastructure are improving the department’s coordination and alignment of support to the field, 
as well as addressing the causes of low student performance identified above; these efforts will in turn 
ensure that each student, from birth to age 26, will have access to effective practices matched to their 
need. 


Supporting a Common Definition of MTSS in Michigan  
As described in previous SSIP reports, MDE has been working to establish an infrastructure to support 
effective MTSS implementation across Michigan. By defining and operationalizing MTSS in the MDE 
MTSS Practice Profile, ISDs and districts are provided with guidance that supports the establishment of 
systemic processes—inclusive of communication plans, professional learning, technical assistance, data, 
evaluation, and resources—while also applying those processes within the context of MTSS 
implementation. Over the past two years, usability testing of the practice profile has been conducted in 
the transformation zone. Meanwhile, the five essential components outlined within the practice profile 
have been integrated into Michigan law (State Aid Sections 31a – At Risk and 35a – Read By Grade 
Three), supporting the expectation that districts implement the five essential components of MTSS as 
indicated in the practice profile. Based upon usability testing in the transformation zone and processes 
to align the practice profile with the district capacity assessment (DCA) and other MDE resources (such 
as MICIP, assessment) and national resources (such as implementation science, taxonomy of 
intervention intensity), significant improvements were recently made to the MDE MTSS Practice Profile 
(version 5.0). While the essence of each of the five essential components within the practice profile 
remains the same, the changes improved its usability, by aligning language, reorganizing content, and 
reducing redundancy, while also making some content more explicit and actionable for districts. By 
aligning all MDE MTSS professional learning and technical assistance to the MDE MTSS Practice Profile, 
ISDs and districts are receiving consistent MTSS guidance and messaging from across MDE offices.  
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An essential component of both implementation science and continuous improvement science is data-
based decision-making. Within MTSS, such decision-making is informed by the data obtained from a 
comprehensive assessment system that includes both system assessments and student assessments. 
The usability testing of the MDE MTSS Practice Profile in the transformation zone has led to two 
significant improvements.  


First, the development of the practice profile has highlighted that previously, MDE had adopted a 
definition only for formative assessment, leaving other student assessments loosely defined and utilized 
with varied understanding across districts within the field. To address this, a cross-office work group was 
convened to establish common definitions of additional student assessments—including 
interim/benchmark, summative, universal screening, diagnostic, and progress monitoring—and to help 
to delineate between the intent of these assessments and evaluation for special education.  


During this process, MDE engaged the Michigan Assessment Consortium (MAC) to gain broader 
stakeholder input and support. As a result of this collaboration, MDE approved and released the student 
assessment definitions in December 2019. Since that time, MDE staff, including MiMTSS Leadership 
Team members, has continued to collaborate with the MAC in the Early Literacy Assessment System 
Project (ELAS). The intent of this project is to develop guidance to support the field in developing 
assessment literacy and in appropriately utilizing data from a comprehensive set of student assessments, 
to inform planning and efforts to meet the needs of learners. The final draft of this guidance is currently 
being reviewed. 


Secondly, usability testing of the practice profile led to the identification that the essential component of 
the “Comprehensive Screening and Assessment System” had been narrowly defined to student 
assessments, leaving the system assessments used within an MTSS (capacity, fidelity) loosely 
connected throughout the practice profile. Updates to the MTSS Practice Profile 5.0 explicitly call out the 
use of both student and system assessments to inform continuous improvement. These activities are 
intended to support the field in addressing what the SSIP root cause analysis identified as the 
underutilization of fidelity and student data to drive coordinated decisions, from the individual student 
level to the state department. 


The MiMTSS Technical Assistance Center   
Design groups (professional learning and technical assistance, data and evaluation, and 
communications) were used to develop professional learning, technical assistance, and evaluation 
needed for usability testing of the MDE MTSS Practice Profile within the transformation zone. At the same 
time, scans of state MTSS resources (such as MIBLSI, MI Excel and other MDE resources) were 
conducted to identify opportunities to leverage existing content and tools. Examples of tools and 
processes, such as evaluation, were lifted to WoW. Meanwhile, additional groups within MDE were 
convened to identify opportunities for alignment across systemic supports to districts; these included the 
Michigan Integrated Continuous Improvement Process (MICIP), MTSS and Blueprint. These collective 
approaches to the work of the SSIP offered MDE the opportunity to align MTSS professional learning 
and technical assistance content based upon the MDE MTSS Practice Profile, and to further evaluate 
the capacity of MDE to provide MTSS implementation support to the field across offices.  


In July 2019, MDE executive leadership acknowledged the capacity that MIBLSI has built over the past 
19 years to ensure high quality MTSS support to educators in ISDs, LEAs, and schools in Michigan. As 
MIBLSI provides technical assistance to build local capacity, each year a new cohort of districts is 
provided with a four-year scope and sequence of professional learning and systems supports for the 
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implementation of MTSS. So far, over 34 ISDs, 88 LEAs, and 860 schools have accessed supports 
through MIBLSI since its creation. Last year over 780 days of training were provided across the state. 
From July through January of this year, there have been over 340 days of training. In addition to a long 
history of supporting MTSS in Michigan, beginning in 2015 MIBLSI began to systematically infuse the 
active implementation frameworks of implementation science (i.e., usable innovations, drivers, stages, 
improvement cycles, and teams) into MTSS support and systems internal to the MIBLSI. Recognizing 
the capacity that MIBLSI has built to support both MTSS and implementation science within Michigan, 
MIBLSI has been formally identified as MDE’s MiMTSS Technical Assistance (TA) Center. Within 
MiMTSS, there is the MiMTSS Leadership Team, the MiMTSS TA Center, and the MiMTSS Data System 
(formerly known as MIDATA System). MIBLSI is transitioning its name to the MiMTSS TA Center and will 
cease using the name MIBLSI in Summer 2020. By clearly articulating the role of the MiMTSS TA Center, 
and naming it accordingly, MDE hopes to demonstrate MDE’s MTSS coordination and alignment, while 
decreasing previous misinterpretations in the field.   


Upon the naming of the MiMTSS TA Center, executive leadership also identified the need for MDE to 
differentiate the intensity and types of MTSS implementation support available to the field. Leveraging 
the technical assistance definitions from OSEP, MiMTSS has begun to identify strategies to differentiate 
MTSS support to include universal, targeted, and intensive supports. The MiMTSS TA Center is in the 
process of reviewing their current offerings and further developing their continuum of supports.  


Over the past year, the MDE State Implementation Team (SIT) and the MiMTSS TA Center have been 
working collaboratively to design and implement a robust system to evaluate MTSS professional learning. 
Data collected from professional learning events focus on the progress made by participating teams in 
applying their learning during the session. This progress is built upon the objectives outlined in the 
professional learning, the individual participant's confidence of being able to complete the next steps 
identified during the professional learning, and individual's perception of the training (quality, relevance, 
usefulness). These data are then shared with coaches and others supporting the teams, to identify 
additional implementation supports the teams need. The participant data and evaluation data related to 
the development and delivery of the professional learning are also shared with the SIT and MiMTSS TA 
Center staff, for continuous improvement of content development and delivery, to ensure high quality 
MTSS professional learning and coaching for ISDs, districts, and schools. In addition to informing work 
within the transformation zone and the MiMTSS TA Center, learnings are lifted to inform the professional 
learning consideration area within MDE’s WoW, ultimately strengthening the infrastructure to ensure high 
quality professional learning is provided to all levels of the educational cascade in Michigan. 


The MiMTSS Data System is designed to capture data (capacity, fidelity) used by districts for continuous 
improvement of MTSS implementation. It is currently offered as a universal support to any ISD and district 
in Michigan, free of charge. As the system is enhanced, the MiMTSS Data system will interface with other 
MDE data systems (MiDataHub, MICIP) to reduce the burden of data collection and integration on 
districts. The data system is maintained by the MiMTSS TA Center, which in turn collaborates with 
partners across Michigan and the nation to improve features within the data system.  


MiMTSS Leadership Team  
As MDE strives to coordinate and align roles and responsibilities across the department related to MTSS, 
the MiMTSS Leadership Team is intentionally designed to bring together 15 MDE members from across 
seven offices who lead work directly connected to MTSS through practice and legislation. The offices 
are:  
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• Office of Educational Supports: federal title programs; State Aid (Section 31a) – At-Risk; State 
Aid (Section 35a) – Read by Grade Three legislation; Michigan Integrated Continuous 
Improvement Process 


• Office of Educator Excellence: recruitment; pre-service; continued professional learning  
• Office of Great Start: Early childhood mixed service delivery system, including the Great Start 


Readiness Program and Head Start 
• Office of Health and Nutrition Services: State Aid (Section 31n) – Mental Health  
• Office of Partnership Districts: State Aid (Section 21h) – Partnership Districts  
• Office of Special Education: Federal and State Aid (Section 54b) – MTSS Scale-up 
• Office of Strategic Planning and Implementation: Coordinated supports including MTSS and the 


transformation zone 


Over the past year, the team has worked together to better understand each other’s roles and the 
connections between them. In spring 2019, the team set forth the following mission and vision. 


• Mission: Providing coordination and oversight of MDE’s efforts to support educators’ effective 
implementation of MTSS with fidelity so that all learners can be successful.  


• Vision: A responsive and comprehensive, tiered service delivery system aligned through state 
and local capacity that is sustainable and scaled across Michigan to meet the needs of all 
learners.  


In order to visualize the mission of providing coordination and oversight, the MiMTSS Leadership Team 
leveraged the leadership team structure found in the Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports 
Implementation Blueprint, at PBIS.org. Organized around implementation drivers, the elements found in 
the figure are considered when conducting systemic implementation activities related to MTSS—for 
example, resource mapping, practice alignment and integration, program evaluation, and local capacity 
development. After engaging in a process to review the team’s roles and functions in relation to the 
elements, the leadership team adapted the graphic to represent the intent of MiMTSS coordination and 
oversight. 


MiMTSS and Early Childhood 
While the SSIP root cause analysis identified that early learning gaps are perpetuated by inequitable 
access to high quality early learning experiences across demographic groups, the work in the 
transformation zone highlighted the need for MDE to engage in further developing MTSS for the context 
of early childhood settings in Michigan. As part of MDE’s P-8 priority, in September 2019 an MTSS Early 
Childhood Team was established to begin exploring MTSS for Pre-K classroom-based settings in districts 
with Great Start Readiness Programs and Head Start. This subcommittee of the MTSS Leadership Team 
is in the process of reviewing successful implementation of early childhood MTSS in other states, 
including Vermont, to inform Michigan’s plan for implementation. 


MiMTSS and Literacy 
Michigan has identified literacy (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) as a focus area to support 
educators and learners. The foundation of Michigan’s Action Plan for Literacy Excellence (MAPLE) is the 
Essential Instructional Practices in Early, Elementary, and Disciplinary Literacy. The Essential 
Instructional Practices in Early, Elementary, and Disciplinary Literacy are a set of research-supported 
instructional practices that when implemented in the classroom can have a positive impact on student 
literacy achievement. These practices in every classroom, every day are intended to make a measurable 
difference in the state’s literacy achievement. These instructional practices were developed by the 
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Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators (MAISA) General Education Leadership 
Network (GELN) Early Literacy Task Force (ELTF) and the 6-12 Disciplinary Literacy Task Force, 
including MDE’s Literacy Manager and the Assistant Director of the MiMTSS TA Center as well as 
additional MDE literacy staff.  The instructional practice includes the following: 


• Essential Instructional Practices in Language and Emergent Literacy: Birth to Age 3  
• Essential Instructional Practices in Early Literacy: Prekindergarten  
• Essential Instructional Practices in Early Literacy: Grades K-3  
• Essential Instructional Practices in Literacy: Grades 4-5  
• Essential Instructional Practices for Disciplinary Literacy: Grades 6-12 


Additionally, the MAISA GELN ELTF created organizational practices in support of literacy development 
that systemically impact learning, and also a set of research-supported literacy coaching practices that 
can provide powerful job-embedded, ongoing professional development with a primary goal of enhancing 
classroom literacy instruction through improving teacher expertise. The documents are titled as follows:  


• Essential School-Wide and Center-Wide Practices in Literacy  
• Essential Coaching Practices in Elementary Literacy 


All the documents are intended to be used collectively to support a strong literacy system. Every child, in 
every classroom, every day should experience research-aligned literacy instruction in order to ensure 
that every child develops strong literacy knowledge, skills, and dispositions. As MDE continues working 
with ISDs, districts, and education partners to support the implementation of the Michigan’s literacy 
essentials, the department also recognizes that Tier 1 instruction alone will not meet the needs of all 
learners. For this reason, the MiMTSS literacy staff has collaborated with the National Center on Intensive 
Intervention (NCII) to develop a companion guide to the literacy essentials that focuses on intensifying 
literacy instruction. This work sets the stage for continued collaboration in Michigan to bridge differing 
views in understanding what defines best literacy practices and instruction and to align support for 
improving core literacy instruction in classrooms. The work also sets the stage for updates to Michigan’s 
SSIP Theory of Action and the use of data-based individualization (DBI) to meet the needs of all learners, 
including students with disabilities.  DBI is an evidence-based approach to intensive intervention (see 
www.intensiveintervention.org). Intensive intervention, delivered through the DBI process, is designed to 
help students with significant and persistent challenges in reading. DBI is an iterative multi-step, 
research-based process that relies on the systematic and frequent collection and analysis of student-
level data. This information is used to inform modification of intervention components when improving 
outcomes in reading.  


 



http://www.intensiveintervention.org/
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Section 5: Status of Evidence-Based Practices  


INTRODUCTION 
In July 2016, MTSS was the selected innovation for implementation capacity learning within the 
transformation zone. As such, MTSS was identified as the framework for addressing Michigan learners’ 
specific needs as indicated in the SSIP Phase 1. The SiMR is a student-level outcome that serves as a 
gauge by which the effectiveness of MTSS implementation is assessed.  


SPECIFIC EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICE 
MTSS, as presented in this SSIP, is a comprehensive framework comprised of a collection of research-
based strategies designed to meet the individual needs and assets of the whole child. The importance of 
this approach focuses on selecting interventions and supports most likely to produce successful 
outcomes for students with disabilities, as informed by research and matched to student need. 
Additionally, MTSS provides structures to ensure that the practices are implemented correctly and 
consistently with program adjustments necessary to promote continuous improvement. 


PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 
Since the previous SSIP report, the MDE SIT continued to provide foundational MTSS professional 
learning for Regional Implementation Teams (RIT) and District Implementation Teams (DITs) in the 
transformation zone. The professional learning plan was created by the Professional Learning Design 
Group (PLDG). The PLDG is comprised of partners from the RITs, the SIT, and staff from MDE who have 
expertise in the area of MTSS. The PLDG used capacity and qualitative data as well as the MDE MTSS 
Practice Profile to determine the necessary professional learning. In addition to creating the scope and 
sequence of the learning, the PLDG identified and collaborated with experts in the field to facilitate the 
learning.  


Three of the five professional learning days in the 2018-2019 school year were completed between 
February 2019 and May 2019. Data from the first two days was included in the previous SSIP report. 
Participants engaged in learning and planning around Tier 1 instructional practices, comprehensive 
screening and assessment systems, data-informed decision-making, implementation planning, and the 
development of coaching systems.  


After reviewing capacity and fidelity data, as well as evaluations from Year One professional learning, 
the PLDG identified three learning objectives for Year Two (2019-2020 school year): high quality 
professional learning, data utilization, and comprehensive screening and assessment systems. In 
October 2019, the ISDs and districts received training on high quality professional learning. Additional 
support and learning are being provided to the RITs to ensure successful implementation of professional 
learning plans. 


The PLDG made the decision to postpone professional learning on data utilization and comprehensive 
screening and assessment systems. Learning from the transformation zone lifted the need for more 
streamlined data utilization process for ISDs and districts to use for continuous improvement purposes. 
As a result, a group of internal and external stakeholders will be convened to create a process that will 
be aligned and integrated into MICIP. This work will be done across divisions, include multiple offices, 
the transformation zone, and members of the MiMTSS TA Center. Professional learning on 
comprehensive screening and assessment systems will be developed and provided once the work from 
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the ELAS has concluded this spring. The PLDG group wanted to ensure alignment to the work being 
done by ELAS to continue to strengthen systems. 


In addition to the MTSS professional learning series provided for DITs and RITs, the MDE SIT provided 
ongoing professional learning and coaching support to the ISDs in the transformation zone, through 
quarterly convenings and monthly RIT meetings. Support for RITs was focused on building their internal 
implementation capacity as well as their capacity to support their DITs in implementation of MTSS. The 
MDE SIT used data from the regional capacity assessment (RCA) to identify the focus of the quarterly 
convenings. Topics included learning and team planning using a DCA data protocol to analyze data from 
their districts’ DCA data to plan the RIT support for DITs; operationalizing effective innovations; and 
implementation of high-quality professional learning plans. Through participation in monthly RIT 
meetings, the MDE SIT was able to differentiate learning and support for RITs as they refined their 
structures and processes to support district MTSS implementation. 


To inform continuous improvement of the MTSS professional learning provided for DITs and RITs, the 
SIT collected data on trainer fidelity; participant perception of session quality, relevance, and 
effectiveness; and participant knowledge during professional learning events. Data from trainer 
observations revealed strengths in the trainers’ abilities to:  


• establish rapport with participants 
• make connections to participants’ context 
• build on participants’ prior knowledge 
• develop shared vocabulary 
• accurately explain concepts 
• provide feedback to participants 
• facilitate opportunities for participants to practice new skills 
• engage participants in assessment of their knowledge 


Based on the areas of need observed across trainers, immediate improvements were made between 
trainings that included emphasizing the impact of content on student outcomes, providing examples of 
content in use, and providing opportunities for participants to reflect on their learning and interact with 
each other across teams during the training sessions. Participant satisfaction feedback from initial training 
sessions indicated a need for additional time for the teams to work together. As a result, more time for 
team application of content was built into the subsequent professional learning sessions. 


The SIT continuously evaluated the learning and support provided for RITs at quarterly convenings and 
monthly RIT meetings through participant satisfaction evaluations and a biannual SIT support survey. 
Since the last SSIP report, RITs completed one SIT support survey. Feedback from the regions was 
consistent and data were used to strengthen coaching supports to the regions. Both ISDs felt the SIT 
supported them in the following areas (over 85 percent of participants agreed):  


• using implementation science methods and tools 
• creating confidence to cooperatively use the assessment data (RCA) to create action plans 
• effectively using a wide range of listening and questions skills that increased the teams’ capacity 


to meet regional goals 
• effectively using observation and guided reflection to increase the teams’ proficiency to meet 


regional goals 
• effectively modeling the use of data for continuous improvement processes 
• providing a level of communication that was adequate 
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Both ISDs reported that the SIT needed to provide more concrete examples, as well as provide further 
professional learning in district stage-based activities and coaching systems for DITs. The SIT will be 
using the data collected to create differentiated implementation plans for each region.  


DATA ON PRACTICE CHANGE 


State Capacity Assessment (SCA) 
In past SSIP reports, infrastructure evaluation protocols were used to assess internal infrastructure 
progress. These protocols included a SCA, state education agency (SEA) interviews, and employee 
engagement surveys. The SCA is a tool used at the state level to measure roles, structures, and functions 
that are consistent with effective, efficient, and durable implementation targeted practices. The SCA 
measures the extent to which the SEA invests in and aligns system components to encourage and 
support the use of implementation best practices and the full use of innovations. After receiving feedback 
from OSEP, it was clear that the state would need to re-evaluate the current SSIP Theory of Action. Due 
to this feedback, the SSIP leadership decided against taking another SCA or holding SEA interviews, 
since changes will be made in the next phase of the SSIP.  


Regional Capacity Assessment (RCA) 


Since the previous SSIP report, ISDs in the transformation zone have completed two additional 
administrations of the RCA (March and August 2019). One ISD RIT reported growth in all domains 
measured by the RCA—leadership, competency, organizational capacity, and stage-based functioning. 
The other ISD RIT reported growth in all but one of the domains (competency). One of the ISDs increased 
overall implementation capacity by 30 percent, while the other ISD increased overall implementation 
capacity by nearly 15 percent. 


RCA data as reported by ISD 1 indicate the following areas of progress and planning: 
The greatest area of increased capacity reported by ISD 1 was in the organizational capacity domain (29 
percent increase since the administration reported in the last SSIP report). Within the organizational 
capacity domain, the ISD reported increases specifically in the areas of systems intervention (use of 
strategies to identify and share barriers that need to be addressed at a level above the organization [such 
as MDE]), and data systems for decision support. Additionally, within the construct of Leadership, ISD 1 
reported improvements in action planning. 


Based on RCA data, ISD 1 set goals around refining their implementation plans to continue building 
implementation capacity internally and with their district teams, embedding key aspects of high-quality 
professional learning into their professional learning plans and refining their coaching system. 


RCA data as reported by ISD 2 indicate the following areas of progress and planning: 
ISD 2 reported increases in two domains since the RCA administration reported in the last SSIP report—
in stage-based functioning (34 percent increase) and competency (33 percent increase). Within the 
competency domain specifically, the ISD reported increases in the areas of fidelity and coaching 
supports.  


Based on RCA data, ISD 2 set goals around refining their implementation plans to continue building 
implementation capacity internally and with their district teams, refining their coaching system, and 
coordinating their system for professional learning across all departments within their regional agency. 
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District Capacity Assessment (DCA) 
Since the previous SSIP report, districts in the transformation zone completed two additional 
administrations of the DCA (March and September 2019). Four of the five districts reported increased 
capacity on the assessment between administrations (average increase of 36 percent). Four of the five 
districts reported increased capacity in the area of leadership (average increase of 20 percent). Four of 
the five districts reported either maintained or increased capacity in the data system for decision making 
construct of the capacity assessment; over two administrations, the average gain in this area was 33 
percent. All five districts reported increased capacity (average increase of 17.6 percent) in the 
competency domain, which focuses on strategies to develop, improve and sustain the ability to implement 
an EBP as intended in order to achieve desired outcomes. 


DCA data as reported from districts in ISD 1 indicate the following areas of progress and planning: 
While both districts in ISD 1 reported increased capacity in the area of Leadership, the degree of growth 
differed. District 1 had a 13 percent increase, while District 2 reported a 46 percent increase. In the area 
of data system for decision-making, District 1 maintained a 50 percent between the March and September 
2019 administrations, while District 2 reported a 50 percent increase in this area. 


Both districts in ISD 1 reported increased capacity in the competency construct of the DCA (average 
increase of 22 percent).  


Based on DCA data, districts from ISD 1 set goals around the subscale of organization. The districts will 
use their implementation plans to build capacity by creating strategies for analyzing, communicating, and 
responding to data, in ways that result in continuous improvement of systems and supports to implement 
MTSS. 


DCA data as reported from districts within ISD 2 indicate the following areas of progress and planning: 
Two of the three districts in ISD 2 reported increased capacity in the leadership construct of the 
assessment (average increase of 19 percent) and in the data system for decision-making construct of 
the assessment (average increase of 25 percent) between March and September 2019. 


All three districts in ISD 2 reported increased capacity in the competency construct of the DCA (average 
increase of 15 percent). 


Given the data of the three districts from ISD 2, the SIT will work with the RIT to utilize the DCA data to 
plan for differentiation support to their districts. All three districts will use their implementation plans to 
build capacity by creating strategies for analyzing, communicating, and responding to data in ways that 
result in continuous improvement of systems and supports to implement MTSS. In addition, districts will 
develop strategies to improve and sustain educators’ ability to implement MTSS as intended, in order to 
achieve desired outcomes.  


FIDELITY OF IMPLEMENTATION 


Tiered Fidelity Inventory 
Since the previous SSIP report, Building Implementation Teams (BITs) from participating schools within 
four districts in the transformation zone completed one additional administration of the Reading Tiered 
Fidelity Inventory (RTFI); moreover, one district’s schools completed an additional administration of the 
School Wide Positive Behavioral Intervention Supports (SW-PBIS TFI).  
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Schools in all the districts participating in the transformation zone are assessing overall Implementation 
of Tier I of their MTSS Framework (inclusive of teams, implementation, resources). For the RTFI 
Implementation, fidelity was defined as meeting or exceeding the total score threshold of 80 percent or 
the schools increasing their total score by 10 percentage points since the previous administration. For 
the SWPBIS TFI Implementation, fidelity is defined as meeting or exceeding the total score threshold of 
70 percent or the schools increasing their SWPBIS TFI total score by 10 percentage points since the 
previous administration. Since the previous TFI data were reported, each DIT created a goal that every 
building would achieve an 80 percent or better on the TFI subscale of teaming by fall 2019.  


Tiered Fidelity Inventory Data as reported from districts in ISD 1 indicate the following areas of progress and 
planning for Tier 1: 
All three schools in District 1 showed growth in Tier 1 scores (average increase of 12 percent). In the 
subscale of teaming, none of the schools met their 80 percent goal by the fall administration but had an 
average increase of 14 percent. 


Based on RTFI data, District 1 set goals around refining their implementation plans to continue building 
implementation capacity with their building teams, with specific focus on teaming and implementation. In 
addition, District 1 is using their selection and alignment process to identify an MTSS technical assistance 
provider.  


All three schools in District 2 showed growth in Tier 1 scores (average increase of 31 percent). In the 
subscale of Teaming, one of the three schools met the target goal by scoring 100 percent at the fall 
administration, while the other two schools scored 75 percent.  


Based on SWPBIS TFI data, District 2 set goals around refining their implementation plans to continue 
building capacity with their building teams, with specific focus on the subscale of implementation. District 
2 is currently working with an MTSS TA provider.  


Tiered Fidelity Inventory Data as reported from districts in ISD 2 indicate the following areas of progress and 
planning for Tier 1:  
All three schools in District 1 showed growth in Tier 1 scores (average increase of 23 percent). In the 
subscale of teaming, one of the three schools met the target goal by scoring 100 percent by the fall 
administration, while the other two schools scored 67 percent. 


All three schools in District 2 showed growth in Tier 1 scores (average increase of 20 percent). In the 
subscale of teaming, none of the schools met their 80 percent goal by the fall administration but had an 
average increase of 29 percent.  


All three schools in District 3 showed growth in Tier 1 scores (average increase of 27 percent). In the 
subscale of teaming, none of the schools met their 80 percent goal by the fall administration but had an 
average increase of 18 percent. Additionally, District 3 is restructuring their building teams. Beginning 
with the spring 2020 RTFI administration, grade level teams within each participating school will complete 
the RTFI instead of the BIT. 


Based on RTFI data, District 2 set goals around refining their implementation plans to continue building 
implementation capacity with their building teams, with specific focus on teaming and implementation 
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Section 6: Stakeholder Engagement  


INTRODUCTION 
When Michigan’s SSIP was developed, a broad scope of stakeholders and MDE staff provided support, 
guidance, and input. The importance of sharing and receiving information from various stakeholders to 
inform the work has continued throughout the SSIP phases. Specifically, MDE has provided opportunities 
for stakeholder involvement at the state, regional, and district levels.  


MICHIGAN STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
The Michigan State Board of Education was given the opportunity to engage with an ISD transformation 
zone on the implementation of MTSS as outlined in the SSIP. Saginaw ISD hosted a State Board of 
Education on October 9, 2019 and showcased the development and strengthening of infrastructures that 
will result in a sustainable system designed to positively impact student outcomes. During this meeting, 
the State Board of Education members were able to ask questions and provide feedback to the ISD.  


SPECIAL EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
The Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC) has been engaged with MDE to support the 
implementation of the SSIP since the initial requirement in 2014. During 2019-2020, the SEAC 
established a priority area pertaining to improved literacy for students with disabilities. As part of each 
monthly meeting, the MDE OSE director provides updates to the committee regarding current activities 
of the department as it pertains to literacy support.  


In the past two years, SEAC has engaged in work to better understand the integration of behavior and 
academic supports in improving outcomes for students with disabilities. SEAC invited Dr. Kim St. Martin, 
Assistant Director of the MiMTSS TA Center, to provide professional learning to the committee about 
strategies to improve literacy outcomes for struggling learners. These EBPs were explained in detail and 
in the context of the implementation of a well-established framework of MTSS.  


Through MiMTSS TA Center presenters, SEAC members have learned the importance of integrating and 
intensifying literacy instruction and interventions in order to ensure a strong foundation for student 
achievement. Members are excited about the newest research and information provided by the MiMTSS 
TA Center and are encouraged by the infrastructure that is being built to support schools, including the 
development of a school’s capacity of practitioners and leaders to implement DBI to accelerate early 
literacy outcomes. As the MiMTSS TA Center continues to develop supports, SEAC is excited to learn 
about and share with their constituents the ways these dimensions may be implemented across all grade 
levels, so that SEAC’s 2019-20 priority of focusing on diploma options to increase the percentage of 
students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) who earn a Michigan diploma can actually 
become a reality for all Michigan students.  


TRANSFORMATION ZONE IMPLEMENTATION TEAMS AND DESIGN GROUPS 
During this reporting period, transformation zone stakeholders had a voice and were involved in 
transformation zone decision-making. The MDE SIT continued to develop implementation capacity in the 
form of linked RITs and DITs. The RITs convened four times between February 2019 and December 
2019. Team members participated in quarterly convenings to discuss implementation of MTSS. 
Implementation activities were discussed, and feedback from these discussions was used to improve 
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implementation of improvement activities. In addition, professional learning and data and evaluation 
design groups conducted monthly meetings to collaborate in the development of scope and sequence 
development for professional learning and to provide suggestions regarding changes in evaluation 
measures, methods, and timelines. Stakeholders participated 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 making 
suggestions about needed changes or improvements. DITs also provided stakeholder feedback during 
professional learning evaluations. Key aspects of the feedback structures included sharing information 
and gathering feedback via state-level leadership and design group meetings with stakeholders, and by 
providing mechanisms for frequent feedback, both formally and informally, from participants within the 
transformation zone regions and districts and from the coaches who support them. Several new 
approaches were put in place this past year, including the creation of social media sites and presentations 
at statewide organizational conferences. 
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Section 7: Plans for Next Year 


THEORY OF ACTION (REVISED) 


Michigan Department of Education revised State Systemic Improvement Plan Theory of Action: 


If Capacity is established within MDE, Intermediate School Districts, and Local Districts to fulfill their 
respective roles in the selection, coordination, support, and/or implementation of Evidence-Based 
Practices (EBPs) within a multi-tiered framework 


Then Identified Local Districts/Schools will implement EBPs within a multi-tiered framework with 
fidelity; and Reading outcomes will improve for K-5 students with disabilities in the identified districts 


Then fidelity of implementation of EBPs within a multi- tiered framework will be sustained; Michigan 
will scale-up the implementation of a multi- tiered framework, including practices to increase 
intervention intensity, statewide; and reading outcomes will improve for K-5 students with disabilities 
across the state 
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INTRODUCTION 
Over the last several years, MDE has been engaged in work to address the department’s systemic 
infrastructure to support the use of a MTSS framework. Using the learnings gained from the work within 
the transformation zone and feedback provided by OSEP, MDE revisited its Theory of Action and its 
infrastructure improvement strategies, as well as identification of EBPs implemented within MTSS.  


As a result of MDE Theory of Action review, the current transformation zone partners will no longer be 
reported in the SiMR. The existing Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) between MDE and the 
transformation zone ISDs expires in June 2020. The SSIP Team understands there is still learning from 
the transformation zone partnerships that will influence capacity development of both internal and 
external infrastructures across the educational cascade. As such, the SIT will begin transitioning from 
intensive to targeted support in July 2020 and is developing a new MOU that will outline a continued 
partnership between MDE and the participating transformation zone ISDs. 


STATE-IDENTIFIED MEASURABLE RESULT (REVISED) 
The State Identified Measurable Result (SiMR) is intended to stay the same—that is, improved reading 
proficiency for students with disabilities. However, a recommendation was made to SEAC to expand the 
SiMR from grades K-3 to grades K-5. The measure will be the Acadience Reading assessment, a 
universal screening and progress monitoring assessment that measures the acquisition of early literacy 
skills from kindergarten through sixth grade. Acadience Reading is comprised of six brief measures that 
function as indicators of the essential skills that every child must master to become a proficient reader. 
In previous years, two ISDs and five districts within the MDE transformation zone served as the data 
source for reporting on the SiMR. Moving forward, the sample of schools for the SiMR will be drawn from 
districts receiving professional learning and technical assistance support in the identified EBPs within an 
MTSS framework from the MiMTSS TA Center.  


Following OSEP guidance to align the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) and the State SSIP, 
future SiMR data will be generated from elementary schools being supported through the SPDG. In the 
previous SPDG award, the MiMTSS TA Center partnered with ISDs, who then in turn partnered with 
districts and schools. The current SPDG includes a direct partnership between districts and the MiMTSS 
TA Center, which allows for intensive support to districts (training, plus an average of 35 days of annual 
follow-up coaching to each district), faster school-level implementation, and faster impact on students. 
Many districts also partner with their ISD to provide additional staff for coaching, data coordination, and 
technology supports. The MiMTSS TA Center currently partners with 11 districts to provide intensive 
technical assistance for reading and behavior MTSS through a 4-year training and coaching sequence. 
Based on their current status in the training sequence, 15 schools specifically would be eligible to 
participate in a model demonstration project for DBI with coaching. MDE’s revised SSIP Theory of Action 
proposes that the schools’ implementation of DBI, when layered on top of well-implemented reading and 
behavior MTSS supports, has the potential to substantially improve reading performance for students 
with disabilities. The approximate number of students enrolled in the potential 15 schools is 4,240; of 
these students, 573 have a disability (13.5 percent).  


By the end of the 2019-20 school year, MDE will implement a systematic process to invite the 15 SPDG 
schools with district and ISD representation to participate in the DBI model demonstration project. A 
smaller number of schools will be selected based on mutually determined readiness, commitment to the 
requirements of the project (professional learning, data collection and use), and available 
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resources/capacity of the MiMTSS TA Center. Baseline Acadience Reading K-6 data (Spring 2020) and 
annual performance targets will be provided to OSEP once schools and specific students have been 
selected for the DBI model demonstration project. The future SiMR will represent the percentage of target 
students who score at or above benchmark on the spring Acadience Reading K-6 Composite Score. In 
addition, MDE will describe progress monitoring results for target students, schoolwide reading 
performance for all students with and without disabilities, and MTSS implementation data (Reading 
Tiered Fidelity Inventory, intervention fidelity, DBI fidelity).  


EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICES: INTENSIFICATION OF INSTRUCTION


In July 2016, MDE executive leadership selected MTSS as the innovation the department will use to 
develop implementation capacity within the transformation zone. As such, MTSS was identified as the 
framework for addressing the specific needs of learners in Michigan, by supporting the selection and 
implementation of evidence-based instruction, interventions, and supports; this in turn would improve 
literacy outcomes for students with disabilities as measured by the SiMR. MDE acknowledges that 
frameworks, including MTSS, help organize system processes within districts and schools to support 
implementation of specific EBPs. Noting this distinction between a framework for implementation and the 
specific EBPs being implemented within the framework represents a shift in Michigan’s SSIP Theory of 
Action.  


The MDE Office of Special Education received the OSEP-funded SPDG to provide schoolwide 
implementation of MTSS. The SPDG provides funding in part for the MiMTSS TA Center. The goal of the 
SPDG is to improve reading and behavior outcomes for all students in participating districts, specifically 
students with disabilities. Activities of the SPDG create local capacity to implement behavior and reading 
MTSS with fidelity that endures over time and utilizes data-based decision-making at all levels of 
implementation support (student, class, grade, department, school, district). The MiMTSS TA Center 
currently partners with 11 districts to provide intensive technical assistance for reading and behavior 
MTSS through a 4-year training and coaching sequence that covers Tiers 1-3. The SPDG is leveraged 
to support educators in intensifying intervention for students with the greatest instructional needs. 


One component for intensifying supports involves DBI. As previously described, DBI is an iterative multi-
step, research-based process that relies on the systematic and frequent collection and analysis of 
student-level data. This information is used to inform modification of intervention components when 
improving outcomes in reading. Intensive intervention and the DBI process are a defining feature of Tier 
3 supports within an MTSS framework. Effective intensification relies on strong implementation of Tiers 
1 and 2. The DBI process begins when data show a student is making insufficient progress in response 
to an evidence-based intervention that is delivered with fidelity. The first step is to implement the program 
with greater intensity (for instance, smaller group sizes, more time) and to collect frequent progress 
monitoring data. If the student continues to be unresponsive, diagnostic data are collected and analyzed 
to identify the specific skill deficits that need to be targeted. The results of the diagnostic assessment, in 
combination with the teacher’s analysis of which features of the intervention need to be modified to better 
support the student, help staff determine how to individualize the secondary intervention program to meet 
the individual student’s unique needs. Teams develop an individualized intervention plan for the student 
that identifies how the intervention has been adapted. Upon implementing the change, the teacher 
continues to collect progress-monitoring data at regular intervals, to help determine if additional changes 
to the individualized intervention are required to support adequate student response.  
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This knowledge of intensive intervention is important for general and special educators, related service 
providers, and administrators. The systematic and iterative nature of DBI lends itself to a teaming process 
to ensure efficiency and effectiveness. The DBI process is best implemented by a team comprised of 
individuals with expertise in analyzing data to drive instructional changes to meet individual student need, 
as well as individuals with a strong understanding of the student. An existing team, such as a student 
support team or child study team, can be leveraged to support intensive intervention with the DBI process. 
Student-level teams equipped with the DBI process can move beyond admiring a problem to generating 
effective solutions.  


The focus will be on teaching leaders and staff responsible for developing individualized intensive 
intervention plans how to use DBI. The professional learning series will address:  


• appropriate selection of interventions to meet the most critical dimensions of intervention intensity
(strength, alignment, dosage, comprehensiveness, attention to transfer, behavior supports)


• collection and analysis of progress-monitoring data to determine whether the intervention needs
to be adapted to intensify the instruction


• determination of which dimension(s) of intervention intensity should be prioritized for adaptation
using various data sources (progress monitoring, diagnostic data, observations)


• the design, monitoring, and adjustment of an individualized intensive intervention plan


Intended outcomes include: 


• improved reading outcomes for all students, including students with disabilities in grades K-5
• increased understanding of the selection and effective implementation of supports needed to


implement EBP within a scalable and sustainable multi-tiered framework
• successful demonstrations of intensifying intervention instruction to accelerate reading outcomes


for students with persistent and severe reading needs
• replication and scale-up of DBI resulting in effective Individualized Intensive Intervention Plans
• capacity-building efforts to develop a cadre of teachers and leaders at the district and ISD levels


with the literacy and behavioral expertise necessary to effectively intervene for students with
severe and persistent needs


INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT STRATEGIES 
To improve the outcomes of students with disabilities and to support the implementation of the above 
evidence-based practice, MDE will continue to improve its infrastructure.  


The SSIP work will fall within the revised Top 10 Strategic Education Plan. Connections will be identified 
to Michigan’s other vital education plans, such as the SSIP, MDE’s ESSA plan, the Path Forward, and 
Michigan’s Action Plan for Literacy Excellence (MAPLE), to ensure alignment of efforts to improve literacy 
outcomes for students with disabilities.  


MiMTSS Technical Assistance Center 
MDE’s MiMTSS TA Center plays a vital role in improving outcomes for all learners, by assisting educators 
in developing infrastructures to support high-quality and sustained implementation of effective, data-
driven practices within a MTSS framework. The MiMTSS TA Center provides professional learning and 
technical assistance to educators in ISDs, local districts, and schools to support implementation of EBPs 
in an MTSS with fidelity. 
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The coordinated and aligned technical assistance delivery structure for MiMTSS through MDE will focus 
on (1) developing local implementation capacity; (2) enhancing the implementation fidelity of effective 
practices; (3) producing meaningful student outcomes; and (4) evaluating the effectiveness of the MTSS 
implementation model and identify additional infrastructure needs. 


MiMTSS Leadership Team 
One of the MDE coordinated supports to ISDs and districts is MTSS support. To ensure cross-office 
cohesion, the MTSS Leadership Team was established to provide coordination and oversight of MDE’s 
effort to support educators’ effective implementation of MTSS and to develop local capacity to sustain 
and scale up an MTSS framework. Collectively, the team will seek solutions and opportunities to 
strengthen MDE’s MiMTSS System of Support. For example, tackling the challenge of building 
implementation capacity across the educational cascade (state, ISD, district, school, classroom) including 
ISDs without a delay in getting to student outcomes.   


System of General Supervision 
The system of general supervision is being aligned and coordinated between OSE and each of the 56 
ISDs that are sub-recipients of the IDEA grant award. This aligned system will increase the capacity to 
support improvement efforts within each member district, to provide consistent guidance and support for 
improvement, and to leverage shared resources, for improved equity of access to evidence-based 
practices.  


MDE System of Coordinated Supports 


To best serve schools/districts that have been identified for support through the federally approved 
accountability systems, MDE will quantify needed supports and coordinate MDE’s efforts to meet those 
needs. This coordinated approach is designed to provide resources to these districts to improve learner 
outcomes. The system of Coordinated Supports includes a teaming structure for governance, 
development, and implementation. Three initial components of the system are being developed to 
increase the department’s ability to effectively coordinate support to districts: data coordination and 
utilization, the MDE catalog of supports, and district profiles for customer relations management.  


MDE Way of Work 
To support learners and learning, MDE will continue to develop and implement consistent and cohesive 
work processes across the department through WoW. The intention of WoW is to align MDE resources, 
guide decision-making, and explore the fit of additional ideas or projects. A new initiative currently being 
supported by the WoW is Coordinated Supports.  


SSIP Team 
MDE recently formed a new SSIP team that meets monthly. This team is responsible for leading the SSIP 
work and lifting barriers to the team’s executive sponsor. The co-leads of this team are from the offices 
of Special Education and Strategic Planning and Implementation. Program staff who are responsible for 
the areas of WoW, coordinated supports, MTSS, and implementation science are part of the team. 
Information about the SSIP work has been shared with internal and external stakeholders through 
meetings, conferences, and emails. This stakeholder engagement area will be improved in the next 
phase of the SSIP. 
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BARRIERS AND CHALLENGES 
Anticipated barriers in communication are an area of focus for the SSIP team. A communication plan 
related to the SSIP will be developed and implemented. Additionally, capacity to implement the work may 
be a barrier, so an implementation specialist is being hired. A challenge when working with schools might 
be the lack of available substitute teachers needed when critical teachers participate in the necessary 
trainings. This challenge will be addressed prior to commitments with schools to ensure teacher 
participation. Lastly, a potential challenge may be evaluating the effectiveness of the work outlined within 
the new SSIP Theory of Action. An evaluation plan is being created and is outlined later in this report.  


TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND SUPPORT 
MDE will continue its partnership with the State Implementation and Scaling-up of Evidence-based 
Practices (SISEP) center. Support from the National Center for System Improvement will continue as 
needed, as will the support from the National Center for Literacy and the National Center on Intensive 
Intervention.  
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SSIP ACTIVITIES TIMELINE 


Table 1: MiMTSS TA Center SiMR/EBP Activities 


April - June July – September October – December January - March 
Develop selection process for 
evaluating districts’/schools’ 
readiness and willingness to 
participate 


Collect and analyze District 
Capacity Assessment data 


Collect and analyze 
intervention access data, 
fidelity of intervention (DBI) 
data, and student progress 
monitoring data 


Collect and analyze 
intervention access data, 
fidelity of intervention (DBI) 
data, and student progress 
monitoring data 


Reach out to potential 
districts/schools for 
participation in DBI 


Collect Acadience Reading K-
6 screening data three 
times/year fall/winter/spring 
for the SiMR 


Provide coaching to teams 
utilizing DBI 


Collect and analyze District 
Capacity Assessment data 


Schedule training with schools 
to receive DBI 


Train ISD/district/school 
leaders in infrastructure 
development for DBI 


Gather and analyze 
satisfaction data from 
partnering 
ISDs/Districts/Schools 


Collect and analyze fidelity of 
implementation data (2nd 
administration) 


Develop training materials 
and guidance documents 


Train ISDs/districts/ schools 
on DBI (leadership session 
and session 2 in August) and 
gather training effectiveness 
data 


Gather and review products 
from school teams 


Collect Acadience Reading K-
6 screening data three 
times/year fall/winter/ spring 
for the SiMR 


Hire an intensification 
specialist for the MiMTSS TA 
Center 


Collect data from training 
participants after professional 
learning session 


Meet monthly with SEAC to 
discuss SSIP progress 


Train participating 
ISDs/districts/schools on DBI 
(session 3-4) and gather 
training effectiveness data 


Summarize baseline R-TFI 
and Acadience Reading K-6 
data from schools 


Provide coaching to teams 
utilizing DBI  


Gather satisfaction data from 
families 


Revisit ISDs commitment to 
engage in DBI learning and 
support districts/schools 


Meet monthly with SEAC to 
discuss SSIP progress 


Analyze data to identify 
districts and schools within 
general supervision for ISD 
special education cohorts 


Train ISDs/districts/ schools in 
overview DBI (session 1) and 
gather effectiveness data 


Collect and analyze 
perception data from families 


Develop stakeholder 
engagement timeline around 
teachers/administrators and 
families 


Gather and review products 
from school teams 


Meet monthly with SEAC to 
discuss SSIP progress 


Meet monthly with SEAC to 
discuss SSIP progress 
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Table 2: MiMTSS Leadership Team Activities 
April - June July – September October – December January - March 
Develop and maintain the 
communications plan 


Develop and maintain the 
communications plan 


Develop and maintain the 
communications plan 


Develop and maintain the 
communications plan 


MiMTSS Leadership Team + 
SSIP Team to conduct the 
SCA to establish baseline 


Review and maintain the 
MTSS Practice Profile and 
FAQs 


Maintain and monitor the 
MiMTSS action plan and 
evaluation 


Maintain and monitor the 
MiMTSS action plan and 
evaluation 


Develop and monitor the 
MiMTSS action plan 
leveraging goals and metrics 
from MiMTSS subcommittees 
and teams; incorporating 
strategies identified utilizing 
SCA data 


Maintain and monitor the 
MiMTSS action plan and 
evaluation 


Differentiate the intensity and 
types of MTSS 
implementation support 
available to the field – 
universal, targeted and 
intensive 


Differentiate the intensity and 
types of MTSS 
implementation support 
available to the field – 
universal, targeted, and 
intensive 


Further develop the roles and 
functions of the MiMTSS 
Finance Committee 


Differentiate the intensity and 
types of MTSS 
implementation support 
available to the field – 
universal, targeted & intensive 


Develop plan for Early 
Childhood MTSS 


Develop plan for Early 
Childhood MTSS 


Develop resources to support 
district braiding of federal and 
state funds to support MTSS 
implementation 


Develop plan for Early 
Childhood MTSS 


Align systems language and 
processes between Blueprint, 
MICIP and MTSS based upon 
implementation science 


Align systems language and 
processes between Blueprint, 
MICIP, and MTSS based 
upon implementation science 


Collaborate on further 
development of state level 
views within the MiMTSS 
Data System to support data 
informed decision making 


Align systems language and 
processes between Blueprint, 
MICIP and MTSS based upon 
implementation science 


Follow up from MTSS focus 
groups to inform further 
development of MTSS 
implementation support for 
the field 


Implement strategies to 
increase MDE’s capacity to 
simultaneously support ISD 
capacity development and 
district capacity to prevent 
delay in getting to student 
outcomes 


Hold the MiMTSS (State) 
Conference 


Conduct MTSS focus groups 
to inform further development 
of MTSS implementation 
support for the field 


Identify/Implement strategies 
to increase MDE’s capacity to 
simultaneously support ISD 
capacity development and 
district capacity to improve 
student outcomes 


Differentiate the intensity and 
types of MTSS 
implementation support 
available to the field – 
universal, targeted and 
intensive 


Identify strategies to increase 
MDE’s capacity to 
simultaneously support ISD 
capacity development & 
district capacity to improve 
student outcomes 


Review Vermont’s Early 
Childhood MTSS system 
Align systems language and 
processes between Blueprint, 
MICIP and MTSS based upon 
implementation science 
Plan and conduct MTSS focus 
groups to inform further 
development of MTSS 
implementation support for 
the field 







April 2020   Page 35 


Part B – State Systemic Improvement Plan: Phase III, Year 4                                       Michigan 


Table 3: System of General Supervision Activities 


April - June July – September October – December January - March 
Review Cohort 0 self-review 
submissions (comprised of 
OSEPs eight components of 
general supervision) 


Issue ISD Determinations Revise the ISD General 
Supervision Self-Assessment 
Tool for use by Cohort 1 


Implement professional 
learning for Cohort 0 ISDs on 
the Quality Data Use process 


Conduct individual, on-site 
visits with the eight ISDs that 
comprise Cohort 0 to evaluate 
each ISDs developing system 
of general supervision 


Complete joint OSE-ISD 
monitoring activities 


Develop a draft of a 
continuum of incentives and 
sanctions for improved 
performance and uncorrected 
noncompliance 


Review written procedures for 
each 618 data collection and 
State Performance 
Plan/Annual Performance 
Report indicators 


Provide ISD Directors with 
feedback on the development 
and implementation of ISD 
systems of General 
Supervision – mid-year report 
(March) 


Continue cross-unit work to 
support development of 
technical assistance and 
understanding of ISD general 
supervision development 


Continue provision of 
technical assistance to ISDs 
based on the Differentiated 
Framework of Technical 
Assistance and Monitoring 
Support 


Review draft guide describing 
components of MDE OSE 
General Supervision 


Provide feedback to ISDs on 
the development and 
implementation of ISD 
systems of General 
Supervision – final report 
2019-2020 and 2020-2021 
application 


Continue staff development to 
present data and other 
information for easy 
consumption by stakeholders 


Meet with Cohort 0 ISDs to 
review and discuss 
information in the ISD General 
Supervision System Self-
Assessment Tool 


Provide technical assistance 
to ISDs based on the 
Differentiated Framework of 
Technical Assistance and 
Monitoring Support 


Finalize consolidated 
monitoring manual for use in 
2021 


Continue to provide ISD 
Directors with information and 
resources to address 
technical assistance needs 
identified in Fall 2019 


Continue building cross-office 
connections to coordinate 
improvement work 


Assess the process effect of 
differentiated technical 
assistance activities 


Continue OSE staff 
development to use data to 
fulfill general supervision 
responsibilities 


Review draft consolidated 
monitoring manual 


Revise the draft guide 
describing components of 
MDE OSE General 
Supervision 


Identify Cohort 0 ISDs to 
engage in the Quality Data 
Use professional learning 
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Table 4: Coordinated Support (CS) Leadership Team 


April - June July – September October – December January - March 
Conduct the SCA to establish 
baseline 


Monitor the action plan of the 
CS Development Team 


Conduct the SCA and update 
plan 


Monitor the evaluation plan 
for CS 


Develop plan utilizing SCA 
data 


Allocate resources within their 
purview (Fiscal, Personnel) 
and secure additional 
resources as needed 


Monitor the evaluation plan for 
CS 


Prioritize supports offered to 
districts based upon data and 
recommendations from the 
CS Development Team 
and/or other sources; make 
recommendations to 
sponsoring deputy. 


Monitor the action plan of the 
CS 


Communicate implications to 
internal (MDE Staff) and 
external stakeholders (such 
as ISDs, Associations) 


Prioritize supports offered to 
districts based upon data and 
recommendations from the 
Coordinated Supports 
Development Team and/or 
other sources; make 
recommendations to 
sponsoring deputy 


Monitor the action plan of the 
CS Development Team 


Development Team  
Allocate resources within their 
purview (Fiscal, Personnel) 
and secure additional 
resources as needed 


Identify and support structural 
and functional changes 
needed as a result of CS 


Monitor the action plan of the 
CS Development Team 


Allocate resources within their 
purview (Fiscal, Personnel) 
and secure additional 
resources as needed 


Communicate implications to 
internal (MDE staff) and 
external stakeholders (such 
as ISDs, Associations) 


Allocate resources within their 
purview (Fiscal, Personnel) 
and secure additional 
resources as needed 


Communicate implications to 
internal (MDE Staff) and 
external stakeholders (such 
as ISDs, Associations) 


Identify and support structural 
and functional changes 
needed as a result of CS 


Communicate implications to 
internal (MDE Staff) and 
external stakeholders (such 
as ISDs, Associations) 


Identify and support structural 
and functional changes 
needed as a result of 
Coordinated Supports 


Identify and support structural 
and functional changes 
needed as a result of 
Coordinated Supports 
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Table 5: Coordinated Supports Development Team 


April - June July – September October – December January - March 
Further identify internal roles, 
processes, and tools 
necessary to increase the 
department’s ability to 
effectively coordinate support 
to districts 


Further identify internal roles, 
processes, and tools 
necessary to increase the 
department’s ability to 
effectively coordinate support 
to districts 


Train and support relevant 
cross office staff on the tools 
developed to assist in the 
population of data 


Train and support cross office 
implementors (such as 
Regional Field Consultants, 
Special Education, 
Partnership District PALS) to 
utilize system 
components/tools 


Develop prototypes of each 
component/tool 


Usability test of each 
component/tool 


Populate tools based upon 
prioritization of supports and 
data 


Train and support 
implementors to identify 
patterns of need and/or 
barriers across districts that 
need to be raised to the CS 
Development Team 


Usability test each 
component/tool as the design 
teams are ready; an agile 
process of development will 
be applied with feedback from 
implementors incorporated 
into improvements 


Build tools in the identified 
data platform 


Analyze supports for 
alignment, redundancies, and 
gaps 


Recommend development, 
improvement, maintenance 
and/or discontinuation of 
supports to the CS 
Leadership Team 


Build tools in the identified 
data platform, once vetted 


Develop and maintain the 
communications plan 


Recommend development, 
improvement, maintenance 
and/or discontinuation of 
supports to the CS 
Leadership Team 


Develop and maintain the 
communications plan 


Develop and maintain the 
communications plan 


Develop and implement 
evaluation plan 


Develop and maintain the 
communications plan 


Implement the evaluation plan 


Compile and analyze data to 
determine need and 
recommend prioritizations 


Compile and analyze data to 
determine need and 
recommend prioritizations 


Implement the evaluation plan Compile and analyze data to 
determine need and 
recommend prioritizations 


Identify plan for ISD 
engagement 


Implement plan for ISD 
engagement 


Compile and analyze data to 
determine need and 
recommend prioritizations 


Note: Timeline is tentative for coordinated support tools based upon securing of resources. These are 
high level activities supported by the work plans of each design team. 
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Table 6: WoW Activities 


April - June July – September October – December January - March 
Collect and analyze SCA for 
WoW Direction Team 


Communicate WoW 
SharePoint site and available 
tools 


Collect and analyze agency 
capacity assessment data for 
WoW Direction Team; change 
plan based on results 


Develop and test WoW tools, 
policies, and procedures 


Develop and test WoW tools, 
policies, and procedures 


Develop and test WoW tools, 
policies, and procedures 


Develop and test WoW tools, 
policies, and procedures 


Implement and evaluate 
communications plan 


Develop WoW SharePoint site Survey to staff, including 
leadership, to understand 
WoW impacts on 
infrastructure 


Analyze evaluation data and 
make recommendations for 
change 


Determine needs of MDE staff 
on additional WoW tools 


Implement communications 
plan 


Identify specific questions 
within the 2020 State of 
Michigan Employee 
Engagement Survey to assist 
in the evaluation of 
department leadership, 
strategic planning, and WoW 
components (develop 
baseline) 
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EVALUATION 
For the revised SSIP Theory of Action, an evaluation plan has been developed to leverage the existing 
SPDG evaluation plan and former SSIP evaluation plan as appropriate. The revised SSIP Theory of 
Action provided the MDE with an opportunity to strengthen current evaluation work, to measure the 
impact of the EBPs and infrastructure improvement strategies for students with disabilities.  


The following questions will be used to guide the evaluation. 


• To what extent have reading outcomes improved for all students, including students with
disabilities, in grades K-5?


• To what extent are students who need additional reading support accessing relevant evidence-
based intervention?


• To what extent do students, families, and school staff report improved perceptions of the quality
of reading instruction and satisfaction with the school’s reading supports?


• To what extent are interventionists implementing interventions with intensification strategies with
fidelity?


• To what extent are schools implementing a schoolwide reading with fidelity across tiers one
through three?


• To what extent are ISDs and districts maintaining an infrastructure to support implementation of
a schoolwide reading model and data-based individualization?


• To what extent are individuals receiving professional learning demonstrating high levels of
knowledge/skills at the conclusion of all learning sessions?


• To what extent are individual recipients of coaching support reporting high levels of satisfaction
with intensification strategies?


• To what extent is MDE maintaining an infrastructure to support ISDs, districts, and schools in
fulfilling their respective roles in the implementation of evidence-based practices within a multi-
tiered framework?


Table 7 on the subsequent page outlines the specific outcomes to be measured at each level of the 
education system, using various methods with different stakeholders. Previously, the SCA was conducted 
by the MDE cabinet.  With recent changes in teaming structures, and a review of functions held across 
teams, it has been determined that SCAs will be completed by the leadership teams that provides 
governance over the improvement strategy (i.e.: WOW Direction Team, Coordinated Supports 
Leadership Team, MiMTSS Leadership Team). A more detailed evaluation plan is in development, with 
specification of objectives, data collection schedules, data analysis and use schedules, and reporting and 
communication methods. 







April 2020   Page 40 


Part B – State Systemic Improvement Plan: Phase III, Year 4                                       Michigan 


Table 7: Measurable Outcomes 


Level Construct Method/Measure 


Student Impact Acadience Reading End of Year Screening Results 
Acadience Reading Progress Monitoring Scores  


Student Access Rate of Access to Intervention 


Family Satisfaction with School & District Supports Interviews/Focus Groups/Surveys 


Family Engagement Product Reviews of Meeting Minutes & Intensification Plans 


Classroom Fidelity Intervention Fidelity Checklist 


Classroom Coaching Satisfaction Coaching Satisfaction Survey 


School Fidelity Reading – Tiered Fidelity Inventory 


School Satisfaction with District/ISD & State 
Supports  


Interviews/Focus Groups/Surveys 


District Capacity DCA 


District Satisfaction with ISD & State Supports Interviews/Focus Groups/Surveys 


ISD Capacity - if developing an implementation 
infrastructure to support MTSS and DBI 


RCA 


Training Recipients 
Across Levels  


Training Effectiveness Survey: Self-Efficacy, General Reactions, and Completion of 
Activities  


State Capacity SCA 
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
Diverse stakeholders and staff are engaged to inform, guide, and support the work of SSIP. Various 
stakeholders are engaged along a continuum, from outreach to involvement to collaboration to shared 
leadership, to not only exchange information but to co-design the work. Below is a description of each 
stakeholder group and their role in supporting the work of the SSIP.  


• State Board of Education. The Michigan State Board of Education provides overall governance
for education. At least annually, information regarding the current progress of the SSIP will be
shared with the board, and an opportunity provided for the board to provide input, feedback, and
recommendations.


• Special Education Advisory Committee. The Special Education Advisory Committee (SEAC) will
continue to be engaged with MDE to support the implementation of the SSIP, as it has been since
the initial requirement in 2014. As part of each monthly meeting, the MDE OSE director provides
updates to the committee regarding current activities of the department as it pertains to literacy
support. In addition to regular updates, the SEAC is engaged in co-learning opportunities, to
deepen knowledge of related topics, such as literacy and intensification of instruction, to support
guidance and input into SSIP implementation and evaluation activities.


• ISDs, LEAs, and school partners. Staff and families within ISDs, LEAs, and schools involved in
the work of the SSIP will be engaged through various implementation activities, such as
participation on implementation teams and evaluation activities of the SSIP, for example
interviews and focus groups. Through these implementation and evaluation activities,
representative staff and families of students with disabilities will guide and support the SSIP.
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INTRODUCTION 
In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and 
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State, 
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide 
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year 
(SY) 2018–2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped 
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma1; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY) 
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and 
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award 
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description 
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven 
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.  


The RDA Matrix consists of:  


1. a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other 
compliance factors; 


2. a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements; 


3. a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


5. the State’s Determination.  


The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections: 


A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 


B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix 


C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 


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


exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma These students meet the same standards for graduation as 
those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school 
diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State 
standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement 
standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA.  A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a 
diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.” 
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A. 2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX  
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the 
following data: 


1. The State’s FFY 2018 data for Part B Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 (including 
whether the State reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether the State 
demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017 under 
such indicators;  


2. The timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the 
IDEA;  


3. The State’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State 
complaint and due process hearing decisions; 


4. Longstanding Noncompliance:  


The Department considered: 


a. Whether the Department imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part 
B grant award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination, and the number of years for which the State’s Part B grant award has 
been subject to Specific or Special Conditions; and 


b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by 
either the Department or the State that the State has not yet corrected.  


Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 
The Compliance Matrix indicates a score of 0, 1, or 2, for each of the compliance indicators in item one 
above and for each of the additional factors listed in items two through four above. Using the cumulative 
possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the actual points the State 
received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, which is 
combined with the Results Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and Determination.  
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Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for each 
of Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 : 


• Two points, if either: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
95%  compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 5% 
compliance) ; or 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
90% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 10% 
compliance); and the State identified one or more findings of noncompliance in FFY 
2017 for the indicator, and has demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance 
identified in FFY 2017 for the indicator. Such full correction is indicated in the matrix 
with a “Yes” in the “Full Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017” 
column.


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at 
least 75% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 25% compliance), 
and the State did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.  


• Zero points, under any of the following circumstances: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator reflect less than 75% compliance (or, for 
Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect greater than 25% compliance); or 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were not valid and reliable;  or 


o The State did not report FFY 2018 data for the indicator.


 
2  A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not applicable to that 


particular State. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.  
3  In determining whether a State has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from 


94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether a State has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department will 
round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether a State has met the 75% compliance criterion for these 
indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 5% 
compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining whether 
a State has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher) to 10%. In 
addition, in determining whether a State has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 
25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for: (1) the 
timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the State’s FFY 2018 data, reported 
under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing decisions. 


4  For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%. 
5  A “No” in that column denotes that the State has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the 


State has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the State did not identify any 
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator. 


6  If a State’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with a 
corresponding score of 0. The explanation of why the State’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool. 


7  If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the State), the matrix so indicates 
in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.  
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Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for 
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data8:  


• Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects less than 75% compliance. 


Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and  
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for 
timely State complaint decisions and for timely due process hearing decisions, as reported by the State 
under section 618 of the IDEA:  


• Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance. 


• Not Applicable (N/A), if the State’s data reflect less than 100% compliance, and there were fewer 
than ten State complaint decisions or ten due process hearing decisions.  


Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance  
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific 
Conditions) 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for the 
Longstanding Noncompliance component:  


• Two points, if the State has: 


o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in FFY 2016 or 
earlier; and  


o No Specific Conditions on its FFY 2019 grant award that are in effect at the time of the 
2020 determination. 


 
8  OSEP used the Part B Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data Rubric to award points to States based on the timeliness and accuracy of 


their sections 616 and 618 data. A copy of the rubric is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool. On page two of the rubric, entitled “APR and 618-Timely and Accurate State Reported Data,” States are given one 
point for each indicator with valid and reliable data and five points for SPP/APRs that were submitted timely. The total points for valid and 
reliable SPP/APR data and timely SPP/APR submission are added together to form the APR Grand Total. On page three of the rubric, the 
State’s section 618 data is scored based on information provided to OSEP on section 618 data timeliness, completeness, and edit checks 
from EDFacts. The percentage of Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data is calculated by adding the 618 Data Grand Total to the APR 
Grand Total and dividing this sum by the total number of points available for the entire rubric. This percentage is inserted into the 
Compliance Matrix. 
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• One point, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the State has not yet demonstrated 
correction (see the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool for specific information regarding these remaining findings of 
noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 Part B grant 
award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.  


• Zero points, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the State has not yet demonstrated correction (see the 
OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool for 
specific information regarding these remaining findings of noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three 
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are 
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX  
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the 
following data:  


1. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;  


2. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments; 


3. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD scoring at basic  or above on the NAEP; 


4. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;  


5. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;  


6. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;  


7. The percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out; and 


8. The percentage of CWD exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma. 


The Results Elements for participation in regular Statewide assessments and participation and 
performance on the NAEP are scored separately for reading and math. When combined with the exiting 
data, there are a total of fourteen Results Elements. The Results Elements are defined as follows:  


Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments  


This is the percentage of CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), who took regular 
Statewide assessments in SY 2018–2019 with and without accommodations. The numerator for this 
calculation is the number of CWD participating with and without accommodations on regular Statewide 
assessments in SY 2018–2019, and the denominator is the number of all CWD participants and non-
participants on regular and alternate Statewide assessments in SY 2018–2019, excluding medical 
emergencies. The calculation is done separately by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading). (Data 
source: EDFacts SY 2018–2019; data extracted 4/8/20)  


Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP  


This is the percentage of CWD, not including students with a Section 504 plan, by grade (4 and 8) and 
subject (math and reading), who scored at or above basic on the NAEP in SY 2018–2019. (Data Source: 
Main NAEP Data Explorer; data extracted 10/31/19)  


Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing  


This is the reported percentage of identified CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), 
who were included in the NAEP testing in SY 2018–2019. (Data Source: Nation’s Report Card, 2019):  


 
9  While the goal is to ensure that all CWD demonstrate proficient or advanced mastery of challenging subject matter, we recognize that States 


may need to take intermediate steps to reach this benchmark. Therefore, we assessed the performance of CWD using the Basic achievement 
level on the NAEP, which also provided OSEP with the broader range of data needed to identify variations in student performance across 
States. Generally, the Basic achievement level on the NAEP means that students have demonstrated partial mastery of prerequisite 
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.  
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Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th grade reading (see page 11):  


https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/reading/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_reading
.pdf 


Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th grade math (see page 11):  


https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/mathematics/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_m
ath.pdf 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by dropping out. 
The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under 
IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category dropped out by the total number of students ages 14 
through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school 
categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received 
a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 
100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017–2018; data extracted 5/29/19) 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by graduating with 
a regular high school diploma. The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular 
high school diploma by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, 
reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular 
high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached 
maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017–
2018; data extracted 5/29/19)  


Scoring of the Results Matrix 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Results Matrix, a State received points as follows for the 
Results Elements: 


• A State’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores of ‘2’, ‘1’ or ‘0’ 
based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States. A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least 
90% of CWD in a State participated in the regular Statewide assessment; a score of ‘1’ if the 
participation rate for CWD was 80% to 89%; and a score of ‘0’ if the participation rate for CWD was 
less than 80%. 


• A State’s NAEP scores (Basic and above) were rank-ordered; the top tertile  of States received a ‘2’, 
the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States received a ‘0’. 


 
10 The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.  
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• A State’s NAEP inclusion rate was assigned a score of either ‘0’ or ‘1’ based on whether the State’s 
NAEP inclusion rate for CWD was “higher than or not significantly different from the National 
Assessment Governing Board [NAGB] goal of 85 percent.” “Standard error estimates” were reported 
with the inclusion rates of CWD and taken into account in determining if a State’s inclusion rate was 
higher than or not significantly different from the NAGB goal of 85 percent. 


• A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by dropping out were rank-ordered; the 
top tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile 
of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage) 
received a ‘0’. 


• A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by graduating with a regular high school 
diploma were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage) 
received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., 
those with the lowest percentage) received a ‘0’. 


The following table identifies how each of the Results Elements was scored: 


Results Elements 


RDA 
Score= 


0 


RDA 
Score=  


1 


RDA 
Score=  


2 
Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on  
Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a  
Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13 


Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing  
(reading or math):  


1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different 
from the NAGB goal of 85%. 


0 points if less than 85%. 


Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the 
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a 
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and 
Determination.  
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 
The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the 
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:  


Meets Requirements A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,11 
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination. 


Needs Assistance  A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if 
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A 
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if 
its RDA Determination percentage is 80% or above, but 
the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination.  


Needs Intervention  A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention 
if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.  


Needs Substantial Intervention  The Department did not make a determination of Needs 
Substantial Intervention for any State in 2020.  


 


 
11 In determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up 


from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance 
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.  
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Dr. Michael Rice 


State Superintendent 


Michigan Department of Education 


608 West Allegan Street, P.O. Box 30008 


Lansing, Michigan 48909 


Dear Superintendent Rice: 


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 Michigan needs assistance in implementing the requirements of 


Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and 


information, including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual 


Performance Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available 


information. 


Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s “2020 Part B 


Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for 


each State and consists of:  


(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on Compliance Indicators and other 


compliance factors;  


(2) a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements; 


(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


(5) the State’s Determination.  


The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made 


Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020: 


Part B” (HTDMD). 


The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and 


compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014, 


2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria 


are set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B 


determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:  
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(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;  


(2) the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently administered (school 


year 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);  


(3) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and  


(4) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.  


You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data 


by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at 


https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in 


Indicators 1 through 16, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is 


required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:  


(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP 


Response” section of the indicator; and  


(2) any other actions that the State is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section 


of the indicator.  


It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include 


language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.  


You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:  


(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;  


(2) the HTDMD document;  


(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the 


State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and 


(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section 


618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and 


“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.  


As noted above, the State’s 2020 determination is Needs Assistance. A State’s 2020 RDA 


Determination is Needs Assistance if the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A 


State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if its RDA Determination percentage is 


80% or above but the Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last 


three IDEA Part B grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions 


are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 


The State’s determination for 2019 was also Needs Assistance. In accordance with section 


616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), if a State is determined to need assistance for 


two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of the following actions:  


(1) advise the State of available sources of technical assistance that may help the State 


address the areas in which the State needs assistance and require the State to work with 


appropriate entities;  


(2) direct the use of State-level funds on the area or areas in which the State needs assistance; 


or  
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(3) identify the State as a high-risk grantee and impose Special Conditions on the State’s 


IDEA Part B grant award. 


Pursuant to these requirements, the Secretary is advising the State of available sources of 


technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers and resources at the 


following website: https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-resources, and requiring the 


State to work with appropriate entities. In addition, the State should consider accessing technical 


assistance from other Department-funded centers such as the Comprehensive Centers with 


resources at the following link: https://compcenternetwork.org/states. The Secretary directs the 


State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement 


strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its 


performance. We strongly encourage the State to access technical assistance related to those 


results elements and compliance indicators for which the State received a score of zero. Your 


State must report with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on:  


(1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and  


(2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance. 


As required by IDEA section 616(e)(7) and 34 C.F.R. § 300.606, your State must notify the 


public that the Secretary of Education has taken the above enforcement actions, including, at a 


minimum, by posting a public notice on its website and distributing the notice to the media and 


through public agencies. 


States were required to submit Phase III Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP 


appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students 


with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will provide 


additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your 


State as it implements the fifth year of Phase III of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.  


As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational 


agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in 


the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after 


the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:  


(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;  


(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs 


intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA;  


(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and  


(4) inform each LEA of its determination.  


Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s 


website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:  


(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State 


attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act 


of 1973; and  


(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website. 
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OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities 


and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we continue our important 


work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact your 


OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request 


technical assistance. 


Sincerely, 


 


Laurie VanderPloeg  


Director 


Office of Special Education Programs 


cc: State Director of Special Education  
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Michigan  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


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


72.5 Needs Assistance 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 12 50 


Compliance 20 19 95 


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 


84 1 


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


81 1 


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


26 1 


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


85 1 


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


29 1 


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


83 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


85 1 


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


81 1 


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


40 1 


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


87 1 


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


25 1 


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


82 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 26 0 


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


65 0 


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. 


3.86 No 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 Yes 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 99.55 No 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


93.04 No 1 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 92.34 Yes 2 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 100  2 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 100  2 


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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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 Submission 


Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet. 


SPP/APR  Data  


1) Valid and Reliable Data – Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when 
appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained). 


Part  B  
618 Data  


1) Timely – A State will receive one point if it submits all EDFacts files or the entire EMAPS survey associated 
with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table 
below). 


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


Part B Child Count and 
Educational Environments C002 & C089 1st Wednesday in April 


Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Discipline C005, C006, C007, C088, 
C143, C144 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Assessment C175, C178, C185, C188 
Wednesday in the 3rd week of 
December (aligned with CSPR data 
due date) 


Part B Dispute Resolution Part B Dispute Resolution 
Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort 
Reduction and Coordinated Early 
Intervening Services 


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in May 


2) Complete Data – A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets, 
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as 
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey 
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment 
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies. 


3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related 
to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally 
consistent within a data collection. 
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FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


3B 
3C 
4A 
4B 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points - If the 
FFY 2018 APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and 
Timely Submission Points) = 


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







       


     


 
 


 
 


  
 


 
  


 
 


 
 


 


 


 
 


 


 
  


    


618 Data  


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/LRE 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


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


Total N/A in 618 Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 
Total N/A in APR 


Base 
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 19

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 23.999999940000002

		State List: [Michigan]

		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: 24

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 48

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 21

		GrandSubtotal1: 1

		IndicatorScore0: 100

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0






_1661585868.pdf


3/19/2020 Michigan Part B Dispute Resolution 2018-19.html


file:///C:/Users/Alexis.Lessans/OneDrive - U.S. Department of Education/Desktop/Part B Dispute Resolution/SY 2018-19 Part B Dispute Resolution Da… 1/2


Michigan
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 214
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 171
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 125
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 168
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 3
(1.2) Complaints pending. 0
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 43


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 197


(2.1) Mediations held. 154
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 27
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 21


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 127


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 106


(2.2) Mediations pending. 6
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 37


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 75
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 33
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 18


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 5
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 3
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 2
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 16
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 54


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 12


(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 6
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 3
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 1
(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. 11


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Michigan. These data were generated on 10/14/2019 9:25 AM EDT.
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Postsecondary Outcomes Survey Spring/Summer 2019 


Postsecondary Outcomes Survey 


You can use a pen or pencil. Like this: Not like this: ✓ ✕ / 


I am: ° The former student 


(Please FILL IN ONE circle) °	 A parent, guardian, or caregiver of the former student 


°	 Other (please specify): _________________ 


Postsecondary School Section 


1. At any time since leaving high school, 
have you ever attended any school, ° No (Go to question 4) 
job training, or education program? 


(Please FILL IN ONE circle) °	 Yes (Go to question 2) 


2. Did you complete an entire term? ° No 


(Please FILL IN ONE circle) °	 Yes 


3. Describe the kind of school or job training  High school completion document or certificate 
program you attended. (Adult Basic Education, GED) 


(Please FILL IN ALL squares that apply)  Short-term education or employment training 
program (Job Corps, Michigan Works, Summer 
Employment Program, etc.) 


 Vocational Technical School — less than 2-year 
degree program 


 Community or Technical College to obtain a 2 year 
degree 


 College or University to earn a 4 or more year 
degree 


 On a mission, in the Peace Corps, VISTA, etc. 


 Enrolled in studies while incarcerated in jail or prison 


 Other (please specify): __________________ 


Employment Section 


4. At any time since leaving high school, ° No (End of survey, Thank you) 
have you ever worked? 


(Please FILL IN ONE circle) °	 Yes (Go to question 5) 


OVER ➜ 


The survey is also available online at http://www.cus.wayne.edu/websurvey/postschool.htm 1 



http://www.cus.wayne.edu/websurvey/postschool.htm





 


 


    
  


    
 


    
  


 


    
  


	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	   
 


    
  


    
 


 


   


 


 


 


 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	


 


 


 


Postsecondary Outcomes Survey Spring/Summer 2019 


For questions 5 through 12 please fill in ONE circle: 


5. Since leaving high school, have you worked at any time for a total of Yes No 
3 months (about 90 days)? ° ° 


6. Did you work on average 20 or more hours per week Yes No 
(or about half time of a 40-hour week)? °	 ° 


7. Were you paid at least minimum wage ($9.25 an hour if you are Yes No 
age 18 or older; $7.86 an hour if you are age 17 or younger; or °	 ° 
$3.52 an hour if you worked in a job where you earned 
regular tips such as waitstaff in a restaurant? 


8. Were you paid the same as other people who work in a similar job with Yes No 
the same skills, experience, and training? ° ° 


9.	 Did you receive benefits comparable to those of employees without	 Yes No 
disabilities in a similar position (for example, health insurance)? °	 ° 


10. When doing your job, did you interact with other employees without Yes No 
disabilities? ° ° 


11. In this job, were you eligible for (or could you get) a pay raise or Yes No 
promotion? °	 ° 


12. Where was your most recent job? 


° In a company, business, or service typically found in the community with people with and 
without disabilities 


°	 In the military 


°	 In supported employment (paid work with services and wage support to the employer) 


°	 Self-employed 


°	 In your family’s business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering) 


°	 In sheltered employment (where most workers have disabilities) 


°	 Employed while in jail or prison 


°	 Other (please specify): __________________ 


Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. 
Please return it to us in the self-addressed envelope or to: 


Dr. Lyke Thompson, Post-School Survey 
Wayne State University/Center for Urban Studies 


5700 Cass Avenue, 2207 A/AB 
Detroit, MI 48202 


The survey is also available online at http://www.cus.wayne.edu/websurvey/postschool.htm 2 



http://www.cus.wayne.edu/websurvey/postschool.htm
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Michigan’s State Performance Plan (SPP) 


The Michigan Department of Education’s (MDE) State Performance Plan (SPP) 
consists of Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA Part B) (ages 3 through 
21) indicators. Each SPP indicator provides a measurable indication of the 
performance in priority areas under Part B: Free Appropriate Public Education 
(FAPE) in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), Disproportionality, and Effective 
General Supervision, including Child Find and Effective Transitions. The current FFY 
2018 combined State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) 
contains 17 indicators. 


Indicators have been categorized as results elements and compliance indicators. 
Targets for results indicators are set by the MDE Office of Special Education (OSE) 
with broad stakeholder input. Stakeholders include the Special Education Advisory 
Committee (SEAC) which is Michigan's state advisory panel to the State Board of 
Education and the MDE, a statewide Data Advisory Committee, school 
administrators, and parents. Compliance indicator targets, set by the federal 
government's Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), are either zero or 
100%. 


The SPP/APR is both a historic and living document. The current SPP/APR was 
developed following a strategic work plan, will be revised as needed, and is being 
used as a roadmap to guide improvement efforts at the state, intermediate school 
district (ISD), and district levels to improve the educational outcomes of students 
with an individualized education program (IEP). 


Data on Processes and Results 


Data are routinely collected throughout the year through several state information 
systems. Districts routinely update their data to assure timely and accurate 
information. Verification of the data is achieved through multiple methods and 
activities including district and state level previews of submitted data, data quality 
reports, trend analyses of data, as well as through monitoring activities and reviews 
of dispute resolution information. 


The collected data are used for federal, state, ISD, and member district level 
reporting, Public Reporting, monitoring, district determinations, and for generating 
ad hoc data responses. In addition, the data assists the MDE OSE in determining 
areas in need of technical assistance and professional development, and allocation 
of resources. 


Integrated Monitoring Activities 


The MDE integrates monitoring strategies across all components of the general 
supervision system and across the MDE OSE units. Multiple data sources and 
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methods are used to monitor ISDs and member districts. Monitoring activities 
ensure continuous examination of performance for results and compliance. 
Monitoring includes on-site and off-site activities. Monitoring protocols focus on 
specific priority areas selected based on state performance and improvement 
needs. MDE OSE has defined monitoring in a broader sense than compliance, 
instead considering monitoring as a proactive, preventive, and corrective approach. 


Catamaran is an extensive electronic system developed to support the integration 
of monitoring activities, dispute resolution, technical assistance, professional 
development and correction of noncompliance across components of general 
supervision. In Spring of 2018 the fiscal component related to school district 
maintenance of effort began to be included in Catamaran. 


Policies, Procedures and Effective Implementation 


Michigan and the MDE have policies, procedures, and implementation strategies 
which align with and support the implementation of the IDEA. The policies and 
procedures include descriptions of activities to identify noncompliance, methods of 
requiring correction of noncompliance, and the range of sanctions which can be 
used to enforce correction. Districts also have policies and procedures in place to 
ensure all personnel necessary to carry out the requirements of IDEA are 
appropriately and adequately prepared; and these policies and procedures are 
designed to ensure a free, appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least 
restrictive environment (LRE). 


To ensure the implementation of the IDEA, it is necessary to coordinate efforts 
across state and local agencies. Interagency agreements or memoranda of 
understandings are used to facilitate these efforts. Through the development of 
Phase I, II and III of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), the MDE is 
working toward increased alignment of policies, procedures and implementation 
strategies. 


Fiscal Management 


MDE has a system of Fiscal Management and Accountability which implement 
processes and procedures to provide oversight for the application, receipt, 
distribution, use and monitoring of IDEA funds at the state and district level. 


The Federal Part B application is completed and submitted timely and accurately. 
Procedures are followed to ensure the Use of Funds and Maintenance of State 
Financial Support are completed correctly. 


Upon receipt of Part B funds, Administrative and Other State Level Activities 
spending plans are developed following procedures to ensure allowable spending 
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levels and use. Part B funds are distributed in a timely manner implementing the 
federally required funding formula. 


ISDs submit applications which are reviewed for completeness and allowable use 
for approval. Fiscal Monitoring is an ongoing process which includes Program Fiscal 
Reviews conducted by fiscal experts through both on-site and desk reviews. Risk 
factors are taken into consideration. A-133 Single Audits are reviewed. Findings are 
resolved through corrective action and the recapture of any misspent funds. 


The ISD fiscal monitoring oversight and technical assistance ensures all Part B fiscal 
requirements are being met including Maintenance of Effort, Coordinated Early 
Intervening Services (both voluntary and required amounts when significant 
disproportionality is identified), Proportionate Share, Excess Cost, and funding new 
or significantly expanding charter schools. 


Effective Dispute Resolution 


The MDE OSE provides training and support for the timely resolution of complaints, 
mediations and due process actions. Information for all interested parties is 
provided through MDE’s websites; toll-free phone lines; email; electronic and paper 
versions of documents; coaching; mentoring; local, regional, and statewide learning 
opportunities; and training sessions. Several of the MDE OSE IDEA Grant Funded 
Initiatives are directly engaged with dispute resolution activities. Providing 
mediation, facilitation and training services for working through disputes between 
school districts and parents or guardians of children with special needs, ensures 
children with disabilities promptly receive the services needed to develop and 
succeed in school. 


Issues of concern are entered into and tracked through a state data system to 
identify whether patterns or trends exist, identify member districts for monitoring 
activities, ensure all related corrective actions have been implemented and 
noncompliance has been corrected. 


The MDE OSE continues to engage Pingora Consulting, LLC to support the 
implementation of effective dispute resolution system changes to more fully 
integrate the system of general supervision. 


Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions 


The enforcement of regulations, policies and procedures is required by the IDEA 
and Michigan Administrative Rules for Special Education (MARSE). The MDE OSE for 
Part B and the Office of Great Start (OGS)/Early Childhood Education and Family 
Services (ECE&FS) for Part C use the Catamaran system to input monitoring data, 
generate reports, and assure the correction of noncompliance. 
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MDE’s system of general supervision includes ISDs as the sub-recipients of IDEA 
grant funds. There are member districts within each of the ISDs. 


When noncompliance with the IDEA or MARSE is identified, the state issues a 
finding of noncompliance to the member district or ISD. A finding is a dated, written 
notification which includes both the citation of the statute, rule or regulation, and a 
description of the data supporting the state's conclusion of noncompliance with 
statute or regulation. 


The MDE OSE uses an interactive system, Catamaran, which allows the uploading of 
documentation from the member district or ISD. The MDE OSE reviews the 
documentation provided to verify correction or further direct the district correction 
efforts. 


The MDE OSE is in the process of broadening the design of the general supervision 
accountability system. The MDE OSE contracted with Jane Nell Luster, a national 
consultant with Com-Link, LLC, to support the development and implementation of 
a broadened system of general supervision. In addition, the accountability system 
better supports the role of the ISDs as the subrecipient of the IDEA grant fund. The 
change in the accountability system will be reflected in data reported in the 
SPP/APR. 
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Michigan Department of Education Office of Special Education 
April 24, 2020 


FFY 2018 Part B Michigan’s Indicator 8 Parent Involvement 
Data Analyses 


Comparisons of the race/ethnicity between the survey sample (whether it be 
children/students or parent respondents) and the statewide population revealed 
that there are some differences. 


As shown in Table 1, in comparison to the 3-5 years statewide population, the 3-5 
years survey sample had an: 


· underrepresentation of African American children and parent respondents; 
· overrepresentation of Asian American children; and 
· overrepresentation of Hispanic/Latino children and parent respondents. 


As shown in Table 2, in comparison to the 6-21 years cohort 3 population, the 6-21 
years survey sample had an: 


· underrepresentation of African American children and parent respondents; 
· overrepresentation of Asian American children and parent respondents, as 


well a White children and parent respondents; 
· overrepresentation of children with ‘two or more races’, but 


underrepresentation of parents with ‘two or more races’. 


To determine if the differences in the racial/ethnic distributions made a statistically 
significant impact on the Indicator 8 results, weights were applied to adjust the 
sample sizes for each racial/ethnic group. Weights are commonly used to adjust 
survey results for under- and over-representation of specific subgroups in a sample 
population. This procedure provides an estimate of the results that would be found 
if the distribution of a particular characteristic in the sample were identical to the 
distribution in the overall population. For this indicator, these weights were 
calculated by dividing the proportion of each group in the Part B population by the 
corresponding proportion in the survey sample. 


A comparison of the unweighted results to the results after weighting by 
race/ethnicity showed no statistically significant difference in the Rasch mean 
scores. Therefore, even though the samples were not entirely representative by 
race/ethnicity, the Indicator 8 results were not affected, and unweighted results are 
reported. 
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Table 1. FFY 2018 Race/Ethnicity of Children 3-5 Years and Parent Respondents 
in the Survey Sample Compared to the Statewide Population 


Race/Ethnicity 


Children 3-5 Years 


Survey Sample: 
Children 


Survey Sample: 
Parent 


Respondents 


Statewide 
Population 


number percent number percent number percent 


American Indian or 
Alaska Native 27 0.6% 32 0.7% 138 0.7% 


Asian American 158 3.3%* 145 3.1% 530 2.8% 


African American or 
Black 490 10.3%* 425 9.0%* 2,435 12.8% 


Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander ** ** ** ** 13 0.1% 


White 3,420 72.1% 3,354 70.7% 13,530 71.1% 


Hispanic or Latino 440 9.3%* 436 9.2%* 1,529 8.0% 


Two or more races 208 4.4% 136 2.9%* 854 4.5% 


Not Reported 4.5% 


*Statistically significantly different from the statewide population (p<0.05) 
**Number is not reported because there are fewer than ten (10) children 


Table 2. FFY 2018 Race/Ethnicity of Students 6-21 Years and Parent Respondents 
in the Survey Sample Compared to the Cohort 3 Population 


Race/Ethnicity 


Students 6-21 Years 


Survey Sample: 
Students 


Survey Sample: 
Parent 


Respondents 


Cohort 3 
Population 


number percent number percent number percent 


American Indian or 
Alaska Native 112 0.8% 119 0.9% 497 0.8% 


Asian American 322 2.3%* 302 2.2%* 1,129 1.8% 


African American or 
Black 2,564 18.5%* 2,204 15.7%* 15,955 25.2% 


Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander ** ** 19 0.1% 53 0.1% 


White 9,101 65.5%* 9,177 66.1%* 38,518 60.8% 
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Hispanic or Latino 1,141 8.2%* 1,021 7.4% 4,605 7.3% 


Two or more races 645 4.6%* 407 2.9%* 2,571 4.1% 


Not Reported 645 4.6% 


*Statistically significantly different from the cohort 3 population (p<0.05) 
**Number is not reported because there are fewer than ten (10) students 


Table 3: FFY 2018 Parent Survey Respondents’ Children’s Primary Disability 
Compared to the State as a Whole 


Disability 
Category 


3-5 Year 
Respondent 


Sample 


3-5 Year 
Statewide 
Population 


6-21 Year 
Respondent 


Sample 


6-21 Year 
Cohort 3 


Population 
Cognitive 
Impairment 


51 
(1.1%) 


160 
(0.8%) 


1,559 
(11.2%) 


6,751 
(10.7%) 


Emotional 
Impairment ** ** 907 


(6.5%) 
4,083 


(6.5%) 
Hearing 
Impairment 


67 
(1.4%) 


234 
(1.2%) 


195 
(1.4%) 


852 
(1.4%) 


Visual 
Impairment 


11 
(0.2%) 


45 
(0.2%) 


70* 
(0.5%) 


240* 
(0.4%) 


Physical 
Impairment 


74* 
(1.6%) 


214* 
(1.1%) 


114 
(0.8%) 


464 
(0.7%) 


Speech and 
Language 
Impairment 


2,890* 
(60.9%) 


11,993* 
(63.0%) 


2,745* 
(19.8%) 


13,571* 
(21.4%) 


Early 
Childhood 
Developmental 
Delay 


903 
(19.0%) 


3,545 
(18.6%) 


227 
(1.6%) 


963 
(1.5%) 


Specific 
Learning 
Disability 


** 14 
(0.1%) 


3,777* 
(27.2%) 


18,936* 
(29.9%) 


Severe 
Multiple 
Impairment 


78 
(1.6%) 


289 
(1.5%) 


397* 
(2.9%) 


1,380* 
(2.2%) 


Autism 
Spectrum 
Disorder 


365 
(7.7%) 


1,541 
(8.1%) 


1,798* 
(12.9%) 


7,138* 
(11.3%) 


Traumatic 
Brain Injury ** 19 


(0.1%) 
33 


(0.2%) 
169 


(0.3%) 
Deaf-Blindness ** ** ** ** 
Other Health 
Impairment 


299* 
(6.3%) 


967* 
(5.1%) 


2,072* 
(14.9%) 


8,776* 
(13.9%) 
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Table 4: FFY 2018 Parent Survey Respondents’ Children’s ISD Peer Group 
Compared to the State as a Whole 


ISD Peer 
Group 


3-5 Year 
Respondent 


Sample 


3-5 Year 
Statewide 
Population 


6-21 Year 
Respondent 


Sample 


6-21 Year 
Cohort 3 


Population 
Smallest 39 


(0.8%) 
145 


(0.8%) 
253* 


(1.8%) 
887* 


(1.4%) 


Small 186 
(3.9%) 


838 
(4.4%) 


458* 
(3.3%) 


1,654* 
(2.6%) 


Medium Small 461 
(9.7%) 


1,895 
(10.0%) 


1,199* 
(8.6%) 


4,977* 
(7.9%) 


Medium Large 833 
(17.6%) 


3,267 
(17.2%) 


2,938* 
(21.2%) 


11,959* 
(18.9%) 


Large 1,056 
(22.3%) 


4,075 
(21.4%) 


2,140* 
(15.4%) 


9,309* 
(14.7%) 


Largest 2,170 
(45.7%) 


8.809 
(46.3%) 


6,906* 
(49.7%) 


34,542* 
(54.5%) 


Source: The NCSEAM Parent Survey and WSU/CUS 


Table 5: FFY 2018 Comparison of Unweighted Results to the Results After 
Weighting Race/Ethnicity, Primary Disability, and ISD Peer Group 


Age 
Group 


Unweight
ed 


Number 


Unweighte
d % at or 


above 
standard 


Weighted 
by Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Number 


Weighted 
by Race/ 
Ethnicity 
% at or 
above 


Standard 


Weighted 
by 


Primary 
Disability 
Number 


Weighted 
by 


Primary 
Disability 
% at or 
above 


Standard 


Weighted 
by ISD 
Peer 


Group 
Number 


Weighted 
by ISD 
Peer 


Group % 
at or 


above 
Standard 


Children 
Ages 3-
5 Years 
Sample 


4,745 49.25% 4,743 49.03% 4,746 49.28% 4,744 49.26% 


Students 
Ages 6-
21 Years 
Sample 


13,892 30.36% 13,895 29.92% 13,892 30.23% 13,889 30.36% 
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Table 6: FFY 2018 Comparison with Mean and Standard Deviation by 
Race/Ethnicity, Primary Disability, and ISD Peer Group 


Age 
Group 


Mean 
Unweight


ed 
Number 


Standard 
Deviation 
Unweight
ed % at 
or above 
standard 


Mean 
Weighted 
by Race/ 
Ethnicity 
Number 


Standard 
Deviation 
Weighted 
by Race/ 
Ethnicity 
% at or 
above 


Standard 


Mean 
Weighted 


by 
Primary 


Disability 
Number 


Standard 
Deviation 
Weighted 


by 
Primary 


Disability 
% at or 
above 


Standard 


Mean 
Weighted 


by ISD 
Peer 


Group 
Number 


Standard 
Deviation 
Weighted 


by ISD 
Peer 


Group % 
at or 


above 
Standard 


Children 
Ages 3-
5 Years 
Sample 


620.99 142.48 620.23 142.68 620.95 142.34 621.05 142.48 


Students 
Ages 6-
21 Years 
Sample 


550.15 130.89 548.73 131.09 549.83 130.60 550.34 130.79 
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Michigan Department of Education’s 
Determination Response 


Summary: 
The Michigan Department of Education (MDE) received the federal determination of 
“needs assistance” for its annual performance rating on meeting the requirements 
of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, or IDEA, Part B for the FFY 2017. 
MDE’s score increased from 59.17% to 65.28%, an increase of over six percentage 
points. However, the work to improve outcomes for every Michigan student must 
continue. There still is much work to do around the areas of graduation rate, 
dropout rate, inclusion, and implementation of evidence-based practices. 


The MDE Office of Special Education (OSE) staff met to review and discuss the 
results elements and compliance indicators for which the State received a score of 
zero. The MDE received a zero score for four results elements. The elements were 
as follows: 


• Reading: Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic 
or Above on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 


• Mathematics: Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at 
Basic or Above on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 


• Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 


• Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a Regular High 
School Diploma 


The MDE reports, with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission on (1) the technical 
assistance sources from which the State received assistance and (2) the actions the 
State has taken as a result of that technical assistance (TA). 


One action in the development of this plan is to involve a broad group of 
stakeholders. Deputy Superintendent for P-20 System and Student Transitions is 
leading work being done with the school districts across the state, and at the MDE, 
to improve results and compliance. A steering committee and four work groups 
began work December 2018 to generate recommendations to support continued 
improvements in graduation rates, dropout rates, M-STEP participation, and NAEP 
results and participation. At the same time, MDE OSE has taken the actions 
described below. 


The MDE OSE staff conducted a search on the GRADS360 website for resources 
(https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-resources) and the U.S. 
Department of Education website 
(http://www2.ed.gov/programs/newccp/index.html) for technical assistance 
documentation that addressed the identified areas. 



https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-resources

http://www2.ed.gov/programs/newccp/index.html

http://www2.ed.gov/programs/newccp/index.html
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MDE’s response to the percent of 4th grade children with disabilities 
scoring at basic or above in reading and the percent of 8th grade children 
with disabilities scoring at basic or above in mathematics on the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP): 


MDE’s emphasis is on Michigan standards and Michigan assessments which are not 
completely aligned with the NAEP. In addition, Michigan is encountering a growing 
resistance to excess testing of students. 


The MDE OSE is working with the MDE assessment team to determine procedures 
to encourage participation in NAEP. The Director of Special Education sent a letter 
to superintendents encouraging participation of students with an IEP on the NAEP.  
In addition, the MDE OSE supports the development and distribution of a resource 
specifically designed to educate parents. Family Matters 
(https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-6598_88187_81739---,00.html) is 
currently developing a document addressing appropriate considerations for 
participation in state assessments. The MDE OSE will continue these efforts. 


The MDE OSE staff conducted a search on the GRADS360 website for resources 
(https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-resources) and the U.S. 
Department of Education website 
(http://www2.ed.gov/programs/newccp/index.html) and NAEP 
(https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard) for technical assistance documentation 
that addresses participation of students with an IEP in the NAEP. The websites 
yielded some useful parent resource information pertaining to the importance of 
participation in NAEP. 


MDE’s response to the Exiting Data Element - Percentage of Children with 
Disabilities who Dropped Out:  
Michigan is a birth to 26 state and has been reporting zero students who reached 
maximum age for services in the EDFacts C009 – Children with Disabilities (IDEA) 
Exiting Special Education. 


The MDE met to discuss whether to report students who reached maximum age for 
services using the age of 21 as the upper limit. The decision was to maintain the 
current reporting method in order to have data comparable to data reported in the 
past. The MDE will continue to report zero students who reached maximum age for 
services in the EDFacts C009 file. 


Indicator 2: Dropout Resources within GRADS360 website 


• Tools and Resources for Part B SPP Indicator 2 
(https://osep.grads360.org/services/PDCService.svc/GetPDCDocumentFile?fil
eId=4706) 


• Addressing Dropout Related Factors at the Local Level: Recommendations for 
Administrators 
(https://osep.grads360.org/services/PDCService.svc/GetPDCDocumentFile?fil
eId=4698) 



https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-6598_88187_81739---,00.html

https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-resources

http://www2.ed.gov/programs/newccp/index.html

http://www2.ed.gov/programs/newccp/index.html

https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/

https://osep.grads360.org/services/PDCService.svc/GetPDCDocumentFile?fileId=4706

https://osep.grads360.org/services/PDCService.svc/GetPDCDocumentFile?fileId=4698

https://osep.grads360.org/services/PDCService.svc/GetPDCDocumentFile?fileId=4698
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• Addressing Dropout Related Factors at the Local Level: Recommendations for 
Teachers 
(https://osep.grads360.org/services/PDCService.svc/GetPDCDocumentFile?fil
eId=4699) 


MDE’s response to the Exiting Data Element - Percentage of Children with 
Disabilities who Graduated with a Regular High School Diploma: 
Michigan reported in its FFY 2017 SPP/APR an extended 6-year cohort graduation 
rate of 65.34%. In the FFY 2016 SPP/APR, the MDE OSE changed from the existing 
4-year adjusted cohort graduation rate to an extended 6-year adjusted cohort 
graduation. As has been noted through analysis of data over the past two years, 
the additional time in high school is beneficial for students with an IEP in achieving 
a high school diploma. 


In 2018, the OSE began providing funding to support Intermediate School Districts 
to develop and implement a system of general supervision. The General 
Supervision System Grant provides funding to support Intermediate School 
District’s (ISD) development and implementation of a general supervision system 
that will, in part, support improvement efforts and build capacity within its member 
districts to fulfill the responsibilities under IDEA to ensure the provision of a Free 
Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) for all students with an Individualized 
Education Program (IEP). There is a particular emphasis on graduation as one of 
the priority areas for the work. However, the new approach may take a few years 
to positively impact an improved graduation rate. 


As noted at the beginning of this response a steering committee and four 
workgroups met through the late part of 2018 and through spring 2019 focusing 
attention on graduation and dropout rates among other areas. The results of this 
work will be an operational action plan. 


Indicator 1: Graduation Resources within GRADS360 website 


• Tools and Resources for Part B SPP Indicator 1 
(https://osep.grads360.org/services/PDCService.svc/GetPDCDocumentFile?fil
eId=4705) 


In addition, the MDE accessed technical assistance from the Office of Special 
Education Programs (OSEP), by participating in OSEP's monthly technical assistance 
calls and receiving onsite technical assistance. The MDE also received technical 
assistance from the OSEP via conference calls with the Michigan state contact and 
other OSEP leaders. The MDE utilized the resources at the IDEA Data Center (IDC) 
and reviewed TA materials. 



https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2016B/Indicator1/HistoricalData?state=MI

https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2016B/Indicator1/HistoricalData?state=MI

https://osep.grads360.org/services/PDCService.svc/GetPDCDocumentFile?fileId=4705
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