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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
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
969
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 attachment "Intro - General Supervision"
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.

Ohio provides technical assistance that is linked directly to the indicators and improvement activities established in the SPP/APR. Through this assistance, the Department uses a variety of means, at varying levels of intensity, to build capacity throughout the state.

Ohio's State System of Support

Ohio House Bill 115 established the creation of a coordinated, integrated and aligned regional system to support state and school district efforts to improve school effectiveness and student achievement. ODE awards 16 contracts to Educational Service Centers designated as fiscal agents for the State Support Teams (SSTs) within their geographic regions. The 16 SSTs comprise Ohio's State System of Support.

The goal of the State System of Support is to build the capacity of local and related education agencies to engage in systemic and sustainable improvement that impacts educational outcomes for students. SSTs are integral to implementing and achieving this goal. By providing high quality technical assistance and professional development, SSTs support districts in developing the capacity to fully implement research-based processes and educational practices that result in data based decisions, learning across all levels of the system, and sustained implementation. Through collaboration within and across regions, SSTs access national, state, regional and local agencies and resources to support districts and families.

ODE determines the scope of work for the SSTs, as outlined in an annual grant agreement. SSTs are responsible for the regional delivery of school improvement, special education, and early learning and school readiness services to LEAs. This agreement details specific responsibilities in the work of SSTs with local districts and community schools, organized by priority areas. SSTs provide varying levels of technical assistance and professional development in these areas, based on their districts' SPP/APR performance and indicator data. SSTs use multiple years of indicator data to identify patterns of strengths and weaknesses within each LEA and across LEAs located in their regions. SSTs also provide information, services, and support to parents and families of children with disabilities and those at risk of being identified with disabilities.

In some cases, the Department designates that state support team personnel provide support in priority areas. Areas of priority include Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports as part of a multi-tiered system of support, early language and literacy professional learning and implementation for preschool through grade three, and secondary transition/workforce development. They also support districts in meeting requirements and implementing best practices, aligning efforts statewide in order to improve results for students with disabilities and other underperforming students, including third grade reading performance, graduation rates and post-school outcomes.

At each state support team, consultants provide technical assistance and professional learning to support identified regional priorities related to indicator data, such as least restrictive environment and improving reading and mathematics performance for children with disabilities. State support teams also provide technical assistance and professional learning related to parent and community engagement, support and services for students with autism, sensory disabilities and low-incidence disabilities and assistive technology. State support teams are an integral part of the State System of Support in the delivery of technical assistance and professional learning as it relates to both regulatory requirements and improved outcomes for students.

Specialized Technical Assistance

Multiple organizations within Ohio provide technical assistance and professional development within specialized areas, designed to improve special education services and outcomes for students with disabilities.

Ohio Center for Autism and Low Incidence – With funding from the Department and other sources, the Ohio Center for Autism and Low Incidence serves families, educators and professionals working with students with autism and low-incidence disabilities, including autism spectrum disorders, multiple disabilities, orthopedic impairments, other health impairments and traumatic brain injuries. The statewide Center for Sensory Disabilities is housed within the Ohio Center for Autism and Low Incidence to unify existing programs for students with deafness/hard of hearing, blind/visual impairment and print disabilities and expand them to create a collaborative comprehensive network of regional resources that positively impact the educational achievement of students with sensory disabilities. Through the center, the Office for Exceptional Children is working to build state and system-wide capacity to improve outcomes through leadership, training and professional development, technical assistance, collaboration and technology. The Ohio Center for Autism and Low Incidence also provides assistive technology services, including resources, professional development and loans of specific devices. More information is available at www.ocali.org.

Ohio Coalition for the Education of Children with Disabilities – As Ohio’s Parent Training and Information Center, the Ohio Coalition for the Education of Children with Disabilities supports parents and families of children with disabilities and works to promote support for the professionals who serve them. The Ohio Coalition for the Education of Children with Disabilities has both centralized and regional consultants throughout Ohio, providing parent support, resources and learning activities. More information is available at www.ocecd.org.

Parent Mentors – Across Ohio, a network of more than 100 parent mentors serve more than 16,000 parents and families of children with disabilities and those at risk. Parent mentors are parents of children with disabilities who work within school districts to provide families and school personnel with information, resources and support to build collaborative partnerships between families and schools. The details of the parent mentor role vary by location based on the needs of the district and parents. Parent mentors serve as resources for parents on a variety of topics related to special education, including the rights and services afforded to them by state and federal law, as well as networks and other resources available in their communities. They work as liaisons between families and district personnel to encourage productive communication that results in effective programs for children with disabilities.

Seminars, trainings, conferences – The Office for Exceptional Children offers various in-person and web-based seminars, trainings and conferences throughout the state targeted to school district administrators, teachers, related service providers, college/university faculty representing teacher preparation programs and parents of children with disabilities. As part of the annual OCALICON conference, the Department hosts a Special Education Leadership Institute, recently renamed the Inclusive Education Leadership Institute to reflect the Department's focus on inclusive education. The 2019 conference achieved the highest-ever attendees, presenters, sessions, and exhibitors, with more than 3,000 participants from across the state and country.
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.

Please see the Technical Assistance section for a description of Ohio's technical assistance and professional development system.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
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.

OEC has previously reported to the public on APR indicators through web postings, meetings with stakeholders and professional organizations (including SAPEC) and through regional and statewide conferences. OEC will continue utilizing these means to report annually to the public on Ohio’s progress and/or slippage in meeting the measurable and rigorous indicator targets. After submission to OSEP, OEC posted the FFY 2017 (2017-2018) APR to the department website (see http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Special-Education/State-Performance-Plan).

In order to report to the public on the performance of LEAs located in the State on the SPP/APR indicators, OEC posted a report on the department website within 120 days after submission of the APR, as required (see http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Special-Education/Resources-for-Parents-and-Teachers-of-Students-wit/District-Level-Performance-Data). In addition to the public report, each LEA annually receives a Special Education Profile, comprised of a data profile and required monitoring activities, and an annual Special Education Rating detailing its performance on the indicators included in the subset for making LEA determinations. Special Education Profiles are available to the public (with data based on small groups of students masked as appropriate) on the department's website (see http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Special-Education/Special-Education-Data-and-Funding/District-Level-Performance-Data).
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year 4; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); (3) a summary of the SSIP's coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities are impacting the State's capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

Ohio provided the data and information described above in its Phase III, Year 4 State Systemic Improvement Plan Report.
Intro - OSEP Response

States were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information.  The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Intro - State Attachments 
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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
	2018
	51.37%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	78.20%
	80.50%
	82.80%
	85.10%
	72.30%

	Data
	68.90%
	68.41%
	67.01%
	69.57%
	70.45%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	73.80%
	75.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.

The targets for Indicator 1 must align with those established for Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) reporting. Ohio's four-year cohort graduation rate targets were set as part of the state's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) Plan, available here:
http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Every-Student-Succeeds-Act-ESSA

Detailed information about stakeholder input into the content of Ohio's ESSA State Plan can be found here: 
http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Every-Student-Succeeds-Act-ESSA/ESSA-Stakeholder-Engagement
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
	11,346

	 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
	22,085

	 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
	51.37%


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

	11,346
	22,085
	70.45%
	73.80%
	51.37%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

The slippage from SY 2016-17 to SY 2017-18 is due to a change in measurement, resulting in SY 2017-18 as a new baseline for Indicator 1. Beginning with the 2017-18 data, the Ohio Department of Education adjusted the business rules for students counted as graduates to align with ESSA requirements. Though Ohio only has one regular high school diploma and does not have a certificate, students with disabilities are not counted as graduates receiving a regular high school diploma if they do so by meeting modified requirements not available to students without disabilities. These modified requirements are explained below, as "the difference in conditions that youth with IEPs must meet." As a result of this change in measurement, the number of youth with IEPs counted as graduating with a regular high school diploma decreased from 14.377 in SY 2016-17 to 11,346 in SY 2017-18.
Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
Ohio's students in the classes of 2018 and 2019 had multiple pathways to earn a high school diploma:

1) Complete and earn a state minimum of 20 credits in specific subjects. Additionally, they must receive instruction in economics and financial literacy and complete at least two semesters of fine arts. AND
2) Demonstrate what they have learned through one of the following pathways:
a) Ohio's State Tests - Earn 18 out of 35 points on seven end-of-course state tests. Up to five points can be earned on each test. A minimum of four points in math, four points in English language arts, and six points across science and social studies is required.
b) Industry-recognized credential and score on workforce readiness test - Earn an industry-recognized credential or a group of credentials totaling 12 points and earn the required score on the WorkKeys test. 
c) College and career readiness tests - Earn remediation-free scores in math and English language arts on the ACT or SAT.

If none of these pathways were met, two additional options for graduation were available to the classes of 2018 and 2019:
Option 1 - Available to all students in the classes of 2018 and 2019
-Attendance rate of 93 percent during the 12th-grade year;
-Earn a GPA of 2.5 on a 4.0 scale in all courses completed during 12th grade (must complete at least four full-year, or equivalent, courses);
-Complete a capstone project during 12th grade that the district or school defines;
-During 12th grade, complete a work or community service experience totaling 120 hours that the district or school defines;
-Earn three or more College Credit Plus credits at any time during high school;
-Earn credit for an Advanced Placement (AP) or International Baccalaureate (IB) course and earn an AP exam score of 3 or higher or IB exam score of 4 or higher at any time during high school;
-Earn a WorkKeys exam score of 3 on each of three test sections;
-Earn a State Board-approved industry-recognized credential or credentials that equal at least three points;
-Meet OhioMeansJobs Readiness Seal requirements.

Option 2 - Available to students in the classes of 2018 and 2019 in career-technical programs
Students must take and pass courses that constitute the curriculum requirements and take all seven end-of-course exams. Students must finish a career-technical program that includes at least four courses in a single career pathway and complete at least one of the options below:
-Earn a total score of Proficient or better based on all career-technical exams or test modules;
-Earn an industry-recognized credential or credentials that equal 12 points;
-Complete a workplace experience totaling 250 hours with evidence of positive evaluations.

For more information on Ohio's graduation requirements for the classes of 2018 and 2019, see http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Ohio-s-Graduation-Requirements/Earning-an-Ohio-High-School-Diploma-for-the-Class
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)

YES

If yes, explain the difference in conditions that youth with IEPs must meet.
There are several adjustments to the state graduation requirements for a regular high school diploma that are available only to students with disabilities:
- Students with significant cognitive disabilities may take alternate assessments in lieu of end of course exams;
- A student may be exempted, based on his IEP, from the requirement to score proficient or above on end of course exams;
- A student may be exempted from the consequences of not receiving passing scores on one or more end of course exams;
- An IEP team for a student with a disability may decide, based on the student’s postsecondary goals, that he will complete the required curriculum with accommodations; or
- An IEP team may decide that a student with a disability will meet curricular requirements for graduation by meeting the goals on his IEP, as permitted by Ohio Revised Code §3313.61(A)(1). This option is noted in the postsecondary transition planning section of the student’s IEP.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
As described in the "reasons for slippage" section, this year's data represent a new baseline for Indicator 1, due to a change in measurement.
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision. 

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

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2013
	21.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	5.28%
	21.90%
	21.80%
	21.70%
	21.60%

	Data
	21.60%
	16.69%
	24.12%
	20.26%
	20.89%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	21.50%
	21.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.

Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 1
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	10,564

	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)
	6,122

	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)
	47

	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)
	4,369

	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)
	76


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

	4,369
	21,178
	20.89%
	21.50%
	20.63%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
Local education agencies are required to report a "withdrawal reason" code each time a student changes his relationship with the LEA.
The most recent withdrawal code for each student determines his exiting reason. The withdrawal reason codes that translate to dropout
status in the EdFacts exiting report (C009) are:
- Withdrew due to truancy/nonattendance
- Pursued employment/work permit: Superintendent approval on file
- Moved not known to be continuing
- Student completed course requirements: Student completed course requirements but did NOT pass the appropriate statewide
assessments required for graduation. In the case of a student on an IEP who has been excused from the individual
consequences of the statewide assessments, using this code indicates that the student completed course requirements but
did not take the appropriate statewide assessments required for graduation.
- Non-attendance according to the 105-hour rule: A student who has had unexcused absences from a charter school for more
than 105 consecutive hours must be withdrawn. If this is the most recent withdrawal reason for a student, he is counted as a
dropout; if another LEA reports him as not having withdrawn, he is not included in the exiting report at the state level.
- Withdrew due to ORC §3314.26 (non-tested): Students in charter schools must participate in state testing. If they do not, they
must be withdrawn. If this is the most recent withdrawal reason for a student, he is counted as a dropout; if another LEA reports
him as not having withdrawn, he is not included in the exiting report at the state level.
- No longer eligible to be enrolled in district: Student eligibility changed, district does not know where education will be continued.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3B - Indicator Data

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

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


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005


	Target >=
	98.50%
	97.00%
	97.00%
	97.50%
	98.00%

	A
	Overall
	98.60%
	Actual
	99.03%
	98.03%
	99.33%
	98.72%
	98.85%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	98.50%
	97.00%
	97.00%
	97.50%
	98.00%

	A
	Overall
	98.60%
	Actual
	98.95%
	97.72%
	99.31%
	98.69%
	98.69%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	98.00%
	98.70%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	98.00%
	98.70%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
In order to meet the requirement for the FFY 2019 target to demonstrative improvement over the baseline year, the Indicator 3B targets have been set at 98.7%. Ohio's stakeholder advisory panel and OEC agree that the state should strive to meet all requirements for setting indicator targets.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

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

	a. Children with IEPs
	21,957
	21,207
	21,192
	21,304
	20,756
	19,618
	
	
	
	
	20,462

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	6,579
	5,116
	4,920
	4,869
	4,583
	4,149
	
	
	
	
	4,684

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	12,925
	13,486
	13,623
	13,655
	13,476
	12,753
	
	
	
	
	12,630

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	2,372
	2,503
	2,523
	2,627
	2,470
	2,484
	
	
	
	
	2,602


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
	21,204
	21,246
	21,154
	21,254
	20,736
	19,706
	
	
	
	
	20,299

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	6,389
	5,194
	4,901
	4,876
	4,617
	4,221
	
	
	
	
	4,666

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	12,331
	13,422
	13,580
	13,583
	13,382
	12,713
	
	
	
	
	12,322

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	2,375
	2,505
	2,524
	2,629
	2,471
	2,485
	
	
	
	
	2,609


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

	A
	Overall
	146,496
	145,029
	98.85%
	98.00%
	99.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	145,599
	143,795
	98.69%
	98.00%
	98.76%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

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

Ohio's Report Card Advanced Reports feature allows the public to access student data by demographic characteristics and test types at https://reportcard.education.ohio.gov/advanced

See the attachment entitled "Accessing Ohio's Public Reports of Assessment Participation and Performance" for instructions to access the required reports on the participation and performance of children with
disabilities on statewide assessments.
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 the targets.
3B - Required Actions
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

3C - Indicator Data

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

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


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2015
	Target >=
	55.90%
	38.56%
	24.18%
	24.18%
	24.68%

	A
	Overall
	24.18%
	Actual
	55.11%
	38.56%
	24.18%
	28.39%
	34.45%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2015
	Target >=
	45.60%
	34.19%
	28.57%
	28.57%
	29.00%

	A
	Overall
	28.57%
	Actual
	44.12%
	34.19%
	28.57%
	29.55%
	33.58%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	25.18%
	25.18%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	29.50%
	29.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
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
	21,876
	21,105
	21,066
	21,151
	20,529
	19,386
	
	
	
	
	19,916

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,249
	1,472
	1,505
	776
	1,062
	602
	
	
	
	
	849

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	4,085
	3,159
	3,841
	1,813
	2,873
	1,695
	
	
	
	
	2,593

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,861
	2,101
	2,177
	2,227
	2,138
	2,138
	
	
	
	
	2,059


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
	21,095
	21,121
	21,005
	21,088
	20,470
	19,419
	
	
	
	
	19,597

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,330
	2,177
	1,327
	1,066
	876
	924
	
	
	
	
	392

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	3,638
	5,135
	3,492
	2,715
	2,292
	2,756
	
	
	
	
	1,160

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,557
	1,801
	1,910
	1,841
	1,807
	1,808
	
	
	
	
	1,971


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	145,029
	43,275
	34.45%
	25.18%
	29.84%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	143,795
	42,975
	33.58%
	29.50%
	29.89%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

Ohio's Report Card Advanced Reports feature allows the public to access student data by demographic characteristics and test types at 
https://reportcard.education.ohio.gov/advanced

See the attachment entitled "Accessing Ohio's Public Reports of Assessment Participation and Performance" for instructions to access the required reports on the participation and performance of children with
disabilities on statewide assessments. 
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
3C - State Attachments 


[image: image3.emf]Ind 3 - Accessing  Ohio_s Public Reports of Assessment Participation and Performance.docx



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
	8.77%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	2.00%
	1.70%
	1.40%
	8.77%
	8.47%

	Data
	3.66%
	4.41%
	5.21%
	8.77%
	5.74%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	8.17%
	8.17%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
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.

157

	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

	43
	772
	5.74%
	8.17%
	5.57%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

Data on suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities are submitted by LEAs via Ohio’s Education Management Information System (EMIS) and also are used for IDEA Section 618 data/EdFacts submissions. The state collects student-level data about each discipline event, including type, reason and duration.

To calculate significant discipline discrepancies for Indicator 4a, Ohio compares the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with individualized education programs (IEPs) in each LEA to the rates for nondisabled children in the same LEA.

Ohio identifies an LEA as having a “significant discrepancy” in discipline rates if the rate of suspension or expulsion for more than 10 cumulative days for students with disabilities exceeds the rate of suspension or expulsion for nondisabled students by at least 1%, based on a minimum group size of 30 for both students with disabilities and typical students, as well as a minimum of 5 students with disabilities disciplined.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

A. LEAs identified with significant discrepancies are required to establish a team of personnel involved in disciplinary actions for students with disabilities to complete a self-review of the LEA’s discipline policies, procedures and practices. Areas reviewed by the LEA include:
 1) The LEA’s code of conduct;
 2) The referral and evaluation process for students suspected of having a disability;
 3) The development of IEPs for students whose behavior impedes their learning, including the use of PBIS or other strategies to address their behavior;
 4) The LEA’s general procedures for disciplinary removals for students with disabilities;
 5) The procedures for conducting a manifestation determination; and
 6) The procedures for conducting a functional behavioral assessment and the development of a behavior intervention plan.

B. LEAs are required to send the completed self-review report to OEC, along with a sample of records for students with disabilities suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days during the applicable school year. The student records serve to verify the LEA's self-review.

C. OEC reviews the student records for compliance with IDEA discipline requirements, including the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, and procedural safeguards. If any records indicate noncompliance with IDEA discipline requirements, OEC issues a finding of noncompliance, even if the LEA's self-review indicates full compliance.

D. OEC requires that all instances of noncompliance be corrected in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02. To demonstrate correction of the identified noncompliance, each LEA must:
 1) Correct individual student records determined to be noncompliant;
 2) Revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of PBIS, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA; and
 3) Demonstrate that they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements through a review of state-selected student records from a subsequent reporting period.
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.
OEC required each of the LEAs with findings of noncompliance for Indicator 4a to: (1) correct each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA (first prong of correction); and (2) develop and implement a corrective action plan that included revision of policies, procedures and practices related to IDEA discipline requirements.

After all corrective actions were completed, including the revision of policies, procedures and practices, OEC reviewed records of students suspended or expelled for more than 10 days during a specific time frame in a subsequent reporting period. For each of these LEAs, the data reflected 100% compliance with discipline requirements. Thus, OEC determined that each LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements (second prong of correction).
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

	21
	21
	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
OEC required each LEA with an Indicator 4a finding to develop and implement a corrective action plan. After all corrective actions were completed, including the revision of policies, procedures and practices related to IDEA discipline requirements, OEC reviewed records of students suspended or expelled for more than 10 days during a specific time frame in a subsequent reporting period. For each of these LEAs, the data reflected 100% compliance with discipline requirements. Thus, OEC determined that each LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements (second prong of correction).
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For each LEA with an Indicator 4a finding, OEC reviewed student records to verify correction for each student identified as missing one or more required discipline elements, unless the student was no longer enrolled in the LEA (first prong of correction).
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4A - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the 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
	1.42%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.19%
	1.20%
	1.20%
	1.42%
	0.53%


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.

5

	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

	31
	10
	924
	0.53%
	0%
	1.08%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if not applicable
Slippage occurred due in part to the increase in the number of districts identified with significant discrepancies by race or ethnicity, from 27 to 31. Additionally, the patterns of noncompliance found during the Ohio Department of Education's review of the 31 districts resulted in a higher number (i.e., 10) being identified with policies, procedures, or practices that do not comply with discipline requirements. An analysis in the patterns of noncompliance revealed the specific reasons for slippage to be  1) manifestation determination reviews that were incomplete or not completed within timelines; and 2) functional behavioral assessments and behavioral intervention plans that were not completed or not reviewed as required.
Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Data on suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities are submitted by local education agencies (LEAs) via Ohio’s Education Management Information System (EMIS) and also are used for IDEA Section 618 data/EdFacts submissions. The State collects student-level data about each discipline event, including type, reason and duration.

Significant discrepancies, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with individualized education programs (IEPs) are determined using a risk ratio calculation. The risk ratio represents the likelihood that students with disabilities in one racial/ethnic group will be suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days, compared to the likelihood that all students without disabilities in the LEA will be suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days.

The risk ratio is calculated as the percentage of students with disabilities in a specified racial group who were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days divided by the percentage of all students without disabilities who were suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days. For example, the percent of Asian students with disabilities in an LEA who are suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days divided by the percent of all students without disabilities who are suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days.

To identify discipline discrepancies, the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) uses a 3.5 risk ratio threshold, based on a minimum group size of 30. Thus, an LEA must enroll at least 30 students with disabilities in a racial subgroup and 30 typically developing students in order to be included in the calculation for this indicator. Additionally, at least 5 students with disabilities in the specified racial group must be disciplined to be included in the calculation for this indicator.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

For each LEA that the state identifies as having a significant discrepancy by race in the rate of suspensions or expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs, OEC completes the following process:

a. LEAs identified with significant discrepancies by race are required to establish a team of personnel involved in disciplinary actions for students with disabilities to complete a self-review of the LEA’s discipline policies, procedures and practices. Areas reviewed by the LEA include:
 1) The LEA’s code of conduct;
 2) The referral and evaluation process for students suspected of having a disability;
 3) The development of IEPs for students whose behavior impedes their learning, including the use of PBIS or other strategies to address their behavior;
 4) The LEA’s general procedures for disciplinary removals for students with disabilities;
 5) The procedures for conducting a manifestation determination; and
 6) The procedures for conducting a functional behavioral assessment and the development of a behavior intervention plan.

b. LEAs are required to send the completed self-review report to OEC, along with a sample of records for students with disabilities suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days during the applicable school year. The student records serve to verify the LEA's self-review.

c. OEC reviews the student records for compliance with IDEA discipline requirements, including the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, and procedural safeguards. If any records indicate noncompliance with IDEA discipline requirements, OEC issues a finding of noncompliance, even if the LEA's self-review indicates full compliance.

d. OEC requires that all instances of noncompliance be corrected in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02. To demonstrate correction of the identified noncompliance, each LEA must:
 1) Correct individual student records determined to be noncompliant;
 2) Revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of PBIS, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA; and
 3) Demonstrate that they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements through a review of state-selected student records from a subsequent reporting period.
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.
For each LEA that the state identifies as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions or expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs, OEC completes the following process:

A. LEAs identified with significant discrepancies are required to establish a team of personnel involved in disciplinary actions for students with disabilities to complete a self-review of the LEA’s discipline policies, procedures and practices. Areas reviewed by the LEA include:
 1) The LEA’s code of conduct;
 2) The referral and evaluation process for students suspected of having a disability;
 3) The development of IEPs for students whose behavior impedes their learning, including the use of PBIS or other strategies to address their behavior;
 4) The LEA’s general procedures for disciplinary removals for students with disabilities;
 5) The procedures for conducting a manifestation determination; and
 6) The procedures for conducting a functional behavioral assessment and the development of a behavior intervention plan.

B. LEAs are required to send the completed self-review report to OEC, along with a sample of records for students with disabilities suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days during the applicable school year. The student records serve to verify the LEA's self-review.

C. OEC reviews the student records for compliance with IDEA discipline requirements, including the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, and procedural safeguards. If any records indicate noncompliance with IDEA discipline requirements, OEC issues a finding of noncompliance, even if the LEA's self-review indicates full compliance.

D. OEC requires that all instances of noncompliance be corrected in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02. To demonstrate correction of the identified noncompliance, each LEA must:
 1) Correct individual student records determined to be noncompliant;
 2) Revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of PBIS, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA; and
 3) Demonstrate that they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements through a review of state-selected student records from a subsequent reporting period.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	4
	4
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
OEC required each LEA with an Indicator 4b finding to develop and implement a corrective action plan. After all corrective actions were completed, including the revision of policies, procedures and practices related to IDEA discipline requirements, OEC reviewed records of students suspended or expelled for more than 10 days during a specific time frame in a subsequent reporting period. For each of these LEAs, the data reflected 100% compliance with discipline requirements. Thus, OEC determined that each LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements (second prong of correction).
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For each LEA with an Indicator 4b finding identified, OEC reviewed student records to verify correction for each student identified as missing one or more required discipline elements, unless the student was no longer enrolled in the LEA (first prong of correction).
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	62.50%
	63.00%
	63.50%
	64.00%
	64.50%

	A
	50.60%
	Data
	62.81%
	63.92%
	65.13%
	65.81%
	63.28%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	11.40%
	11.10%
	10.80%
	10.50%
	10.20%

	B
	14.86%
	Data
	11.83%
	11.79%
	11.77%
	12.41%
	11.96%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	4.10%
	4.10%
	4.10%
	4.00%
	4.00%

	C
	4.74%
	Data
	4.33%
	4.04%
	3.93%
	3.63%
	3.60%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	65.00%
	65.00%

	Target B <=
	10.00%
	10.00%

	Target C <=
	4.00%
	4.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
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
	244,671

	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
	155,893

	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
	29,101

	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
	7,499

	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
	406

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements
	1,330


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
	155,893
	244,671
	63.28%
	65.00%
	63.72%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	29,101
	244,671
	11.96%
	10.00%
	11.89%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	9,235
	244,671
	3.60%
	4.00%
	3.77%
	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. 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 >=
	52.20%
	52.20%
	52.20%
	52.30%
	52.30%

	A
	50.60%
	Data
	55.04%
	61.71%
	67.05%
	68.28%
	71.36%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	38.50%
	38.50%
	38.50%
	38.40%
	38.40%

	B
	39.60%
	Data
	36.54%
	29.61%
	23.44%
	21.80%
	18.39%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	52.30%
	52.30%

	Target B <=
	38.40%
	38.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
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
	26,419

	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
	19,320

	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
	3,681

	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
	528

	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
	2


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
	19,320

	26,419
	71.36%
	52.30%
	73.13%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	4,211
	26,419
	18.39%
	38.40%
	15.94%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Outcomes:

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Progress categories for A, B and C:

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

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

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

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

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

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2008
	Target >=
	79.00%
	79.40%
	79.80%
	80.20%
	80.60%

	A1
	64.70%
	Data
	81.56%
	78.51%
	83.09%
	83.62%
	82.64%

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	49.00%
	49.60%
	50.20%
	50.80%
	51.40%

	A2
	47.40%
	Data
	48.88%
	48.09%
	49.19%
	50.17%
	49.70%

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	79.20%
	79.60%
	80.00%
	80.40%
	80.80%

	B1
	65.90%
	Data
	80.89%
	78.56%
	81.87%
	82.59%
	81.60%

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	48.30%
	48.90%
	49.50%
	50.10%
	50.70%

	B2
	45.70%
	Data
	47.61%
	48.29%
	47.61%
	48.27%
	47.73%

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	81.30%
	81.70%
	82.10%
	82.50%
	82.90%

	C1
	66.90%
	Data
	83.60%
	80.73%
	82.16%
	85.41%
	85.42%

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	59.00%
	59.70%
	60.40%
	61.10%
	61.80%

	C2
	59.20%
	Data
	58.16%
	58.10%
	66.57%
	60.34%
	61.13%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	81.00%
	81.00%

	Target A2 >=
	52.00%
	52.00%

	Target B1 >=
	81.20%
	81.20%

	Target B2 >=
	51.30%
	51.30%

	Target C1 >=
	83.30%
	83.30%

	Target C2 >=
	62.50%
	62.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

8,722
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	56
	0.64%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1,290
	14.79%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,780
	31.87%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	3,550
	40.70%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,046
	11.99%


	
	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)
	6,330
	7,676
	82.64%
	81.00%
	82.46%
	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)
	4,596
	8,722
	49.70%
	52.00%
	52.69%
	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
	68
	0.78%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1,346
	15.45%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,819
	32.37%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	3,580
	41.10%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	897
	10.30%


	
	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)
	6,399
	7,813
	81.60%
	81.20%
	81.90%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	4,477
	8,710
	47.73%
	51.30%
	51.40%
	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
	60
	0.69%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1,031
	11.86%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,121
	24.40%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	3,956
	45.50%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,526
	17.55%


	
	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. 
	6,077
	7,168
	85.42%
	83.30%
	84.78%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	5,482
	8,694
	61.13%
	62.50%
	63.05%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

YES
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


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

YES

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

Ohio uses the Child Outcomes Summary Form and process to gather data for this indicator. To access Ohio's Child Outcomes Policy, Child Outcomes Reference Guide, Child Outcomes Summary Form, and Child Outcomes Summary Form Quality Assurance Checklist, see the Preschool Special Education Resources web page at http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Early-Learning/Preschool-Special-Education.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator. 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?
	NO


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	90.40%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	93.00%
	93.20%
	93.40%
	93.60%
	93.80%

	Data
	92.03%
	92.66%
	96.05%
	95.32%
	90.23%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	94.00%
	94.00%


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

	585
	643
	90.23%
	94.00%
	90.98%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
1,936

Percentage of respondent parents

33.21%

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

According to presentations made during Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) leadership conferences, the survey tools developed by the former National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring were designed to be comparable and both the preschool and school-age surveys use comparable scales, ensuring validity of the results. By using the following method to combine data from preschool and school-age surveys, the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) ensures that the reported results are reliable:

- OEC assigns a number to each survey response (1=very strongly disagree, 2=strongly disagree, 3=disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly
 agree, 6=very strongly agree). Invalid values are removed from the data. OEC then calculates a single score for each survey by
 averaging all responses.
- As a score of 3 corresponds to “disagree” and a score of 4 corresponds to “agree,” the 3.5 average indicates that either the parent
 agreed with more items than he or she disagreed with, or had a stronger agreement than disagreement with the concept of his or
 her parental involvement.
- OEC combines the number of school-age surveys with scores of 3.5 or higher with the number of preschool surveys with scores of
 3.5 or higher to represent the total number of surveys with scores of 3.5 or higher.
- OEC calculates the percentage of parents surveyed who report that schools facilitated parent involvement by dividing the number of
 surveys with scores of 3.5 or higher by the total number of surveys completed by parents.

	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 Attachment "Ind 8 - Sampling Methodology"
	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.
Due to declining response rates, underrepresentation in survey samples, and limitations in data utility, OEC has elected to redesign Ohio's Indicator 8 survey process by partnering with The Ohio State University's Statewide Family Engagement Center. This partnership is expected to improve the representativeness of the survey responses as well as enhance the overall quality and utility of the data collected for Indicator 8.

The redesign process will include research and selection of a new survey instrument that will meet the requirements of Indicator 8 with fewer items than Ohio's current 25-item and 50-item surveys. A shorter instrument, along with transition to a web-based, smart-phone friendly survey platform, are likely to improve response rates. Furthermore, the Ohio State team will utilize survey and measurement expertise to identify and address underrepresentation in Ohio's annual survey sample. The team will also leverage existing partnerships with Ohio's State Support Team family engagement specialists and Ohio's parent mentor network to improve meaningful use of the data and stakeholder input.

This redesign of the survey process is still in process and is expected to be in place for the 2019-2020 collection. The existing tool was used for the 2018-2019 collection to prevent gaps in data reporting. To address the underrepresentation detailed below, OEC will oversample urban districts in order to improve response rates in these demographic categories while the existing instrument is still in use.
Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.

The sample surveyed represents parents from one-sixth of Ohio’s local education agencies (LEAs) serving children with disabilities and is stratified to ensure proportionate representation from traditional districts, community schools, and state-supported schools. Each LEA uses the same roster sampling method to select parents to complete the survey. The extensive stratification process is designed to provide proportionate representation across the state in the sampling pool, in order to obtain a sample that is representative of Ohio’s population of children receiving special education services.

OEC examined the FFY 2018 parent survey response group to determine if it is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services in the state. Compared to last year's analysis, OEC identified a continuing underrepresentation in response rates for children with disabilities in urban districts (13.90% below the expected response rate). With the rollout of the new survey instrument and improved collection process, OEC is confident that the partnership with The Ohio State University's Statewide Family Engagement Center will improve the survey instrument, process, and representativeness in future response data, as described above.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2018 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR
Please see the "Indicator Data" section for the analysis of the extent to which the  demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, along with the actions the Ohio Department of Education is taking to address areas of underrepresentation. 
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator. OSEP accepts the target.  
8 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2019 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.  
8 - State Attachments 
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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
	0.23%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


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

YES

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

112

	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

	5
	2
	857
	0.00%
	0%
	0.23%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Beginning with FFY 2018 data, Ohio changed its methodology for Indicators 9 and 10 to align with the new methodology for significant disproportionality in identification for special education. The slippage for FFY 2018 is due to the change in measurement for Indicators 9 & 10, as Ohio's new methodology has resulted in more districts being identified with disproportionate representation that is a result of inappropriate identification. 
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). 
OEC calculates disproportionate representation for the following student groups: African American, American Indian, Asian, Hispanic, Pacific Islander, Multiracial (more than one race), and White.

1) Disproportionate representation of students in racial or ethnic groups is determined using risk ratios. The risk ratio represents the likelihood that students in one racial group will be identified compared to the likelihood that students in all other racial groups will be identified. The risk ratio is calculated as the percentage of students from a specific racial group identified for special education divided by the percentage of students of all other races identified for special education. For example, the percent of all Asian students in an LEA who are identified with disabilities divided by the percent of all non-Asian students who are identified with disabilities.

2) Ohio uses 3.5 as the risk ratio threshold to identify disproportionate representation.

3) Ohio calculates risk ratios based on three years of data.

4) Ohio applies a minimum cell size of 10 for the numerator and a minimum n-size of 30 for the denominator for the calculation of risk for a specific racial subgroup and the comparison group to determine overrepresentation.

Using the criteria established above, OEC calculated risk ratios for all LEAs meeting the minimum cell and n-sizes. OEC used the review process described below to determined if the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification.
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.

OEC utilizes the following process to determine if disproportionate representation is a result of inappropriate identification:

- OEC notifies LEAs that they have disproportionate representation for students with disabilities, based on their data.
- LEAs complete self-reviews of their policies, procedures and practices relating to child find, evaluation and eligibility requirements for students with disabilities and submit the results to OEC, along with a sample of records for students in the 
 identified racial/ethnic group.
- After evaluating the self-review reports and student records submitted by the LEAs, OEC determines the number of LEAs with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.
- If inappropriate identification is discovered, each LEA must:
 1. Correct individual student records determined to be noncompliant;
 2. Revise their noncompliant policies, procedures and practices through training and revision of appropriate forms;
 3. Demonstrate that they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements through a review of State- selected student records from a subsequent reporting period.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

FFY 2018 represents a new baseline for Indicator 9, based on the new methodology for identifying disproportionate representation. 
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
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 (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the [district/# districts] identified in FFY 2018 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that was the result of inappropriate identification [is/are] in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
9 - Required Actions
Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories 

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2018
	0.95%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.10%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.68%


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.

231

	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

	30
	7
	738
	0.68%
	0%
	0.95%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Beginning with FFY 2018 data, Ohio changed its methodology for Indicators 9 and 10 to align with the new methodology for significant disproportionality in identification for special education. The slippage for FFY 2018 is due to the change in measurement for Indicators 9 & 10, as Ohio's new methodology has resulted in more districts being identified with disproportionate representation that is a result of inappropriate identification. 
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). 
OEC calculates disproportionate representation for the following student groups: African American, American Indian, Asian, Hispanic, Pacific Islander, Multiracial (more than one race), and White.

1) Disproportionate representation of students in racial or ethnic groups is determined using risk ratios. The risk ratio represents the likelihood that students in one racial group will be identified in a specific disability category compared to the likelihood that students in all other racial groups will be identified. The risk ratio is calculated as the percentage of students from a specific racial group identified in a specific disability category divided by the percentage of students of all other races identified in that disability category. For example, the percent of all Asian students in an LEA who are identified with specific learning disabilities divided by the percent of all non-Asian students who are identified with specific learning disabilities.

2) Ohio uses 3.5 as the risk ratio threshold to identify disproportionate representation.

3) Ohio calculates risk ratios based on three years of data.

4) Ohio applies a minimum cell size of 10 for the numerator and a minimum n-size of 30 for the denominator for the calculation of risk for a specific racial subgroup and the comparison group to determine overrepresentation.

Using the criteria established above, OEC calculated risk ratios for all LEAs meeting the minimum cell and n-sizes. OEC used the review process described below to determined if the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification.
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.

OEC utilizes the following process to determine if disproportionate representation is a result of inappropriate identification:

- OEC notifies LEAs that they have disproportionate representation for students with disabilities, based on their data.
- LEAs complete self-reviews of their policies, procedures and practices relating to child find, evaluation and eligibility requirements for students with disabilities and submit the results to OEC, along with a sample of records for students in the 
 identified racial/ethnic group and disability category.
- After evaluating the self-review reports and student records submitted by the LEAs, OEC determines the number of LEAs with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.
- If inappropriate identification is discovered, each LEA must:
 1. Correct individual student records determined to be noncompliant;
 2. Revise their noncompliant policies, procedures and practices through training and revision of appropriate forms;
 3. Demonstrate that they are correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements through a review of State- selected student records from a subsequent reporting period.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

FFY 2018 represents a new baseline for Indicator 10, based on the new methodology for identifying disproportionate representation.

To address the required actions from OSEP's response to Indicator 10 for the FFY 2017 APR:
If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017, although its FFY 2017 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 2017.

Response:
Though Ohio's FFY 2017 Indicator 10 data reflected less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), the Ohio Department of Education, Office for Exceptional Children (OEC) did not identify noncompliance for Indicator 10 in FFY 2017 because the department did not have access to FFY 2017 (2017-2018) data until FFY 2018 (2018-2019). Thus, OEC did not identify the district in question, complete the investigation of disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification, and notify the district of noncompliance until FFY 2018. Ohio will report on the correction of this noncompliance with the FFY 2019 APR, which will cover correction of findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018.
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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


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.

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018 (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the eight districts identified in FFY 2018 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that was the result of inappropriate identification are in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11: Child Find

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	93.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.31%
	99.14%
	99.06%
	99.40%
	98.79%


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

	28,801
	28,599
	98.79%
	100%
	99.30%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

202

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.
See attachment "Ind 11 - Late Table"

The Office for Exceptional Children works with each district identified with noncompliance for Indicator 11.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

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

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

Indicator 11 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student, district/building, demographic, financial and test data. LEAs provide the dates of each step of the child find process, including the date of consent for an initial evaluation, the date of the initial evaluation, the disability category reported as an outcome of the evaluation, and any reason for noncompliance with timelines.
Data for FFY 2018 represent the year-end 2018-2019 data reported by all LEAs serving students with disabilities.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	94
	94
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
For each of the LEAs with an Indicator 11 finding, OEC sent notification of noncompliance through the LEA's Special Education Profile. Each LEA was required to develop and implement a corrective action plan. OEC reviewed initial evaluation data from a five-month period after implementation of corrective actions. For each of these LEAs, the data reflected 100% compliance and a state-selected sample of student records verified the data reported in EMIS. Thus, OEC determined that each LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements (second prong of correction).
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For each of the LEAs with an Indicator 11 finding, OEC reviewed student-level data to verify that the initial evaluation was completed, although late, for each student whose initial evaluation was not completed within the 60-day timeline, unless the student was no longer enrolled in the LEA (first prong of correction).
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
11 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
11 - Required Actions
11 - State Attachments 
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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
	2018
	91.45%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.16%
	98.58%
	98.02%
	97.99%
	99.49%


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. 
	3,664

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	1,115

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	1,828

	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. 
	24

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	526

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


	
	Numerator

(c)
	Denominator

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

	Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	 1,828
	1,999
	99.49%
	100%
	91.45%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
As part of its continuous improvement and monitoring processes, the Ohio Department of Education reviewed its business rules to calculate Indicator 12 at the state and district levels. The Department has used the IEP meeting date element when determining the extent to which a school district was compliant with Indicator 12. Through this review, the Department decided to change the data element used to calculate compliance in order to increase rigor and meaningful compliance. To that end, the Department has communicated to LEAs that compliance with Indicator 12 will now be determined by the IEP implementation date instead of the IEP meeting date. The new data element used in the calculation explains the slippage from 2017-18 to 2018-19, as it represents a change in measurement and constitutes a new baseline for Indicator 12. With continued communications, technical assistance, and monitoring efforts, Ohio expects to return to a higher level of compliance over the next two reporting cycles.
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

171

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.
See attachment "Ind 12 - Late Table"

The Office of Early Learning and School Readiness works with each district identified with noncompliance or incomplete data for Indicator 12 as part of the indicator review process.
Attach PDF table (optional)
Ind 12 - Late Table
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. 

Indicator 12 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student, district/building, demographic, financial, and test data. LEAs provide the dates of each step of the child find process, including the date of the Preschool Transition Conference for students who are eligible to be evaluated for Part B, consent for an initial evaluation, the date of the initial evaluation, the disability category found as an outcome of the evaluation, the date of the initial IEP, and any reason for noncompliance with timelines. Supplemental data containing the counts of children who were found to be eligible less than 90 days prior to their third birthday are provided by the Ohio Department of Developmental Disabilities, Ohio's Part C provider.

Data for FFY 2018 represent the year-end 2018-2019 data reported by all LEAs serving preschool children with disabilities.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

As described in the "reasons for slippage" section, this year's data represent a new baseline for Indicator 12 due to a change in measurement.
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

	9
	9
	
	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
ODE required each LEA identified with noncompliance in FFY 2016 to develop and implement a corrective action plan. ODE reviewed Indicator 12 student-level data following the implementation of corrective actions. For each of these LEAs, the data reflected 100% compliance. Thus, ODE determined that each LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements for timely transition from Part C to Part B (second prong of correction).
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For each of the LEAs with an Indicator 12 finding, ODE reviewed student-level data to verify that the LEA implemented the IEP, although late, unless the child was no longer enrolled in the LEA (first prong of correction).
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
12 - OSEP Response
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.
12 - Required Actions
12 - State Attachments 
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	99.50%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.26%
	99.34%
	99.27%
	99.96%
	99.90%


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

	65,464
	65,501
	99.90%
	100%
	99.94%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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. 

Indicator 13 data are collected through the Education Management Information System (EMIS), a statewide data collection system for Ohio's primary and secondary education that provides staff, student, district/building, demographic, financial and test data. At the student level, LEAs provide the dates of each step of the child find process, including the date of consent for an initial evaluation, the date of the evaluation, the disability category found as an outcome of the evaluation, the date of the IEP and any reason for noncompliance with timelines. Information about the secondary transition planning elements are reported as part of the IEP event record.

Data for FFY 2018 represent the year-end 2018-2019 data reported by all LEAs serving students with disabilities.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	YES

	If yes, did the State choose to include youth at an age younger than 16 in its data for this indicator and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age?
	NO


If no, please explain
Though state law now requires transition planning and services beginning at age 14, Ohio has elected to maintain consistency with Indicator 13 by continuing to report on students ages 16 and above. As part of Ohio's system of general supervision, multiple monitoring processes are used to review transition planning requirements among LEAs beginning at age 14.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	1
	1
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
For the LEA with an Indicator 13 finding, OEC sent notification of noncompliance through the LEA's Special Education Profile. The LEA was required to develop and implement a corrective action plan. After implementation of corrective actions, OEC reviewed Indicator 13 data from a subsequent reporting period. To demonstrate correction, the data reflected 100% compliance and a state-selected sample of student records verified the data reported in EMIS. Thus, OEC determined that the LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements (second prong of correction).
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For the LEA with an Indicator 13 finding, OEC verified correction of individual cases by verifying that the students reported without (or with incomplete) transition plans now have complete transition plans in their IEPs, unless the student is no longer enrolled in the LEA (first prong of correction).
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
13 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
13 - Required Actions
Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

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

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

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

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

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

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


higher education or competitively employed);


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	34.80%
	34.80%
	34.90%
	34.90%
	35.00%

	A
	39.60%
	Data
	33.70%
	29.37%
	36.45%
	28.81%
	27.53%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	70.60%
	71.00%
	72.00%
	73.00%
	74.00%

	B
	62.70%
	Data
	69.87%
	66.55%
	76.61%
	67.49%
	70.86%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	79.30%
	80.00%
	81.00%
	82.00%
	83.00%

	C
	66.60%
	Data
	78.38%
	81.87%
	83.95%
	83.44%
	79.49%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	39.70%
	39.70%

	Target B >=
	75.00%
	75.00%

	Target C >=
	84.00%
	84.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school
	1,429

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	394

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	528

	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)
	39

	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).
	250


	
	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)
	394
	1,429
	27.53%
	39.70%
	27.57%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	922
	1,429
	70.86%
	75.00%
	64.52%
	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)
	1,211
	1,429
	79.49%
	84.00%
	84.74%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	The Ohio Longitudinal Transition Study (OLTS) project staff have identified the reason for the slippage in category B is the change in definition for competitive employment. In order to align to the Workforce Innovation Opportunity Act definition and requirements for competitive integrated employment, additional questions were asked during post-school interviews to capture all necessary components of this refined definition. Each new component of the definition had to be affirmed during the interview in order to meet the new criteria or the graduate could not be included in the count for category B. The number of graduates included in this category dropped as a result and were captured in the overall engagement of category C.


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.

Sampling Element
The targeted population (sampling element) for this indicator is the percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and within one year of leaving high school were: (1) enrolled in higher education; (2) competitively employed; (3) enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program; or (4) in some other employment.

Sampling Unit
The sampling unit for this indicator consists of school districts, community schools, and State-supported schools. Each year, approximately one-sixth of these LEAs will be selected using a stratified random sampling technique. LEAs with average daily memberships (ADM) exceeding 50,000 will be required to participate in the sample each year.

Sampling Frame
The common core of data resides within the Education Management Information System (EMIS) at ODE. LEA demographic data provide the sampling frame for categorizing and stratifying educational units that provide special education services to children and youth with disabilities. OEC will utilize an existing review cycle established by ODE’s Office of Federal Programs to identify LEAs for sampling across the six-year period of the State Performance Plan. The demographic data described below are reflective of LEA enrollment in Ohio during the 2005-2006 school year, when the sampling frame was developed and approved by OSEP.

Sampling Categories
Ohio's 246,560 children and youth with disabilities (as of 2005-2006) receive IDEA Part B special education services through the following operationally defined categories:
Category 1 Traditional Local Education Agencies – ODE recognized 611 districts as Traditional Local Education Agencies during 2005-2006. This category serviced 220,051 students with disabilities, constituting 89% of all special education students served.
Category 2 Community Schools – ODE recognized 216 districts as community schools during 2005-2006. The term “community schools” is synonymous with “charter schools” in Ohio. This category serviced 7,917 students with disabilities, constituting 3% of all special education students served.
Category 3 Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City Schools – OSEP requires annual sampling of all LEAs with average daily memberships (ADM) exceeding 50,000. Both the Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City Schools met this requirement in 2005-2006 but currently do not. This category serviced 18,221 students with disabilities, constituting 7% of all special education students served.
Category 4 State Supported Schools – This category includes the Ohio State School for the Blind, the Ohio School for the Deaf, and the Department of Youth Services (i.e., corrections).
This category serviced 371 students with disabilities, constituting <1% of all special education students served.

Sample Size
The target population of the Indicator 14 survey consists of students with disabilities who are no longer in secondary school. The number of surveys required from each participating LEA is based upon its number of exiting students with disabilities. LEAs with fewer than 30 exiting students are required to survey all students; LEAs with 30 or more exiting students use a random selection process. The random selection process implements a roster method. During its review of Ohio’s initial SPP, OEC conservatively estimated that exit and follow-up survey data would be collected for an average of 400-600 students each year and stratified its sampling to reflect the districts in the state. OSEP deemed this sufficient to represent the population. Personnel from Kent State University annually analyze non-response to evaluate the extent to which the sample is representative of Ohio’s population of exiting students with disabilities. Regarding the representativeness of the sample group, each year the OLTS sample is analyzed and compared to the demographics of all students with disabilities exiting secondary school in Ohio.

Two surveys were designed for the OLTS—an exit survey conducted just prior to exiting secondary school and a follow-up survey conducted one year after exiting secondary school. The exit survey includes information from school records and from interviews of exiting students with disabilities. A team of State policymakers and transition advocates examined the validity and reliability of survey questions. Additionally, the surveys were revised to align with data from the second National Longitudinal Transition Study and have been reviewed at the annual conference of the National Post-School Outcomes Center. The exit surveys are numbered and divided into two sections. The first section is drawn from student records and includes 11 questions that provide background information about the student’s ethnicity, disability, school setting, type of school, academic placement, career and technical education and assessment results. The second section of the exit survey is conducted via interview and includes 10 questions designed to obtain specific information about: (a) student post-school goals, (b) student perceptions of transition services received, (c) student financial plans, and (d) coursework that students needed but were unable to take. The follow-up survey is conducted via phone and includes 16 questions for the exiting student pertaining to attainment of the post-school goals recorded in the exit survey, satisfaction with post-school outcomes, retrospective evaluation of school services, post-school work, education, independent living, community participation, financial supports, satisfaction, student earnings, work hours, and reasons why postsecondary goals were not attained, if applicable. Both the exit and follow-up surveys contain no personally identifiable information. Individual identification numbers are assigned to students for the purpose of matching the exit and follow-up surveys.

Data Collection Procedures
OEC selected LEAs for participation in the sample and contacted the LEAs. The LEAs received an explanation of Indicator 14 in relation to the requirements of IDEA 2004 and directions for obtaining survey packets from Kent State University. OEC and Kent State University conducted informational meetings with Ohio’s SSTs, beginning in the fall of 2006. The SSTs scheduled meetings with the LEAs selected in each region, in order to provide training and technical assistance for conducting the exit and follow-up surveys. This training cycle is repeated annually for each subsequent cohort of selected LEAs. Survey information is collected by LEA personnel that have access to student records. Surveys are conducted by interview with the student as the respondent, whenever possible. The exit survey requests students to provide multiple forms of contact, in order to improve follow-up phone interview response rates. LEAs with follow-up phone interview response rates below 60% are encouraged to employ alternate means (such as web searches) to locate students who have exited. LEA personnel maintain the first page of the survey with identifiable student information and the survey number. After completion, numbered surveys with no identifiable student information are forwarded to Kent State University for coding and data analyses. Kent State personnel follow a protocol for analysis approved by the university’s Institutional Review Board.
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

	If yes, attach a copy of the survey
	Ind 14 - 2018-19 Exit and Follow Up Survey Packet


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.
OLTS project staff from Kent State University annually analyze response data to evaluate the extent to which the sample is representative of Ohio’s population of students with disabilities exiting school. These data show only chance variations across gender and most disability categories. However, the analysis revealed a slight underrepresentation of students with Other Health Impairments (18.6% of total exiters versus 17.1% in the OLTS sample), and a larger underrepresentation of African Americans, with 4.3% less representation in the response data than expected (20.8% of total exiters versus 16.5% in the OLTS sample).
	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.
To improve underrepresentation of students with OHI, OLTS project staff have been working with LEAs to identify students with disability categories with the highest risk of drop out in order to solicit additional information on how to contact them one year after exit (as the OHI category has an elevated risk for dropout). They will continue this strategy to improve representativeness in the future. Also, project staff will oversample districts with high populations of African-Americans in order to improve response rates in that demographic category.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The Indicator 14 survey was revised to align with Option 2. The revised survey is included as an attachment to this report. 
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

Please see the "Indicator Data" section for the analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the youth surveyed 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, along with the actions the Ohio Department of Education is taking to address areas of underrepresentation.
14 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator. OSEP accepts those targets. 
14 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2019 data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. 
14 - State Attachments 


[image: image7.emf]Ind 14 - 2018-19  Exit and Follow Up Survey Packet.pdf


Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	61

	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
	22


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 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
In order to meet the requirement for the FFY 2019 target to demonstrative improvement over the baseline year, the Indicator 15 target range has been set at 42-51%. Ohio's stakeholder advisory panel and OEC agree that the state should strive to meet all requirements for setting indicator targets.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	50.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	
	
	
	
	41.00% - 49.00%

	Data
	42.42%
	43.04%
	50.00%
	41.07%
	54.17%


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

	Target
	42.00%
	50.00%
	42.00%
	51.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

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

	22
	61
	54.17%
	42.00%
	50.00%
	36.07%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The number of parties participating in mediation has increased every year since 2014. As a result of more parties choosing to pursue mediation over other methods of settlement, more parties attended the resolution session meeting but decided to mediate instead of entering a settlement agreement at that time. Thus, the overall rate of settlement agreements has declined, resulting  in slippage.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	159

	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
	57

	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
	73


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 

Ohio's State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children (SAPEC) devoted two separate days in the fall of 2014 to setting targets for all applicable indicators. During the first day, participants formed work groups around clusters of indicators.

OEC provided each work group with fact sheets specific to the indicators it was to discuss. Each fact sheet showed historical data, projections of trends based on historical data, and disaggregations of the data by student demographics. At the end of the first day's discussion, the workgroups requested additional data and analyses for consideration, and OEC provided these data prior to the second day of discussion. The new data included analyses of how factors in various combinations (such as poverty, race and gender) affected the indicators for which they were determining targets. The workgroups spent most of the second day reviewing the additional data and identifying suggested targets to bring to the whole group for discussion.

Near the end of the second day, workgroups reported to the entire SAPEC membership on their recommended targets and justification for the targets. The entire membership discussed the recommendations and voted to adopt the proposed targets.

In meetings occurring in November 2015 and January 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to establish new targets for Indicator 2, based on the decision to align the dropout rate calculation with that used for state determinations.

In a meeting occurring in December 2016, OEC worked with SAPEC to revise the targets for Indicator 3c, due to a change in state assessments from 2014-2015 to 2015-2016, resulting in new baseline data for math and reading proficiency rates.

To establish targets for FFY 2019, OEC worked with the State Advisory Panel for Exceptional Children. The SEA and the stakeholder advisory panel decided to extend the FFY 2018 targets to FFY 2019 for each indicator, while ensuring that all indicator target requirements are met. Extending the FFY 2018 targets maximizes time for an in-depth process to set targets for FFY 2020-2025. This will allow stakeholders to dive deeply into longitudinal data and key factors for each indicator, utilizing multiple meetings to propose recommendations and reach consensus in order to establish six years of targets across indicators.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	83.50%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	72.00%
	
	
	
	76.00% - 84.00%

	Data
	79.69%
	72.97%
	75.84%
	76.32%
	79.56%


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

	Target
	77.00%
	85.00%
	77.00%
	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

	57
	73
	159
	79.56%
	77.00%
	85.00%
	81.76%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator. OSEP accepts those targets. 
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan 
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Certification
Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify

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

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

Name: 

Jo Hannah Ward
Title: 
Director, Office for Exceptional Children, Ohio Department of Education
Email: 
johannah.ward@education.ohio.gov
Phone:
614-752-1378
Submitted on:
04/29/20  3:51:14 PM 
ED Attachments
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55
Part B

Districts chose from a list of noncompliance reason codes when reporting evaluations that exceed the prescribed timelines.

		Number of Days Late

		Count of Records

		Reported Reasons for Missing Timeline



		1-9

		127

		Reported reasons include scheduling conflicts with family and staff availability during the school year. 



		10-50

		59

		Reported reasons include scheduling conflicts with family and staff availability during the school year.



		51-99

		9

		Reported reasons include scheduling conflicts with family.



		100 or more

		7

		Reported reasons include scheduling conflicts with family.
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IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year: 2018-19

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed.

(1.1) Complaints with reports issued.

(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance.
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines.

(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines.

(1.2) Complaints pending.

(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing.
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed.

Section B: Mediation Requests

(2) Total number of mediation requests received through

all dispute resolution processes.
(2.1) Mediations held.

(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints.
(2.1) (a) (1) Mediation agreements related to due process

complaints.

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

(2.1) (b) (1) Mediation agreements not related to due process

complaints.
(2.2) Mediations pending.
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held.

Section C: Due Process Complaints

(3) Total number of due process complaints filed.
(3.1) Resolution meetings.

(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through

resolution meetings.
(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated.

(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited).

Ohio Part B Dispute Resolution 2018-19.html
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 4
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 3

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed

(including resolved without a hearing). 140

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

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

(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 8
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 6
(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.

Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Ohio. These data were generated on 11/1/2019 11:02 PM EDT.
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HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

INTRODUCTION

In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State,
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year
(SY) 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diplomal; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY)
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.

The RDA Matrix consists of:

1. aCompliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other

compliance factors;
2. aResults Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;
3. aCompliance Score and a Results Score;
4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
5. the State’s Determination.
The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections:
A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix
B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix

C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

! When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with disabilities who
exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma These students meet the same standards for graduation as
those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school
diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State
standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement
standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA. A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a
diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.”
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A.2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX

In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the
following data:

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

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

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

4. Longstanding Noncompliance:
The Department considered:

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

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

Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

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

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for each
of Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 :

e Two points, if either:

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

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

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

e Zero points, under any of the following circumstances:

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

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

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

2

A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not applicable to that
particular State. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.

In determining whether a State has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from
94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether a State has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department will
round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether a State has met the 75% compliance criterion for these
indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 5%
compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining whether
a State has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher) to 10%. In
addition, in determining whether a State has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from
25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for: (1) the
timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the State’s FFY 2018 data, reported
under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing decisions.

For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%.

A “No” in that column denotes that the State has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the
State has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the State did not identify any
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator.

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

If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the State), the matrix so indicates
in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.
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Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data®:

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

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

Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions

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

e Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.
e One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance.
e Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance.

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

Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific
Conditions)

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for the
Longstanding Noncompliance component:

e Two points, if the State has:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX

In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the
following data:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

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

Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

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

Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

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

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

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

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

https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/mathematics/supportive_files/2019 technical_appendix_m
ath.pdf

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by dropping out.
The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under
IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category dropped out by the total number of students ages 14
through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school
categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received
a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by
100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017-2018; data extracted 5/29/19)

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma

This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by graduating with
a regular high school diploma. The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular
high school diploma by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B,
reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular
high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached
maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017—-
2018; data extracted 5/29/19)

Scoring of the Results Matrix

In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Results Matrix, a State received points as follows for the
Results Elements:

e A State’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores of ‘2’, ‘1’ or ‘0’
based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States. A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least
90% of CWD in a State participated in the regular Statewide assessment; a score of ‘1’ if the
participation rate for CWD was 80% to 89%; and a score of ‘0’ if the participation rate for CWD was
less than 80%.

e A State’s NAEP scores (Basic and above) were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States received a ‘2,
the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States received a ‘0’.

' The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.
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e A State’s NAEP inclusion rate was assigned a score of either ‘0’ or ‘1’ based on whether the State’s
NAEP inclusion rate for CWD was “higher than or not significantly different from the National
Assessment Governing Board [NAGB] goal of 85 percent.” “Standard error estimates” were reported
with the inclusion rates of CWD and taken into account in determining if a State’s inclusion rate was
higher than or not significantly different from the NAGB goal of 85 percent.

e A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by dropping out were rank-ordered; the
top tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile
of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage)
received a ‘0’.

e A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by graduating with a regular high school
diploma were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage)
received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e.,
those with the lowest percentage) received a ‘0.

The following table identifies how each of the Results Elements was scored:

RDA RDA RDA
Score= | Score= | Score=

Results Elements 0 1 2

Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on

Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a

Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13

Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing
(reading or math):
1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different
from the NAGB goal of 85%.
0 points if less than 85%.

Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and
Determination.
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:

Meets Requirements

Needs Assistance

Needs Intervention

Needs Substantial Intervention

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,*
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018,
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if
its RDA Determination percentage is 80% or above, but
the Department has imposed Special or Specific
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018,
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention
if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.

The Department did not make a determination of Needs
Substantial Intervention for any State in 2020.

1 |n determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up
from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.
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Ohio
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

79.17 Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 24 14 58.33
Compliance 20 20 100

2020 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 88 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 86 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 25 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 86 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 36 2
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 86 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

Math Assessment Elements

Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 88 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 86 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 43 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 85 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 25 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 89 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

1 For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and
Determination were calculated, review "How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Part B."





Exiting Data Elements

Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 21 1
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a 50 0
Regular High School Diplomat?

2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

Part B Compliance Indicator? Performance Full Correction of Score
(%) Findings of
Noncompliance
Identified in
FFY 2017
Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 1.08 Yes 2

ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with
specified requirements.

Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial 0.23 N/A 2
and ethnic groups in special education and related
services due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 0.95 N/A 2
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability
categories due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 99.3 Yes 2
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 91.45 Yes 2
birthday
Indicator 13: Secondary transition 99.94 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/#tcommunities/pdc/documents/18303
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

June 25, 2020

Honorable Paolo DeMaria
Superintendent of Public Instruction
Ohio Department of Education

25 South Front Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Dear Superintendent DeMaria:

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 Ohio needs assistance in implementing the requirements of Part
B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and information,
including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance
Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available information.

Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s <2020 Part B
Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for
each State and consists of:

(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on Compliance Indicators and other
compliance factors;

(2) a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;

(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score;

(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
(5) the State’s Determination.

The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made
Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020:
Part B” (HTDMD).

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and
compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014,
2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria
are set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B
determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:

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

400 MARYLAND AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON DC 20202-2600
www.ed.gov

The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by
fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access.
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(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) adocument entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section
618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and
“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.

As noted above, the State’s 2020 determination is Needs Assistance. A State’s 2020 RDA
Determination is Needs Assistance if the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if its RDA Determination percentage is
80% or above but the Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last
three IDEA Part B grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions
are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.

States were required to submit Phase 111 Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP
appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students
with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will provide
additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your
State as it implements the fifth year of Phase 111 of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.

As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational
agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in
the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after
the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:

(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;
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(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs
intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA,;

(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and

(4) inform each LEA of its determination.

Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s
website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:

(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State
attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973; and

(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website.

OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities
and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we continue our important
work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact your
OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request
technical assistance.

Sincerely,

Kﬁmw (m (&Ag(,oecf

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

cc: State Director of Special Education
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data

DATE: February 2020 Submission

Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet.
SPP/APR Data

1) Valid and Reliable Data — Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when
appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained).

Part B
618 Data

1) Timely — A State will receive one point if it submits all EDFacts files or the entire EMAPS survey associated
with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table
below).

EDFacts Files/ EMAPS

618 Data Collection S Due Date

urvey
Part B Child Count and C002 & C089 15t Wednesday in April
Educational Environments
Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 18t Wednesday in November
Part B Exiting C009 18t Wednesday in November

C005, C006, C007, C088,

Part B Discipline C143, C144

18t Wednesday in November

Wednesday in the 3" week of
Part B Assessment C175, C178, C185, C188 December (aligned with CSPR data
due date)

Part B Dispute Resolution

¢ .
Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in November

Part B Dispute Resolution

Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort
Reduction and Coordinated Early
Intervening Services

Part B MOE Reduction and

st .
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in May

2) Complete Data — A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets,
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies.

3) Passed Edit Check — A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related

to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally
consistent within a data collection.

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 1 of 3





FFY 2018 APR Ohio

Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total
1 1
2 1 1
3B 1 1
3C 1 1
4A 1 1
4B 1 1
5 1 1
6 1 1
7 1 1
8 1 1
9 1 1
10 1 1
11 1 1
12 1 1
13 1 1
14 1 1
15 1 1
16 1 1
17 1 1
Subtotal 19
Timely Submission Points - If the
FFY_ 2018 APR was submitte_d 5
on-time, place the number 5 in the
APR Score Calculation cell on the right.
ooy s a2 | 24,00
APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 2 of 3






618 Data

. Passed Edit
Table Timely Complete Data Check Total
Child Count/LRE
Due Date: 4/3/19 1 1 1 3
Personnel
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Exiting
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Discipline
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
State Assessment
Due Date: 12/11/19 1 1 1 3
Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
MOE/CEIS Due Date:
5/1/19 1 1 1 3
Subtotal 21
Grand Total
(Subtotal X 24.00
618 Score Calculation 1.14285714) =
Indicator Calculation
A. 618 Grand Total 24.00
B. APR Grand Total 24.00
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 48.00
Total N/A in 618 O Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 0
Total N/A in APR O
Base 48.00
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 1.000
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 100.00

* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618.

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data
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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: [Ohio]

		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
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OHIO LONGITUDINAL TRANSITION STUDY (OLTS)

Exit and Follow-Up Survey Packet

Dear student (or family member/guardian),

You have been selected to participate in the Ohio Longitudinal Transition Study. The purpose of this
study is to identify programs and activities that were effective in preparing you (or your family member if
completed with a guardian), to live, learn, and work after you leave high school. The study information will
be gathered by your school. All information will be confidential and recorded anonymously.

We hope that you will agree to participate in this survey and allow us to call you in the spring of next
year to see how you are doing. Of course, you may choose not to participate in this study or withdraw at
any time without penalty. If you would like further information on how this research will be used, you

may contact:

Rachel McMahan Queen, PhD, CITE Director

Center for Innovation in Transition and Employment
202 White Hall, Kent State University, Kent OH 44242
rmcmahan@kent.edu or 330-672-0724

O VYes, | will participate.

The following are ways | can be contacted after graduation:

Permission Form

Name

Phone

Cell Phone

Email

Family Member

Phone

Cell Phone

Email

Additional Contact

Phone

Cell Phone

Email

Additional Contact

Phone

Cell Phone

Email

Signature

Print Name

Survey Number
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OLTS EXIT SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS (www.olts.org)

Contact: Stacia Kaschak (330) 672-0729 or smather@kent.edu

HOW DO | DETERMINE WHEN TO SURVEY AND WHICH STUDENTS TO SURVEY?

Survey students with IEPs exiting high school - include students aging out or dropping out.

Fill out exit survey for students graduating or aging out and contact them by phone one year later.
Fill out follow-up survey for students who have dropped out during the 2018/2019 school year.
The exit survey link will be open April 1, 2019 and closed on July 1, 2019.

All exit surveys are DUE by June 30, 2019.
HOW DO | OBTAIN SURVEYS?

1. Regional trainings will be held at the State Support Teams. Ohio and regional data will be presented. Participants
will be trained in the implementation of this process and the OLTS surveys will be available at that time.
2. If you cannot make any regional training, email Stacia Kaschak at smather@kent.edu and:
a. State how many surveys you would like based on the projected number of graduates.
b. Provide a person and mailing address to send the surveys.
c. Schedule a time to speak with Stacia and discuss these instructions.

el A\

HOW DO | CONDUCT THE OLTS EXIT IN-SCHOOL TRANSITION SURVEY (PAGES E-1 thru E-3)?

1. Complete the cover page “Permission Form” of the survey packet by:
a. Obtaining the student’s permission, unless there is a guardian.
b. Obtaining as many ways of reaching the student as possible.
c. Storing this page for future reference. (Do not send to Kent State.)
2. Complete the “‘Record Review (EMIS)” section (page E-1 of exit survey) using student records and EMIS data.
(Please provide your name as the contact person.)
3. Schedule a meeting with the student, possibly during the Summary of Performance meeting, and complete the
“Exit Interview” section (pages E-2 and E-3 of exit survey).
a. Verbally conduct the survey and paraphrase questions as needed.
b. Leave questions blank for no response and code N/A if not applicable.

ENTERING THE DATA ON THE OLTS EXIT SURVEY WEBSITE*

1. Identify one person to coordinate the OLTS online data submission. Multiple people may enter the surveys.

2. You may access the OLTS Exit Survey by going to www.olts.org and clicking on “Exit Survey” on the left side of
the page.

3. Enter one survey at a time and type the data as reported.

4. When you have completed the survey, you will be directed to a new page to enter the next survey. Your data will
be stored in our database. If you would like a copy of each submitted survey, please enter your email when
prompted.

5. When you have entered all your exit surveys, you may exit out of the system.

ONCE YOU HAVE ENTERED ALL COMPLETED EXIT SURVEYS ONLINE

1. Keep the hard copies of your exit surveys in your OLTS file.
2. Advise several co-workers of the location of the surveys for easy retrieval next year.

*If you are unable to access the survey online, please scan and email the record review and exit survey to Stacia Kaschak
at smather@kent.edu. Please include your district name and IRN in the email subject.

*If you are mailing surveys through the United States Postal Service to Kent State University, the surveys must be sent
Certified Mail.
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OLTS In-School Exit Transition Survey

Record Review (EMIS)

Marking Instructions:
o Write legibly
o Answer all questions

o Fill out responses completely

Interviewer:

Home School:

Career Tech Program:
Other:

Date of Interview:

Fill out the following before the interview. These data can be

retrieved from EMIS.

1. Projected Graduation
Year:

2. Gender

- Male
i Female

3. Ethnicity

a. White, Non-Hispanic
b. American
Indian/Alaska Native

c. Hispanic/Latino

d. Black or African-
American (Non-
Hispanic)

e. Asian

f. Native Hawaiian/Other
Pacific Islander

g. Multiracial

4. Is the student Limited
English Proficient (LEP)?

' Yes | ' No

5. Please mark the type of
assessment in which the
student participated.

. End-of-Course Exam
. | Alternate Assessment

In which area(s) of the
assessment above was the
student proficient? (Mark all
that apply)

__a.Math

b. English Language
i Arts

. c. Science

- d. Social Studies

6. How old will the student be
when he or she receives a
diploma?

7. What is the manner in which
student exited school (Mark
one option)

- a. Graduated

b. Reached maximum
- age
- c. Dropped out

8. In what type of school
setting was the student
educated?

P a. Rural
. b.Suburban
. c.Urban

9. What type of school? (Mark
all that apply)

a. Career Technical
Center
(Comprehensive)
b. Career Technical
Center
(Compact/Contract)
c. Career Technical
Center (Joint Vocational
School)

d. High School

e. Other

Specify:

10. Disability Type? (Please mark
identified disability from EMIS record. Do
not ask on telephone interview)

a. Autism
b. Deaf-Blindness
c. Deafness (Hearing Impairment)

d. Intellectual Disability (formally
MR, DH, CD)

e. Multiple Disabilities (other than
Deaf-Blind)

f. Orthopedic Impairment

g. Emotional Disturbance (SBH)
h. Specific Learning Disability
i. Speech and Language

Impairment
j- Traumatic Brain Injury

k. Visual Impairment

I. Other Health Impairment (major
and minor)

11. At the time of exit, the student was

receiving how much special education

and special education services outside
the regular class? (Mark one option)

- a. Special Education (less than
 21%)

- b. Special Education (21%-60%)
. c. Special Education (61% or

| more)

12. Was the student taking courses
within a career pathway?

' Yes

?No

If yes, specify career pathway:






OLTS In-School Exit Interview

Exit Interview Instructions: Schedule a meeting with the student, possibly during the Summary of Performance, and
verbally conduct the survey and paraphrase questions as needed. Leave questions blank for no response and code
N/A if not applicable. All surveys are DUE to be entered online by June 30, 2019.

Informant was:

Student ..o |
Parent/Guardian ....................c..o...... P
other. .. o
Student Zip Code:
1. When you leave high school do you expect to: (Mark all
that apply)
Attend:

a. 4-year college for at least one complete term
(quarter or semester) .........cocoiiiiii

b. 2-year college/technical school for at least one
complete term (quarter or semester) ..................

c. A college program for students with intellectual
disabilities ...

d. Another training opportunity (e.g. GED, WIOA,
Ohio Means Jobs, VISTA) .....cccooviiiiiiiiiiens

Work:

e. 35 hours or more per week on average for 90 days
at or above minimum wage (includes military
SEIVICE) ittt

f.  Part-time 20-34 hours per week on average for 90
days at or above minimum wage (includes military
SEIVICE) ouiiiititi i e

g. Lessthan 20 hours per week on average for 90

days at or above minimum wage (includes military
SEIVICE) ittt e

Receive services from:

h.

i.
j-

k.

Opportunities for Ohioans with Disabilities (OOD,

formerly RSC, BVR,BSVI) ....cccoiviiiiiiiiiieen,
County Board of Developmental Disabilities (DD) ....
Mental Health ...
Other SErviCeS ....oviiiiiiiiii e
Specify:

2. Where do you plan to be living one year after
graduation? (Bubble ONE)

TSm0 o0 T

Living with parents or relatives ........................
Livingalone .......cccoviiiiiiii
Living with a friend or friends .........................
Living with a husband/wife/partner ..................

Specify:

3. Which of the following fields do you anticipate
working or studying in after graduation? (Mark
ONE)

Hospitality and Tourism ...................
Transportation Systems ...................
Information Technology ...................
Construction Technologies ...............
Manufacturing Technologies .............
Marketing ........ccoovvviiiiii,
Finance ..o
Arts and Communication ..................
Agricultural/Environmental Systems ...
Education and Training ....................
Engineering/Science Technologies ....
Health Science ................cocoai.
Human Services ..............ccooiien.
Government/Public Administration .....
Law and Public Safety .....................
Business/Administrative Services .......

TOSITATITIOR SO0 T

4. What are your leisure and community
participation goals after graduation? (Mark all
that apply)

Voting coovvi

Use of public transportation ...............
Use of computer ...,
Playing sports .........ccovevviiiiiiiininnen.
Participating in hobbies .....................
Going to church or religious activities ...
Going shopping atthe mall ................
Goingtomovies ..........ccoviiiiiiiinnn,
Participating in outdoor activities .........
Other ....ooiii

Specify:

T T D@0 o000

5. How well were the following post school goals
addressed in your IEP and transition plan?

{ Well | Neutral | Not | NA

i i ioWell
a. My work goals ......

b. My college goals ... |
c. My independent i
living goals ..............






6. How do you plan to pay for the things you

need after graduation? (Mark all that apply)

Disability benefits (such as SSI) .............

AT T S@moo0T

Specify:

7. When you were in high school
how helpful were the following in
preparing you for life after
graduation?

InydjeH

a. School-supervised community
work experience (paid) .................

b. School-supervised community
work experience (unpaid) ..............
c. Job shadowing ........................
d. In-schooljob ...........................
e. Paidworkonown .....................
f. Job Training Coordinator (JTC)
Program ........cccoooiiiiiii,
g. Career and Technical Education
h. Career assessment ..................
i. Extracurricular activities .............
Specify:

j- Courses for college credit ...........
k. Preparing for college entrance

l. Visits to college ........................
m. Assistive technology ................
n. IEP/Transition meetings ............
o. Student-led IEPs .....................
p. Transition specialist ......
g. Opportunities for Ohioans with
Disabilities (OOD, formerly BVR) ....
r. County Board of Developmental
Disabilities (DD) ........cocovveivennnes
s. Mental Health services ..............
t. Self-determination/advocacy
training ...
u. Other school-to-career activities ..
Specify:

Food stamps ...
Aid in payingrent ...........coci,
Scholarships ........cooiiiiii
Studentloans ..........ccooeviiiiiiiiiiiin,

Competitive Work (minimum wage or above)
Work Incentives (PASS; IRWE) ..............
Work below minimum wage ...................
Medicaid for health expenses .................
Family members’ help ................c.c.oei.

|ennaN

0] ue|d

InydiaH 10N

8. Which of the following services/activities listed in

Question 7 above was the most helpful in preparing you for

employment or further education after graduation?

Specify:

payddy

VIN

9. If you took career and technical education
classes, how many semesters did you take in
your field (e.g., auto mechanics) in the same
career pathway?

1 2 3 4 5

10. How well did the school prepare you to get a

job?

_ Very Well __ Neutral __ Not Well

11. How well did the school prepare you to go on

to further education/training?

_ Very Well __Neutral __ Not Well

12. Which high school courses or activities

were you not able to take/participate in that

would have better prepared you for life after
graduation? (Mark all that apply)

a. School-supervised community work
experience (paid) ...........cccoeviiinennnn.

b.  School-supervised community work
experience (unpaid) ..........cocoveeeeen
Job shadowing ............cooeiiiiiiennnne.
In-school job ...,
Paid work onown ...
Job Training Coordinator (JTC)
Program ........ccooiiiiiiiiiiieeeee
Career and Technical Education .........
Career assessment ..........c.cceoevvennes
Extracurricular activities ....................
Specify:
Courses for college credit .................
Preparing for college entrance exams..
Visits to college ...,
Assistive technology ........................
IEP/Transition meetings ...................
Student-led [EPs ...l
Transition specialist .........................
Opportunities for Ohioans with
Disabilities (OOD, formerly BVR) ........
County Board of Developmental
Disabilities (DD) ........cccevevviiiiiins
s. Mental Health services .....................
Self-determination/advocacy training...
u. Other school-to-career activities .........
Specify:

~oao

JaQ

LT O3 3 T X

-

—

Comments:






OLTS Post Exit Survey Checklist

Checklist Instructions: This checklist will help prepare students for questions asked during the Follow-Up phone
interview. Please go through each step, discuss each bullet, answer student questions, and check when each step is
complete. If the student has a related question you cannot answer, use the space at the bottom to write the question,
who you will ask, and when you will get the answer to the student.

Step Activity Complete
1. Reminders:
e OLTS Purpose D
e Phone interview
e Contacted by school using Permission page contacts
e Contacted between April 1, 2020 and August 31, 2020

2. Survey Format:
e 22 Questions; 15-20 minutes D
e Show 3 pages of survey

e Review Question 1: Currently and During the past year columns

3. Work-Related Survey Questions, Page F-2:
o What are benefits related to working? D
What does it mean to be paid the same as others doing my job?

What is minimum wage?

What does it mean to have the same opportunities for pay raises and promotions?
What does it mean to work and interact with coworkers with or without disabilities?
How to know the amount of time working with others without disabilities.

4. Student Questions:
e Any questions about follow-up survey? Exit survey? D
e Do they want to add anything to Permission form or exit survey answers?

5. Conclude Meeting:
e Thank the student for their time. D
o |If applicable, continue to Summary of Performance or other meeting items.

Student Question?
Who can answer?
By what date and method (call, text, email, etc.) will answer be given to student?

Comments:






OLTS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS (www.olts.org)

Contact: Stacia Kaschak (330) 672-0729 or smather@kent.edu

FOLLOW-UP SURVEY REVISIONS

1.

2.
3.

The survey has been updated to more accurately identify graduates involved in competitive integrated
employment.

Several items include probing questions, with examples, to help graduates answer questions if unclear.
Pages F-1 and F-3 are answered by ALL graduates. Page F-2 is answered only by those who reported to
have worked part- or full-time since leaving high school.

HOW DO | SURVEY THE GRADUATES (OR EXITERS)?

1.
2.

© NGk w

Find the “Permission Pages” from the “exit surveys” conducted at your school last year.
Complete the follow-up survey using the OLTS form and number from last year’s packet.
o [flast year's packet cannot be found, enter the Survey Number from last year's “Permission Page” on a
blank follow-up form.
You may conduct your follow-up interviews from April 1 to August 31.
Contact the former student using the information on the “Permission Page”.
Try to interview the same informant as used in the exit interview.
Try to contact each former student at least four times.
You may obtain the information from a family member or relative as necessary.
You will enter only the completed follow-up surveys online. Please keep documentation of those surveys not
completed in your OLTS file.

All follow-up surveys are DUE by August 31, 2020.

ENTERING THE DATA ON THE OLTS FOLLOW-UP SURVEY WEBSITE*

1.

2.
3.

4.

You may access the OLTS Follow-Up Survey by going to www.olts.org and click on “Follow-up Survey” on the
left side of the page.

Take one survey at a time and enter the data as reported.

Once you have completed the survey, you will be directed to a new page to enter the next survey. Your data will
be stored in our database. If you would like a copy of each submitted survey, please enter your email when
prompted.

When you have entered all your follow-up surveys, you may exit out of the system.

ONCE YOU HAVE ENTERED ALL COMPLETED FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS ONLINE

1.

Keep the hard copies of your follow-up surveys in your OLTS file.

*If you are unable to access the survey online, scan and email the follow-up survey to Stacia Kaschak at
smather@kent.edu. Please include your district name and IRN in the email subject.

*If you are mailing surveys through the United States Postal Service to Kent State University, the surveys must be sent
Certified Mail.

Follow-Up Attempts to Contact Comments: Use this space to document dates, times, and result of attempted contacts.




http://www.olts.org/

mailto:smather@kent.edu



OLTS Follow-Up Survey Phone Interview

Follow-Up Instructions: Attempt to contact former students at least 4 times from April 1 through August 31. Try to
interview the same informant as in the exit interview, but you may obtain information from a family member or relative
as necessary. All follow-up surveys are DUE to be entered online by August 31, 2020.

Hello, my name is

strictly confidential and no identifiable information will be on this survey. Do you have time to talk now?

and | am a teacher at

. You may remember that we had asked for
your approval to call you and see how you are doing after leaving high school. All of your responses will be

- If “yes” proceed with the questions.
- If “no” then say “Is there a better
time to call you?”

Informant was:
Former Student
Parent/Guardian

Number of Attempts:
Time:

Comments:

Other.
1. Since you left high school have you: (Mark all that
apply)
DURING THE PAST YEAR
Attended: CURRENTLY ! !

a. A 4-year college for at least one
complete term (quarter or semester) ......
b. A 2-year college/technical school for at
least one complete term (quarter or
SemeSster) ......oooiii
c. A college program for students with
intellectual disabilities .........................
d. Another training opportunity (e.g. GED,
WIOA, OhioMeansJobs, VISTA) ...........

Worked: (in the community)
e. 35 hours or more per week on average
for 90 days at or above minimum wage
(includes military service) .....................
f. Part-time 20-34 hours per week on
average for 90 days at or above minimum
wage (includes military service) .............
g. Less than 20 hours per week on
average for 90 days at or above minimum
wage (includes military service) .............

Received services from:

h. Opportunities for Ohioans with
Disabilities (OOD, formerly RSC, BVR,
BSVI) o,
i. County Board of Developmental
Disabilities (DD) .......ccoeevveiiiiiiiiinnes
j-Mental Health ........................onl .
k. Received other services ....................
Specify:

2. If you did not go on to postsecondary education

as planned, can you tell us why? (Mark all that

apply)

~0 Q0 oo

Specify:

Changed plans ..........cocooeiiiiiiiiiinienn
Not enough money ............cccooviiiiiiinnen.
Needed help applying ........ccccooviiiiiinnn ..
Transportation issues ..............ccveeieinnnn.
Was notaccepted .........ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiin,
Did not have required courses ...................

9. Other ..o

Specify:

3. If you went on to postsecondary education, did

you register for disability services?

' Yes ' No

3a. Did you receive any of the
following? (Mark all that apply)
a. Remedialclasses...........................
b. Note taking service.........................
C. Tutoring.......ccvviiiiiiiiiii,
d. Extratimeontests .........................
e. Tapes of books or lectures ..............
f.  Accommodations for visual
impairments ...
Reduced schedule loads .................
Sign language interpreters ...............
i Other ..o
Specify:

JQ

Have

4. If you are not currently working, what are the
reasons for not working? (Mark all that apply)

aooow

—Te ™o

Specify:

Enrolled in post-secondary education ...
Cannot find job that fits my interest ......
Cannotfindanyjob ...............cooiiiii
Need assistance finding a job, but none is

available ...
Lack of required skills .................ocit.
Transportation problems ...................
Don’t want to lose my benefits (e.g., SSI)
Don’‘twanttowork ..............c.coceeeee.

Need
Help

5. Did you have a paying job at the time you left high

school?

A, Y S
D, NO o

c. Specify if possible:

6. How many paying jobs have you had since

graduation?






OLTS Follow-Up Survey

Follow-Up Instructions. COMPLETE this page ONLY IF question 1e or 1f is marked on Page F-1 (i.e., the graduate is
working part- or full-time currently or has during the past year). If the graduate is not currently employed, please change
the questions to past tense and ask about employment in the past year. Use probing questions provided if the graduate
does not know if the answer is “yes” or “no”.

SKIP TO PAGE F-3, if question 1e or 1f is not marked (i.e., the graduate is not currently working part- or full-time, has not
worked part- or full-time during the past year, or is working less than 20 hours a week currently or during the past year).

7. If you are currently working, what kind of job do 12. Do you receive the same benefits as your
you have? (Mark ONE) coworkers, such as group insurance like health, vision,
dental, paid sick leave or vacation, social security,
a. Hospitality and Tourism ...................... _ unemployment insurance, worker’s compensation?
b. Transportation Systems ..................... o
C. Information Technology ______________________ . Y S -
d. Construction Technologies — D, NO o, o
: i o —_— C. 1dontKknow .......ccovviniiiiiiiiiii i, o
e. Manufe.lcturmg Technologies ............... _ Probing question: if the answer is “I don't
f. Market|ng ........................................ - know"’ ask “When you get your paycheck, is
g. Finance ... o there money taken out for additional benefits
h. Arts and Communication ..................... besides taxes?” If the answer is still “| don’t
i.  Agricultural/Environmental Systems ...... L !f”o",‘,’"v nzarlﬁ ‘I don’t know.” If the new answer is
j. Education and Training ...................... L yes of no. write the new answerhere ........... —
. . : . Comments:
k. Engineering/Science Technologies ....... L
. Health Science ........................ L 13. Do you work/interact with coworkers (without
m. Human Services .............cociiiiiiiin . disabilities) to get your job done?
n. Government/Public Administration ........ L
o. Law and Public Safety .........c...c.c....... o . YOS i L
p. Business/Administrative Services -........ _ b. No LRI TR P PP PP PR LR PSSR PR o
C. 1dontknow ..o,

Probing question: if the answer is “I don’t
know,” ask “Do you work side by side with
anyone?” If the answer is still “I don’t know”,
mark “l don’t know.” If the new answer is “yes”
or “no”, write new answer here .......................

Comments:

8. If working, where do you work? (What is the
name of your place of employment?)

9. (Optional) If working, what is your hourly
wage?

14. If yes, how often do you work/interact with

10. Approximately, how many hours a week did coworkers (without disabilities) to get your job done?

you work? :
a. Never(workalone) ...........cocoeviiiiiiiiiiiinninn, P
b. Sometimes (less than half of the time) .............. |
c. Alot (more than half of the time) ..................... P
11. Are you paid the same amount of money as e AIWAYS ..o 3
your coworkers, who are doing the same job? Comments: o
A, Y S i o 15. How did you find yourjob? (Mark M)
B, NO
C. 1don’tknow ...........occovvvvvnniiinninnnn.... o a. Parenthelped ............ccocoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeen, L
Probing question: if the answer is “| b. Friend helped .............ccccovvviiieeiiiiiiieeeeeee, P
don’t know”, ask “Are there other people C. Agency helped .........oovveeiiiiieeiee e, L
doing the same job as you? e.g., if you Specify: 5 5
stock, are there other people stocking at d. Found onown .......ccoviuiiiiiiiiiee e L
an auto parts store at the same time? Do €. Other ... | |
you think they make the same amount of Specify: ‘ ‘
money you do?” If the answer is still “I
don't know”, mark "l don’t know”. If the 16. Did you choose your current job?
answer is “yes” or “no”, write new answer
4 PP PT PP PTPPITPIPTITPPTITPIPITPIILE —— ] A YES

Comments: b. No ..






OLTS Follow-Up Survey

Follow-Up Instructions. This page must be completed by ALL graduates (exiters). All surveys are DUE to be entered
online by August 31, 2020.

17. Do you currently have: (Mark all that apply)

T o

T TQ@ oo a0

~

.3._

18. How are you currently paying for
things you need? (Mark all that apply)

a.

TEFTTQ@ 0000

19. What are your current living arrangements?

Registrationtovote ..............c.coon.
Medical benefits through employer (same

as others doing the same job) .................
Medical benefits through family ...............
Adriverslicense ...........cccooioiiiiiii,

AbDUS PaSS ..coviiii e,
Someone who provides transportation ......
A computer at work/home/school .............
A mobile phone ...................,
Assistive technology (e.g., wheelchair,
communication device) .............oceieiennn,
Opportunities for pay raises and/or
Promotions ..o
Paid sick days and/or vacation days ........
Other ..o
Specify:

Have
Competitive Work (minimum wage or
above) ...
Work Incentives (PASS; IRWE) .........
Work below minimum wage ...............
Medicaid for health expenses ............
Family members help ......................
Disability benefits (such as SSI) .........
Food stamps ...
Aid in payingrent .............oc
Scholarships ...,
Studentloans ................co
Other ..
Specify:

(Mark one)

T ST@ M0 o0ToD

Living with parents or relatives ...................
Livingalone .........coooiiiiiiiiiiii i,
Living with friend or friends ........................
Living with husband/wife/partner .................
Living with children .................oconn.
Living with foster family ............................
Livingingrouphome ............ccooiiiiiiiinnn,
Living on a college campus ................ceu.....
Other ...

Specify:

Need
Help

20. Please rate how
satisfied you are with the
following:

palsnes
|esneN
paisies
JION
VIN

a. Yourcurrentjob............

b. Your postsecondary
education ....................

c. Your current residence ...

d. Your current contact with
friends ..o,

e. Your transportation
arrangements ...............

f.  Adult Services ..............
Your contact/interactions
at work with coworkers
(with and without
disabilities) ..................
Comments:

21. In retrospect, was there any service or
experience that was particularly helpful in
preparing for your goals?

Specify:

22. Are you experiencing any problems currently that
require assistance?

c.I Specify if possible:

COMMENTS:
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Ohio’s Part B State Systemic Improvement
Plan Phase Ill, Year 4 Report

Executive Summary

Ohio’s Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) report describes the results-driven accountability
work done during 2018-2019 by Ohio Department of Education staff members, Ohio’s 16 regional state
support teams, local education agencies and stakeholders. This report details activities implemented since
the submission of the April 2019 report and the submission of data by pilot schools during the 2018-2019
school year. It also offers an overview of the information already submitted in Ohio’s previous reports. Ohio
identified as its priority improving early literacy outcomes for all children, including those with disabilities.

¢ In Phase | (Ohio Department of Education, 2015), the Department and its stakeholders reviewed
various data sources and found a significant gap between performance targets and performance on
state reading and math assessments for all Ohio students, including those with disabilities. This
information, Ohio’s use of state early literacy policies and initiatives such as the Third Grade Reading
Guarantee and the knowledge that early literacy predicts future academic success, led Ohio to
identify early literacy as the basis for its state-identified measurable results (SIMR). These are:

0 SIMR 1: The percentage of students with disabilities scoring proficient or higher on Ohio’s
third grade English language arts achievement test.
0 SIMR 2: The percentage of all kindergarten-grade 3 students who are on track for reading
proficiency, as measured by state-approved diagnostic reading assessments.

¢ Ohio’s Phase Il report (Ohio Department of Education, 2016) offered a detailed overview of how the
state focused on building teachers’ capacities to provide high-quality, evidence-based early literacy
instruction and intervention, using, and sometimes maodifying, state infrastructure; supporting local
school districts as they implement evidence-based practices; and evaluating implementation
activities. The Phase Il report discussed five components of the Early Literacy Pilot: Leadership,
Multi-Tiered System of Supports, Teacher Capacity, Family Engagement and Community
Collaboration — and the importance of the connections between them. The report also presented a
Theory of Action and comprehensive logic model developed by the Department and its stakeholders.
Ohio designed the logic model to define, guide and evaluate the key components of this plan. The
Department continually reviews and, when necessary, updates the logic model to reflect work
completed and modifications made based on evaluation data. The Department updated the original
Theory of Action to emphasize leadership as the primary driver for improving literacy.

¢ In Phase lll, Year 1 (Ohio Department of Education, 2017), Ohio reported its focus on pilot
implementation, including many local and regional professional learning opportunities, changes to the
state and regional infrastructures, and the creation of a real-time data system for use at the local,
regional and state levels. The report also included a detailed description of the evaluation plan,
including the data sources; how Ohio collected and analyzed data; and how the state reported this
information to the many stakeholders who were critical to the plan’s success. Finally, the report
included a description of the many kinds of technical support and guidance the Department received
during 2016-2017.

¢ In Phase lll, Year 2 (Ohio Department of Education, 2018b), Ohio reported continued professional
learning opportunities at the state, regional, district and school levels, changes to state and regional
infrastructures to increase alignment across state initiatives and data from the first year of the pilot
with Cohort 1 buildings. The first year of implementation saw a slight decrease in both state-identified
measurable results but an increase in educator knowledge of literacy instructional practices and
improvement in measures of a language and literacy Multi-Tiered System of Supports. The

]
PAGE i | Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan | April 2020 Ohlo Department
of Education



http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Special-Education/Early-Literacy



# EachChildOurFuture

Department also saw improvement for kindergarten and grade 1 students on curriculum-based
measures. The report concluded with descriptions of technical assistance the Department sought,
barriers to implementation and plans for future implementation.

e In Phase lll, Year 3 (Ohio Department of Education, 2019), Ohio reported continued professional
learning opportunities, changes to state and regional infrastructure to ensure continued support of
pilot districts and data from the second year of pilot implementation with Cohort 1 and the first year of
implementation for Cohort 2. There were increases in both state-identified measurable results for
Cohort 1 from baseline to year 2, increases in teacher knowledge as a result of the professional
learning series for both cohorts, and increases in measures of phonemic awareness for students in
kindergarten for both cohorts and grade 1 for Cohort 1. The Phase Ill, Year 3 report also addressed
barriers to implementation and plans for accessing technical assistance going forward.

Ohio is using its existing Ohio Improvement Process to implement evidence-based early literacy instruction.
This includes adding to or redesigning early literacy goals, strategies, adult implementation indicators and
student outcomes in district improvement plans. Leveraging the Ohio Improvement Process and revised
Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement to implement evidence-based early literacy instruction allows
districts to use existing systems structures, such as district leadership teams, building leadership teams,
teacher-based teams and the five-step process to plan, implement and evaluate evidence-based practices.
Districts also can receive support to help them implement the Ohio Improvement Process via state support
team and educational service center specialists. State support team and educational service center staff
were trained to facilitate the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory, which measures a school’s language and
literacy Multi-Tiered System of Supports. This training increased each state support team’s capacity to help
districts assess their infrastructure supports for implementing evidence-based literacy instruction and embed
literacy as a goal in all district improvement plans.

Staff members from several Department offices make up the State Systemic Improvement Plan core team,
including the following:

o Office for Exceptional Children and Office of Early Learning and School Readiness in the Center for
Student Supports;

¢ Office of Improvement and Innovation in the Center for Continuous Improvement; and

e Office of Approaches to Teaching and Professional Learning in the Center for Teaching, Leading and
Learning.

The core team also includes district leaders, an external evaluation team and staff from Ohio’s Statewide
Family Engagement Center. Each team member helps identify changes and additions to Ohio’s current
educational infrastructure that will, in turn, help local school districts more thoroughly implement pilot
activities.

The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act — the Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA; P.L. 114-95) — emphasizes using evidence-based practices. The Department is committed to
supporting implementation of these practices through Ohio’s educational institutions. Under the State
Systemic Improvement Plan: Early Literacy Pilot, Ohio improved its infrastructure to better support
implementation of evidence-based language and literacy practices. Infrastructure improvements in 2019
included filling the assistant director of literacy position in the Department’s Literacy Unit and adding a
literacy specialist to the Office for Exceptional Children. In 2020, the Department added two more literacy
specialists to the Literacy Unit, one focusing on birth to age 5 and the other focusing on literacy in grades 9
to 12. The Literacy Unit is led by the director of the Office of Approaches to Teaching and Professional
Learning, who coordinates collaborative efforts among Department offices and external stakeholders as they
design, develop and implement language and literacy supports for Ohio learners from birth through grade 12.
The Department continued to work with a project manager who guided coordination, planning, organization,
facilitation, research, communication and stakeholder engagement efforts. The project manager guided the
team in setting and adhering to planning and implementation timelines. These infrastructure enhancements
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allowed the Department to support Ohio's Early Literacy Pilot in 15 districts and across its internal offices. For
the Department to meet the needs of all Ohio's districts, schools and early childhood providers, it must
continue to build infrastructure that supports literacy improvement throughout the state. This includes
enhancing state, regional and local supports for literacy improvement.

The Early Literacy Pilot relies heavily on the state’s 17 regional early literacy specialists who support
implementation in both cohorts of districts. These specialists support 15 districts with three types of coaching.
They provide systems coaching to building leadership teams, principals and district coaches as they develop
a Multi-Tiered System of Supports to implement evidence-based literacy strategies. They deliver instructional
coaching to classroom teachers, intervention specialists and small groups of educators to support classroom
implementation based on student data. They continue to support implementation and sustainability through
regional literacy specialists peer coaching of each other and for internal district coaches.

In 2018-2019, all kindergarten through grade 3 educators in Cohort 2 attended professional learning
sessions on evidence-based language and literacy practices, delivered through the Language Essentials for
Teachers of Reading and Spelling series, completing training in units 5 through 8. Regional early literacy
specialists and district literacy coaches facilitated the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory (Tiers 1, 2 and 3 for
both cohorts) and supported teachers’ use of curriculum-based measures to inform their instruction and
interventions while measuring student growth over time.

Improving early language and literacy instruction and outcomes across the state requires planning for and
implementing many well-defined system and instructional-level activities that have the potential to improve all
students’ reading achievement. This Phase lll, Year 4 report offers details on an extensive list of activities
implemented during the past year. Highlights for the 2018-2019 school year include:

e Ensuring all efforts align to Ohio’s strategic plan for education, Each Child, Our Future, and Ohio’s
Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement;

¢ Providing professional learning to regional early literacy specialists on 16 regional state support
teams. These specialists serve as literacy expert consultants and coaches for participating districts
while building the capacity of internal district coaches to sustain and scale-up evidence-based
practices;

e Offering in-person Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling professional learning
sessions for kindergarten through grade 3 educators in Cohort 2 and new educators in Cohort 1;

e Conducting training for regional early literacy specialists and literacy coaches to use the Language
Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling Application of Concepts tools;

¢ Designing, creating and implementing the Jim Knight Instructional Coaching professional learning as
both an implementation support and clearly defined coaching activity (Knight, 2017);

e Partnering and investing effort across Department offices to ensure high-quality professional learning
to support those implementing language and literacy professional learning and coaching across all
classrooms, grade-levels, buildings, districts, regions and the state;

e Collaborating with Ohio’s Statewide Family Engagement Center to design and implement research-
based family and community engagement professional learning with designated regional family
engagement leads;

e Working closely with OCALI (formerly the Ohio Center for Autism and Low Incidence) and the
Outreach Center for Deafness and Blindness to ensure all learners are represented in the work.
Specialists from each center work together to provide professional learning, technical assistance and
coaching for the regional early literacy specialists. Both specialists are members of the two cohorts,
taking part in meetings and professional learning with the regional early literacy specialists;

e Continuing collaboration with Jen Averitt at J. Averitt Consulting to update and implement a data
dashboard. The dashboard allows state, regional and local staff members to upload data and access
reports;
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¢ Continuing collaboration with external evaluators at the University of Cincinnati Evaluation Services
Center to implement a high-quality evaluation plan, including multiple methods for data collection,
analysis and reporting to the state and its stakeholders;

e Continuing to develop the online early literacy toolkit for scaling up evidence-based practices with
additional districts based on implementation science;

¢ Aligning the current State Personnel Development Grant award to language and literacy, grounded in
the Early Literacy Pilot work; and

¢ Identifying and implementing ways to partner with and communicate these efforts to stakeholders
throughout the state.

Ohio can determine the effectiveness of its infrastructure changes and the evidence-based early language
and literacy practices only through high-quality formative and summative evaluation. In November 2016, the
Department contracted with the University of Cincinnati Evaluation Services Center to be the external
evaluator for the State Systemic Improvement Plan. In October 2017, the Department contracted with an
additional external evaluator, Dr. Julie Morrison, from the University of Cincinnati. Dr. Morrison analyzes the
family and community engagement data collected by pilot schools that is funded through the State Personnel
Development Grant. The Department has been working closely with the evaluators to determine what, when
and how data are collected, analyzed, reported and used for evaluating processes and results, as well as for
making mid-course modifications. The plan addresses professional learning, language and literacy coaching,
student outcomes and family and community engagement. The evaluation plan uses both quantitative and
qualitative methods and provides several sources of data from which to make decisions. The complete
evaluation plan is described in detail in the Data on Implementation and Outcomes section of this report.

Ohio has been collecting evaluation data since the onset of the Early Literacy Pilot. These data are an
integral part of the practice-to-policy feedback loops built into this work, informing timely adjustments as
implementation unfolds. Data highlights from the third year of pilot implementation include:

e A 12.9 percent increase in the first state-identified measurable result (SIMR 1), the percentage of
students with disabilities scoring proficient or higher on Ohio’s third grade English language arts
achievement test, for Cohort 1 from baseline to year three. Cohort 2 has remained relatively
consistent, decreasing 1.7 percent from baseline to year two of implementation;

e A statewide decrease in the second state-identified measurable result (SIMR 2), the percentage of all
kindergarten through grade 3 students who are on track for reading proficiency, as measured by
state-approved reading assessments;

e K-3 educators in Cohort 2 increased their knowledge by 14 percent from pre-test to post-test for
Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling units 5-8, a statistically significant change;

e The state saw increases in educator knowledge across grade levels and specializations, for example,
Title | specialists and intervention specialists, for both cohorts;

¢ Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory scores increased significantly across Cohort 1 schools for the full
assessment of Tier 1 and the Implementation, Resources and Evaluation subscales. Overall Tier 1
scores for Cohort 2 schools also increased significantly. Their scores also increased for the
Implementation and Resources subscales;

¢ More than 3,000 instructional coaching sessions took place with preschool through grade 3 educators
across all pilot buildings. The most frequent instructional coaching session topics included beginning
phonics and spelling instruction, use of assessments and oral language development;

¢ District literacy coaches and regional early literacy specialists conducted more than 1,400 systems
coaching sessions with coaches, administrators and teachers across all pilot buildings. The most
frequent systems coaching topics included data collection, interpreting and problem-solving, and
school-wide reading models or plans;

e Across Cohort 1 schools, curriculum-based language and literacy measures showed:

0 Increases in Phoneme Segmentation Fluency and Nonsense Word Fluency for kindergarten
students;
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An increase in Oral Reading Fluency for first and second grade students;
No change in Nonsense Word Fluency for first grade students;
No change in Oral Reading Fluency for second grade students; and
o0 An overall decrease in Oral Reading Fluency and Comprehension for third grade students.
e Across Cohort 2 schools, curriculum-based language and literacy measures showed:
An increase in Phoneme Segmentation Fluency for kindergarten students;
No change in Nonsense Word Fluency for kindergarten students;
An increase in Nonsense Word Fluency for first grade students;
No change in Oral Reading Fluency for first grade students;
A slight increase in Oral Reading Fluency for second grade students; and
0 An overall decrease in Oral Reading Fluency and Comprehension for third grade students.

O 0O

o

O O0OO0O0

The Data on Implementation and Outcomes section of this report contains detailed descriptions of more
complete data analyses. Ohio will continue to execute the evaluation plan using data to make decisions
about sustaining and scaling up this comprehensive early language and literacy pilot.

The Department will continue to describe Ohio’s progress toward meeting short-, medium- and long-term
early literacy outcomes in future State Systemic Improvement Plan reports. The logic model outlines these
outcomes as well as modifications, based on the evaluation data, Ohio made to infrastructure and evidence-
based practices. The report also will describe efforts to scale up components of this initiative with additional
districts, while planning for sustainability in pilot districts (Ohio Department of Education, 2017).
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Introduction

Over the past four years, the Ohio Department of Education and various stakeholders have been developing,
implementing and evaluating a State Systemic Improvement Plan. As part of Phase | (Ohio Department of
Education, 2015), Department staff and stakeholders reviewed several years of data for children ages 3 to 21
who have disabilities. The state-level data revealed a gap between targets and performance that was largest
for state reading assessments. Citing research and additional data sources, such as Ohio’s current legislated
priorities and input from stakeholders about existing infrastructure, Department staff and stakeholders chose
to take advantage of existing resources for improving early literacy outcomes for all children in preschool
through grade 3, including students with disabilities.

The intent of this results-driven accountability initiative is to measure progress in early literacy outcomes in
districts selected for strategic assistance. Designated performance measures for the State Systemic
Improvement Plan are the “state-identified measurable results (SIMR).” These two measurable results reflect
an agency-wide focus on early language and literacy development and are based on subsets of measures
developed for Ohio’s Every Student Succeeds Act State Plan:

e State-identified measurable result 1 (SIMR 1): The percentage of students with disabilities scoring
proficient or higher on Ohio’s third grade English language arts achievement test; and

¢ State-identified measurable result 2 (SIMR 2): The percentage of all kindergarten through third grade
students who are on track for reading proficiency, as measured by state-approved diagnostic reading
assessments.

Early Literacy Pilot Participation

Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot is being implemented over five years among two cohorts of teachers representing
15 districts and 24 schools. Table 1 shows the number of students and educators served in the pilot.

Table 1. Number of preschool through grade 3 students and educators served in Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot in
2018-2019

Participant Group Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Total
Preschool — Grade 3 educators 307 277 584
Preschool — Grade 3 students 4,568 3,515 8,083

Approximately 16.5 percent of Ohio’s K-3 students are identified as students with disabilities, slightly more
than the national average of 13 percent. Within the pilot, 17 percent of Cohort 1 K-3 students and 19 percent
of Cohort 2 K-3 students are identified as having a disability. Ohio’s goals in addressing Tier 1 instruction for
all educators are to more readily diagnose why students are struggling with reading, be able to provide
evidence-based reading instruction and intervention and lower the number of students being identified as
having a disability.

Measurable Improvements in the State-Identified Measurable
Results in Relation to Targets

Ohio’s core team, along with stakeholders, selected targets for each state-identified measurable result
(SIMR) designed to gauge progress for Cohort 1 schools. In this and subsequent reports, the Department
also will describe the progress of Cohort 2 schools using the same targets. It is important to note that
analyses are not comparing the same students across years. For example, third grade students in 2015-
2016 are not the same students in 2016-2017 or 2017-2018. Going forward, the Department will work closely
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with the external evaluator to track students in the pilot from kindergarten through third grade.

The Department recognizes the state-approved reading diagnostic used to assess whether students are on
track for reading proficiency varies from district to district. It also notes that SIMR 1 includes the results for
students who take alternate assessments, and SIMR 2 does not include any student placed on an alternate
assessment because such students are excused from the reading diagnostic.

State-identified Measurable Result 1

State-identified measurable result 1 (SIMR 1): The percentage of students with disabilities scoring proficient
or higher on Ohio’s third grade English language arts achievement test.

Figure 1 details the targets for SIMR 1, along with baseline and student results. The baseline for Cohort 1
schools reflects data from the 2015-2016 school year, and the baseline for Cohort 2 schools reflects data
from the 2016-2017 school year. Over three years of implementation, Cohort 1 schools increased by 12.9
percent the percentage of students with disabilities scoring proficient or higher on Ohio’s third grade English
language arts achievement test. Cohort 1 schools saw an initial decrease, however, between baseline and
their first year of implementation (0.4 percent). Cohort 2 schools showed a similar pattern, with a small
decrease between baseline and their first year of implementation (2.3 percent) but an increase by 0.6
percent from the first year of implementation to the second. The state also saw an increase of 10.1 percent in
the percentage of students with disabilities scoring proficient or higher on Ohio’s third grade English
language arts achievement test since the pilot started, with a 4.5 percent increase since the last school year.
The 33 percent target for 2018-2019 will be extended through the 2019-2020 school year.

Figure 1. Baseline, targets and results for SIMR 1, the percentage of students with disabilities scoring
proficient or above on Ohio's third grade English language arts achievement test

Third Grade Reading Proficiency
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State-identified Measurable Result 2

State-identified measurable result 2 (SIMR 2): The percentage of all kindergarten through third grade
students who are on track for reading proficiency, as measured by state-approved diagnostic reading
assessments.

Ohio’s education system should interpret results for SIMR 2 with caution. There may be inconsistencies in
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reading diagnostic assessments across time as schools select different assessments each year. Additionally,
each district using a reading diagnostic can select its own benchmark to measure “on track,” if that
benchmark is above the vendor-recommended cutoff. The state does not track the benchmarks or reading
diagnostic selected by districts each year. It is possible that either the benchmark, assessment or both have
changed in each district since the start of the pilot.

Figure 2 shows targets for SIMR 2, along with baseline and student results. As with SIMR 1, the baseline for
Cohort 1 schools reflects data from the 2015-2016 school year, and the baseline for Cohort 2 schools reflects
data from the 2016-2017 school year. Over three years of implementation, Cohort 1 schools increased the
percentage of students on track for reading proficiency by 0.1 percent. Cohort 1 schools saw an initial
decrease between baseline and their first year of implementation (1.4 percent). Cohort 1 schools then saw
an increase of 4.6 percent from their first year of implementation to their second, followed by a decrease of
3.1 percent in year three. Cohort 2 schools showed an increase from baseline to their first year of
implementation (3.0 percent), then a decrease of 6.0 percent in year two. Again, Ohio must interpret these
differences with caution, understanding they may not be due to pilot implementation because the state also
saw a significant decrease (12.9 percent) in the percentage of students on track for reading proficiency since
the start of the pilot. The 75 percent target for 2018-2019 will be extended through the 2019-2020 school
year.

Figure 2. Target, baseline and results for SIMR 2, the percentage of all kindergarten through third grade
students on track for reading proficiency
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Though SIMR 2 includes all students, the Department also analyzed these data by student subgroup.
Figures 3 and 4 display the percentage of all students with disabilities in kindergarten through third grade and
their peers who are on track for reading proficiency in Cohort 1 and Cohort 2, respectively. Both cohorts
demonstrated a decrease in the percentage of students with disabilities on track for reading proficiency,
which is consistent with the statewide pattern. Cohort 1 assessed 402 students with disabilities, and Cohort 2
assessed 445 students with disabilities in 2018-2019.
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Figure 3. Percentage of all kindergarten through grade 3 students in Cohort 1 who are on track for reading
proficiency by student subgroup

Students on Track for Reading Proficiency

Cohort 1
=0 Students with Disabilities Peers
60.3% 59.1% 63.5% 60.4%
31.2%
24.2% 23.4% o 26.1%
C— PN —
2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019

(Baseline)

Figure 4. Percentage of all kindergarten through grade 3 students in Cohort 2 who are on track for reading
proficiency by student subgroup
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The rest of this Phase Il report describes the activities completed during the past year and progress on the
improvements intended by Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot. Some activities include making changes to systems
and infrastructure development, planning and implementing selected, evidence-based practices in local
school districts and conducting a comprehensive evaluation plan. These activities will guide current and
future systemic improvement efforts targeted at early literacy. Ohio’s core team continues to lead the
development of every component of the State Systemic Improvement Plan, with ongoing support and
guidance from stakeholders and technical assistance providers. Staff members from the Department’s Office
for Exceptional Children and offices of Early Learning and School Readiness, Improvement and Innovation,
and Approaches to Teaching and Professional Learning form the core team. This team partners with the
external evaluation team at the University of Cincinnati Evaluation Services Center to develop data collection
procedures, ensure data quality and plan strategies for data analysis. This report describes procedures for
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using evaluation data to make decisions, as well as making all modifications to the plan. The report also
covers technical assistance and other supports the Department accessed during the last year as well as
plans to sustain and scale this initiative over time.

Alignment to Existing State Initiatives

Each Child, Our Future (Ohio Department of Education, 2018) operates on three core principles: equity,
partnerships and quality schools; four learning domains: foundational knowledge and skills, well-rounded
content, leadership and reasoning, and social-emotional learning; and 10 priority strategies:

1) Increase the supply of highly effective teachers and leaders;

2) Support principals to become highly effective;

3) Improve teacher support and instruction;

4) ldentify clear standards that reflect all learning domains;

5) Implement assessments that gauge all learning domains;

6) Create an accountability system that honors all learning domains;
7) Meet the needs of the whole child,;

8) Expand quality early learning;

9) Develop literacy skills across all ages, grades and subjects; and
10) Transform high school and provide more paths to graduation.

Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot directly aligns with strategies 1, 2, 3, 8 and 9 and includes all three principles of
equity, partnerships and quality schools.

Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement

The Department aims to provide all learners with effective, evidence-based instruction to acquire language
and literacy knowledge, skills and strategies so they can enjoy full lives of learning and success. Ohio
maintains aligned policies and practices to ensure all students acquire these critical literacy skills. The goal is
to align all school improvement efforts in one comprehensive plan that includes language and literacy
development goals. Clear alignment of state, regional and local efforts to other improvement activities is
critical, and the Early Literacy Pilot is the foundation for literacy improvement activities at all levels. Ohio’s
aligned policies and practices include a variety of funding sources, legislation and other policy drivers.

The Department uses existing structures to refine Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot continuously. They include
Ohio’s Learning Standards for English Language Arts, the extended standards for students with significant
cognitive disabilities, a standards-based system of assessments, data collection systems, accountability
systems and report cards, the Ohio Improvement Process, quality preschools, the Third Grade Reading
Guarantee, the Dyslexia Pilot Project and a strong system of regional supports. Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy
Achievement includes goals that span birth-grade 12. The Department continues pilot activities for the
kindergarten through grade 5, as well as build the focus for each level from birth to age 5 and adolescent.

Regional Supports

Educational service centers and state support teams are examples of Ohio’s strong regional support
systems. Ohio’s state support teams provide targeted support for evidence-based practices that improve
outcomes for the state’s students with disabilities. Included in these are professional learning opportunities
targeted not only at increasing the achievement of students with disabilities but also at promoting strong core
instruction so fewer students are identified for special education. Collaborating with the Department, 17
regional early literacy specialists and two Ohio literacy leads from regional state support team offices have
helped develop professional learning opportunities, resources and support systems that promote evidence-
based language and literacy practices and interventions. Many nonpilot districts and early child care
programs, as well as pilot districts have benefited from these resources.
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Regional Professional Learning Series for Improving Literacy Development

The Department also has invested in the professional learning of state support team and educational service
center staff. This has helped increase literacy capacity throughout Ohio’s education system, including among
administrators, teachers, intervention specialists, speech and language pathologists, and families.
Department staff members, working with national experts, developed a library of research-based professional
learning webinars, recorded presentations, PowerPoints and resources as part of Ohio’s Literacy Academy,
held annually since January 2018. These resources build on the online literacy toolkits to support
implementation of evidence-based language and literacy practices.

Third Grade Reading Legislation

Ohio’s Third Grade Reading Guarantee Manual and Reading Improvement and Monitoring Plan guidance
include clear connections to evidence-based language and literacy practices so districts can better support
their language and literacy learning systems, instruction and intervention. Resources on the Department’s
website and in the toolkits take evidence-based early language and literacy instruction well beyond the Early
Literacy Pilot schools, disseminating the information to stakeholders such as families, school personnel,
community businesses and other state agencies. The Department also established Ohio’s Evidence-Based
Clearinghouse, which includes evidence-based strategies aligned with the Every Student Succeeds Act
definitions of Strong, Moderate, Promising and Demonstrating. The clearinghouse provides support for
districts as they identify evidence-based strategies that align to their students’ needs.

Under Ohio Revised Code 3302.13, traditional districts and community (charter) schools are required to
submit Reading Achievement Plans if they meet the following criteria on their past two consecutive district or
school report cards under section 3302.03 of the Revised Code: (1) The district or school received a grade of
"D" or "F" on the kindergarten through third grade literacy progress measure under division (C)(3)(e) of
section 3302.03 of the Revised Code; and (2) Less than 60 percent of the district's students who took the
third grade English language arts assessment prescribed under section 3301.0710 of the Revised Code
during the most recent fall and spring administrations attained at least a proficient score on that assessment.
In 2018-2019, 96 traditional districts and community schools met this requirement. The Department worked
with state support teams to help districts develop reading achievement plans by offering professional
learning. This range of learning opportunities included conducting deep data analysis, goal setting, and
identifying and monitoring evidence-based strategies to improve outcomes for all students.

Federal Grant Awards

Ohio received its third State Personnel Development Grant in August 2017. With each new round of grant
funding, the Department builds on the prior professional learning programming. It does so to establish a
comprehensive, evidence-based system of professional learning that is sustainable statewide and benefits all
learners. The Department developed the Ohio Improvement Process through previous grant funding. The
Department also worked to improve educational leadership; remove silos separating general education and
special education; improve communication between districts and teacher-based teams, building-level teams
and leaders; build a systems coaching model; and extend data usage to inform decision-making. Ohio's
current State Personnel Development Grant merges recent research on language and literacy core
instruction and interventions, advancing understanding of implementation research to further develop
educators’ competencies and a systemic approach to building capacity.

In October 2017, Ohio received a $35 million Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy grant from the U.S.
Department of Education. This grant work focuses on increasing literacy achievement for Ohio’s most
vulnerable students, including those living in poverty, those with disabilities, English learners and those at
risk of having reading difficulties. Activities that make an impact on teacher and student outcomes have
transferred from the pilot to larger-scale efforts.

In October 2019, Ohio received a $42 million Comprehensive Literacy State Development Grant from the
U.S. Department of Education to build on its work to improve the language and literacy development of
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children birth-grade 12. This grant provides funding to establish model literacy sites in preschools and
elementary, middle and high schools across Ohio. The model sites will implement practices consistent with
Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement. The grant also will support professional learning and coaching.
The partnership between the Department and model sites will allow early childhood programs, districts and
families to improve student literacy and increase educational options for students who traditionally have been
underserved.

Ohio also received a $1.2 million Model Demonstration for Early Identification of Students with Dyslexia
Grant from the U.S. Department of Education in October 2019. This grant will support pilot programs to
improve outcomes for students with, or at risk for, dyslexia by building strong Multi-Tiered System of
Supports so that educators can more effectively identify, intervene in, support and make progress on
monitoring.

The Department will incorporate findings and lessons learned across these projects to build the most robust
system of supports for all Ohio’s learners who struggle with literacy development. State leaders will continue
to ensure these efforts align with the priorities and objectives of Each Child, Our Future, Ohio's Plan to Raise
Literacy Achievement and other school improvement efforts. These efforts will continue to expand as the
Department annually examines data and identifies targets for improvement.

State Systemic Improvement Plan Implementation Progress
Research-based Early Literacy Instruction

To improve early language and literacy outcomes for all students in preschool through grade 3, including
students with disabilities, the Department created an Early Literacy Pilot Theory of Action and Logic Model
(see Appendices A and B, respectively). In the Early Literacy Pilot, the Department identified evidence- and
research-based practices to implement at the district level. Odom, Brantlinger, Gersten, Horner, Thompson
and Harris (2005) define evidence-based practices as procedures based on rigorous, systematic scientific
research that have shown evidence of effectiveness. Research-based practices are based on research but
have not been empirically tested. The primary research-based professional learning series selected for
Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot is the Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling. This series is
based on decades of research on how children learn to read, including the neurobiological basis of reading
development. Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling promotes evidence-based
language and literacy instructional practices (Voyager Sopris Learning, Inc., 2016).

The second research-based activity is instructional and systems coaching for district and regional staff.
Research supports literacy coaching as an effective way to improve teachers’ instructional skills as well as
student outcomes (Cantrell & Hughes, 2008; Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Shidler, 2009). Early Literacy Pilot
implementation activities rely heavily on the research-based practices of content-specific professional
learning and language and literacy coaching to improve outcomes for all students. Feedback from 2016-2017
implementation activities showed that support for administrators has grown. As a result, the Department
developed and implemented a framework for coaching systems to support implementation of evidence-based
practices. The Department defines systems coaching as developing knowledge, skills and abilities in the
systems to support high-quality use of language and literacy practices.

Ohio’s focus on building teachers’ capacities to provide high-quality, evidence-based, early language and
literacy instruction and intervention required a detailed plan that outlined expectations and incorporated key
components identified in the Phase | Theory of Action. In 2018, Ohio updated its Theory of Action to highlight
leadership as a crucial starting point in school improvement efforts (see Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy
Achievement). This update was described in Ohio’s Phase lll, Year 3 report. A team of Department and state
support team staff members, regional early literacy specialists and stakeholders led the development of this
Theory of Action to support Ohio’s implementation of evidence-based language and literacy practices.

Research on continuous improvement, Universal Design for Learning, implementation science and Multi-
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Tiered System of Supports guided and influenced all elements of the action plan and will continue to support
this work. The action plan defines the early language and literacy activities implemented as part of the State
Systemic Improvement Plan. These activities are designed to promote gains in teacher knowledge of early
language and literacy skills to implement evidence-based practices with all students in preschool through
grade 3, showing accelerated improvement rates for students at greatest risk of reading difficulty.

Ongoing Support and Professional Learning

The 2018-2019 school year started with several professional learning activities aligned to the intended
outcomes. Department staff and cross-agency partners delivered these to regional early literacy specialists,
district coaches, teachers, intervention specialists, speech and language pathologists, and administrators
from both cohorts. Many of this year’s early literacy activities continued the focus on building knowledge of
and implementing high-quality, evidence-based early language and literacy instructional strategies at the
regional, district, school and classroom levels. These activities are described below.

Regional

e Regional support staff, including regional early literacy specialists, participate in the State Literacy
Network, which provides access to all district and teacher-level professional learning supports and
includes monthly literacy sessions to build the state’s capacity to serve its districts. The Department
developed a four-year Regional Professional Learning Series in Literacy, described in the 2019
report, which began with the State Literacy Network in September 2018. This series includes more
than 100 regional staff from educational service centers and state support teams. These regional
teams work with districts and schools promoting evidence-based literacy instruction and effective
systems to support implementation. Year one of the professional learning, 2018-2019, focused on
building a common disposition and understanding of what it will take to raise literacy achievement
throughout the state. The goal of this professional learning series is to guide regional staff in explicitly
connecting Department efforts to promote overall school improvement. These efforts include, but are
not limited to, professional learning on Integrated Comprehensive Services, the Ohio Improvement
Process and implementation science. Years two through four, 2019-2022, will focus on evidence-
based language and literacy practices. Each evidence-based practice session will include resources
for instructional support, system implementation, Multi-Tiered System of Supports and data-based
decision-making, diverse learners, and home and community connections. This series is led by a
team of Department literacy staff, Ohio literacy leads, regional early literacy specialists, adolescent
literacy specialists and staff from OCALI and the Outreach Center for Deafness and Blindness;

o To develop a clear, consistent coaching model that will support language and literacy content, all
members of the State Literacy Network and pilot district coaches took an e-course through Corwin on
Jim Knight's instructional coaching framework (Knight, 2007). Regional early literacy specialists and
pilot district coaches also completed a bridge-to-practice developed by a previously trained colleague
and in-state experts from OCALI, using the Impact Cycle (Knight, 2018) and including at least one
teacher of students with disabilities who have complex needs;

¢ New regional early literacy specialists are completing a series of online webinars addressing
information and implementation of current programs. Since they began in late fall 2019, topics have
included Sit Together and Read, Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory and others. Through this process,
hosted by Ohio’s literacy leads, the Department is working to identify needs based on regional early
literacy specialists’ experiences and the needs of the regions they support.

District and school

e Regional early literacy specialists and district coaches support central office and school leaders
through systems-level coaching. Systems-level coaching supports administrators and the district
systems that promote and support evidence-based language and literacy practices;
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¢ Administrators also have access to workshops with national literacy experts and webinar forums led
by Department staff and administrators from pilot buildings. Administrator forum webinars, created
collaboratively with participating administrators and Department staff, provide implementation
updates, allow districts to share experiences and highlight resources to support implementation of
evidence-based practices in classrooms. These forums offer participants opportunities to delve
deeper into systems-level content, such as supporting partnerships between special and general
educators. The Department records each forum to offer future access to participants and
administrative teams not available for the live webinar.

Classroom

e Districts taking part in the Early Literacy Pilot engage in professional learning in multiple ways.
Districts’ content knowledge was built through Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and
Spelling professional learning series, which included online units supported by face-to-face sessions
with national experts. Regional early literacy specialists provide extended support through coaching
as described above. The professional learning included job-embedded actions in the form of bridge-
to-practice activities to promote real-time application of evidence-based language and literacy
practices. Teachers receive support from regional early literacy specialists, district coaches and
building administrators in applying the concepts learned and practiced through the professional
learning.

The Department’s investment in professional learning will continue with the expansion, development and
implementation of statewide language and literacy professional learning plans for educators teaching
children from birth through age 5, as well as middle and high school students. These plans will align to Ohio’s
strategic plan, Each Child, Our Future, and added to Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement as the
Department finalizes them (Ohio Department of Education, 2018; Ohio Department of Education, 2020).

Data on Implementation and Outcomes

Department staff, state support team directors, external consultants and stakeholders from various state
organizations and agencies led Ohio’s evaluation planning efforts. The plan developed by this team
measures both the process and impact of implementing evidence-based instructional practices to support
gains in early language and literacy skills for preschool through grade 3 students. The Department used the
tools described below to help develop data, infrastructure and evaluation systems.

Planned Analyses

The evaluation plan is of mixed methods design (Creswell, Klassen, Plano Clark, & Smith, 2011), using both
qualitative and quantitative data with ongoing feedback for program improvement. The external evaluation
team at the University of Cincinnati Evaluation Services Center analyzes the qualitative data following
several major steps. Team members read the data to get a sense of the whole, use open coding to
determine what the data mean and develop themes from the codes to identify larger patterns (Creswell,
2012). The team analyzes quantitative data using statistical packages to calculate descriptive and inferential
statistics, and it reports all findings in aggregate and disaggregated forms based on the Department’s
feedback. The evaluation team pulls much of the data from the data dashboard, described below, created
specifically for Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot. Evaluation staff members have data policies and procedures in
place, including a code book and procedures for secure storage and data accessibility to ensure the data are
managed effectively. The Department is working closely with Voyager Sopris Learning, J. Averitt Consulting
and the University of Cincinnati evaluation team to use the data to inform policy recommendations and
monitor how data are protected, shared, analyzed and reported.

Data Dashboard

The Department contracted with an external partner to create a data dashboard to document and evaluate
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the Early Literacy Pilot implementation. Jennifer Averitt, developer and data manager for J. Averitt
Consulting, worked with the Department to develop a dashboard to meet the needs of data collection for all
measurable pilot activities. The dashboard contains building-, teacher- and child-level data, including
curriculum-based measure data, Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory and professional learning data, a
professional activities calendar, coaching logs and professional learning attendance records. Regional early
literacy specialists, Department staff, district coaches and the external evaluation staff all receive training on
the data dashboard’s content and use.

Building staff in all pilot districts upload student-level, curriculum-based measure data. Regional early literacy
specialists and district coaches upload Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory data. Both regional early literacy
specialists and district literacy coaches upload data regarding coaching intensity (humber and length of each
coaching session) and topic of focus. The Department continues to work with Jennifer Averitt to ensure users
can download data reports that meet their needs. The dashboard gives users access to a recorded
orientation webinar and reference guide developed by the Department. Modifications to the data dashboard
will continue throughout the pilot to best suit the needs of the districts, regions, state and external evaluators.

Data Sources, Data Collection and Associated Timelines

Ohio has contracted with an external evaluator to conduct the evaluation based on the concept of system
dynamics (Raimondo, Vaessen & Bamberger, 2016). The evaluator will document, describe and explore the
system of supports for language and literacy professional learning through the system dynamics lens during
the five-year evaluation. The evaluation plan addresses each strand of the Theory of Action: leadership,
Multi-Tiered System of Supports, educator capacity, family partnerships and community collaboration. The
evaluation plan focuses on professional learning, language and literacy coaching, student and teacher
outcomes, and literacy-based family and community engagement.

Ohio is collecting data on teacher knowledge, classroom practices, student outcomes, administrative
supports, regional early literacy specialist supports, coaching, professional learning, and family and
community engagement. See Appendix C for the associated theory of action strand, timeline and data
collection method for each data source.

¢ Ohio uses Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling data to measure teacher
knowledge. Voyager Sopris Learning gathers this data through its online learning platform and shares
it with the Department and the external evaluators;

¢ Ohio uses Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory data to help school leadership teams assess and
improve the effectiveness of their Multi-Tiered System of Supports for language and literacy. Regional
early literacy specialists and districts coaches oversee data collection and upload it to the data
dashboard,;

¢ Ohio uses coaching data to measure the intensity and impact of coaching. Regional early literacy
specialists and district coaches record this data in the data dashboard;

e Curriculum-based measures, such as AIMSweb or Acadience (formerly DIBELS Next), are used to
measure student outcomes. Districts collect curriculum-based measurement data and load it into the
data dashboard;

e State assessment data include the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment, Reading Diagnostic and
Ohio’s third grade English language arts assessment, which schools report to the Department
through the Education Management Information System. As part of the data-sharing agreement, the
Department provides these data for participating schools to the external evaluators.

Memoranda of understanding governing data sharing are in place and signed by the appropriate parties.
External evaluators collect no individually identifiable information. The University of Cincinnati’s Institutional
Review Board reviewed and approved all data measures, collection procedures and analysis methods. The
Department and external evaluators monitor all data for reliability, validity and quality. It has built checks for
guality and reliability into the evaluation plan. The Department and external evaluators will be cautious when
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interpreting results until they have standardized data collection processes and gathered more evaluation
data. The Department and its evaluators are knowledgeable about methods for improving data quality and
will implement these processes when necessary.

Anticipated Timeline for Learning, Implementation and Change

The Department staggered the implementation of professional learning content between Cohort 1 and Cohort
2 to allow for continuous improvement and to support long-term sustainability and scalability. For these
reasons, changes in outcomes may not be apparent immediately after exposure to professional learning
content. Tables 2 and 3 outline the pilot implementation schedule, including when teachers learn content,
when they can implement their learning in the classroom and when they may expect effects for students
(Dariotis, Duan, Holton, Bailey, Toraman, Smith, Morrison, & Telfer, 2018).

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling K-3 units 1 to 4 include content aimed primarily at
students in kindergarten and grade 1. Cohort 1 K-3 teachers learned content for units 1 to 4 in 2016-2017.
During 2017-2018, the pilot expected that Cohort 1 K-3 teachers would implement what they learned in units
1 to 4. Observable changes in student language and literacy are not expected among Cohort 1 kindergarten
and grade 1 students until 2018-2019 at the earliest. We may see these changes to a greater extent in 2019-
2020 and beyond. This pattern in observable student changes is expected to be similar for Cohort 2. Cohort
2 K-3 teachers learned content for units 1 to 4 in 2017-2018 and began to implement these practices in
2018-2019; observable changes in student language and literacy in kindergarten and grade 1 students may
be seen beginning in 2019-2020 through 2020-2021 (Dariotis et al., 2018).

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling K-3 units 5 to 8 include content aimed primarily at
students in grades 2 and 3. Cohort 1 K-3 teachers learned content for units 5 to 8 in 2017-2018. During
2018-2019, Cohort 1 K-3 teachers implemented what they learned. Changes in student language and literacy
are not expected among Cohort 1 grades 2 and 3 students until 2019-2020 at the earliest and to a greater
extent in 2020-2021. This pattern in observable student changes is expected to be similar for Cohort 2.
Cohort 2 K-3 teachers learned content for units 5 to 8 in 2018-2019, will implement these practices in 2019-
2020, and changes in student language and literacy in grades 2 and 3 students may be evident in 2020-2021
(Dariotis et al., 2018).

Preschool teachers in both cohorts learned Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling
content for the early childhood units 1 to 4 in 2017-2018 and began to implement these practices in 2018-
2019. We expect to observe changes in preschool students’ language and literacy beginning in 2019-2020
and beyond (Dariotis et al., 2018).

In summary, the Department expects there will be a one-year lag between teachers learning unit content and
classroom implementation of that content, followed by another yearlong lag between implementation and
observable student-level changes. Thus, the Department anticipates a two-year lag between teachers
learning content and observing changes in student language and literacy outcomes. Observers should
review results with this lag in mind (Dariotis et al., 2018).

Table 2. Anticipated timeline for learning, implementation and change for Cohort 1

Teacher Grade

2016-2017

2017-2018

2018-2019

2019-2020

2020-2021

Level Project Year 1 | Project Year 2 | Project Year 3 | Project Year 4 | Project Year 5
Change Change Change
K-3 teachers Learn units 1-4 Implement units expected_for expected_for expected_for
1-4 students in students in students in
grades K-1 grades K-1 grades K-1
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Teacher Grade

2016-2017

2017-2018

2018-2019

2019-2020

2020-2021

Level Project Year 1 | Project Year 2 | Project Year 3 | Project Year 4 | Project Year 5
Change Change
No Implement expected for expected for
K-3 teachers implementation | Learn units 5-8 P : .
: units 5-8 students in students in
of units 5-8
grades 2-3 grades 2-3
Imblement Change Change
Preschool No Learn early P : expected for expected for
) . . . early childhood
teachers implementation | childhood unit . preschool preschool
unit
students students
Table 3. Anticipated timeline for learning, implementation and change for Cohort 2
Teacher Grade 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021

Level Project Year 1 | Project Year 2 | Project Year 3 | Project Year 4 | Project Year 5
Change Change
K-3 teachers _No _ Learn units 1-4 Implement expected_for expected_for
implementation units 1-4 students in students in
grades K-1 grades K-1
Change
No NO . . Implement expected for
K-3 Teachers . , implementation | Learn units 5-8 : .
implementation . units 5-8 students in
of units 5-8
grades 2-3
Implement Change
Preschool No Learn early Learn early eaﬁ childhood expected for
teachers implementation | childhood Unit | childhood Unit unity preschool
students

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling
Kindergarten through Grade 3 Educators

In 2018-2019, Cohort 2 educators received in-person professional learning on research-based language and
literacy practices through Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling. Voyager Sopris
Learning’s national trainers and regional early literacy specialists conducted the hands-on, face-to-face

professional learning sessions for kindergarten through grade 3 educators over three days during the 2018-
2019 school year. Educators also took part in online units created by Voyager Sopris Learning. Professional
learning for kindergarten through grade 3 educators included eight units separated into two sets of four (units
1-4 and 5-8). Each unit contained between six and eight sessions. The units are The Challenge of Learning
to Read; The Speech Sounds of English; Teaching Beginning Phonics, Word Recognition, and Spelling;
Advanced Decoding, Spelling, and Word Recognition; The Mighty Word—Oral Language and Vocabulary;
Digging for Meaning—Understanding Reading Comprehension; Text-Driven Comprehension Instruction; and
The Reading-Writing Connection. Each unit also contains a summary of the information presented. Voyager
Sopris has woven checks for understanding quizzes and bridge-to-practice activities throughout the online
learning platform. Participants must pass quizzes at the end of each unit; while the bridge-to-practice
provides an opportunity for participants to complete case studies of up to three students and build portfolios
of progress for each. Participants take pre-tests before beginning the online modules and take the same
tests after completing unit four. They take another pre-test before unit five and a post-test following unit eight.

Department
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Cohort 2 completed units 1-4 during the 2017-2018 school year and units 5-8 during the 2018-2019 school
year.

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling Professional Learning Data

Voyager Sopris Learning tracks teacher completion rates of those participating in the online modules, their
knowledge measured by pre- and post-tests and their responses to checks for understanding. Language
Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling contains two pre-tests and post-tests, administered in the
fall and spring for all content contained in the first four professional learning units for Year 1 and the last 4
units for Year 2. Evaluators analyzed pre- and post-test scores to determine whether participants’ knowledge
increased after taking part in each portion of the online professional learning.

Figure 5 displays the knowledge increase for kindergarten through grade 3 educators in Cohort 2, from pre-
to post-test for the last four units of Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling. Ninety-two
percent of Cohort 2 educators completed both the pre- and post-tests for units 5-8 in the 2018-2019 school
year. The Department saw an overall knowledge increase of 14 percent, with increases for 90 percent of
participating educators. The Department saw positive changes among teachers of all grades and teaching
specialties from pre- to post-test for units 5-8.

Figure 5. Percentage correct on Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling units 5-8 pre-
and post-tests for kindergarten through grade 3 educators in Cohort 2.

Units 5-8 Pre- and Post-Test
Average Percentage Correct
Cohort 2
(n =197 teachers)

82%
68.(/.
Pre-test Post-test
(Fall 2018) (Spring 2019)

The Department saw an overall increase across both cohorts from pre- to post-test for each component of
Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling, units 1-4, units 5-8, and early childhood.
Language and literacy knowledge increased across all schools among all educator subgroups in both
cohorts.

While knowledge increase is a goal of the professional learning, pilot activities also are designed to assess
whether educators are using the evidence-based instructional skills for language and literacy in their
classrooms. The Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling Application of Concepts tools,
created by Louisa Moats, Ph.D., Lucy Hart Paulson, Ed.D., and Voyager Sopris Learning, will be used to
collect classroom implementation data (Voyager Sopris Learning, 2018a & 2018b). The Language Essentials
for Teachers of Reading and Spelling Application of Concepts tools contain items that reference language
and literacy skills and strategies specific to the face-to-face and online professional learning tools. These
tools have two purposes: (1) literacy coaches will use the tools as checklists to do instructional coaching with
teachers; and (2) regional early literacy specialists will collect data on the implementation of newly acquired
language and literacy knowledge. Regional early literacy specialists will collect the observation data on a
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subset of teachers who scored 80 percent or higher on each Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading
and Spelling post-test. For data collection, there will be two observations for each teacher. Coaches will
integrate these into that teacher’s ongoing coaching cycle. Voyager Sopris Learning has created a series of
10 webinars to train literacy coaches and regional early literacy specialists to use these tools. Cohort 1
began data collection January 2019, and Cohort 2 began in fall 2019. The external evaluation team will
analyze the data while triangulating them with other data sources.

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling Professional Learning Data Limitations

Currently, there are no obvious limitations with the pre- and post-test data gathered from the Language
Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling professional learning. The pre- and post-tests all are
automated in the online units. The Department and regional early literacy specialists have discovered that
some teachers are completing units and the corresponding checks for knowledge in pairs or teams, which
may have affected post-test scores.

Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory

Kim St. Martin, Ph.D., from Michigan’s Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative, trained the
regional early literacy specialists to use Tiers 1, 2 and 3 of the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory with building
leadership teams (St. Martin, Nantais, Harms, Huth, 2015). This assessment tool was developed in Michigan
to support building leadership teams in assessing School-Wide Reading Model implementation. A School-
Wide Reading Model includes multi-tiered structures encompassing evidence-based practices for improving
reading outcomes for all students. Such a model also includes systems to address the continuum of reading
needs across the student body as well as address data use and analysis. The Reading Tiered Fidelity
Inventory is designed for use in a data-based decision-making process that also looks at student outcome
data.

The Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory guides building leadership teams as they examine building-level
language and literacy Multi-Tiered System of Supports, including analyzing and using data for instructional
planning. The inventory also examines Tier 2 and 3 instructional supports on top of Tier 1 core instructional
practices. The Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory helps schools gauge their School-Wide Reading Model
features for all three tiers to prioritize or develop their Multi-Tiered System of Supports for language and
literacy, initially focusing goals on the lowest scoring elements of Tier 1. The Reading Tiered Fidelity
Inventory measures three tiers and 12 subscales; every item is scored as 0 (not in place), 1 (partially in
place) or 2 (fully in place) and helps teams prioritize next steps to improving their Multi-Tiered System of
Supports. The overall tier and each subscale can have a minimum score of 0 and a maximum score of two
times the total number of relevant items. For example, Tier 1 has 27 items, so the total score will not exceed
54. Higher scores denote better implementation of a Multi-Tiered System of Supports. Average scores for
each subscale and all of Tier 1 are reported here as percentages. Right now, the recommendation is a total
and tier score of 80 percent to indicate implementation with fidelity (St. Martin et al., 2015). Data gathered
from the Early Literacy Pilot will help in continuing measurement of standardization for this tool.

Across the first two years of implementation, each pilot school collected data on all three tiers of the Reading
Tiered Fidelity Inventory. Regional early literacy coaches and district coaches collected baseline data on the
Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory for both cohorts and will do a full administration, including all tiers, in the
spring of each subsequent project year. Regional early literacy specialists will continue to use these data to
provide appropriate systems-level coaching.

The regional early literacy specialists and building leadership teams review these data at least once a year in
the spring. Teams for each school also develop a School-Wide Reading Plan and Coaching Service Delivery
Plan based on the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory results. The Coaching Service Delivery Plan specifies
the concepts or skills district personnel need to use a program or innovation effectively and outlines essential
steps coaches will take to develop teams of educators who accurately implement a program or innovation.
The School-Wide Reading Plan defines criteria to prevent reading difficulties and ensure reading success. All
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Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory data are entered in the data dashboard, so local, regional, state and
evaluation staff can use them. Coaching Service Delivery Plans are uploaded to the data dashboard for easy

access by district coaches and regional early literacy specialists. These plans will guide the work at the local
level.

Cohort 1 Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory Data

By the end of 2018-2019, 10 of the 14 Cohort 1 schools had completed the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory
Tier 1 over four time points. The overall score and all subscale scores showed increases from baseline (time
1) to time 4, which demonstrates improvement in the implementation process (see Figure 6). Both the Teams
and Resources subscale scores reached the 80 percent benchmark target. The high baseline for Teams (72
percent) is attributed to the Ohio Improvement Process teams that already were in place as a foundation for
pilot implementation. Increases were statistically significant (p < 0.05) for the overall score and for the
Implementation, Resources and Evaluation subscale scores. The largest gain was in Resources, which more
than doubled. Of the 10 schools, eight schools reached the 80 percent benchmark on the Teams subscale;
two schools reached the benchmark on the Implementation subscale; eight schools reached the benchmark
on the Resources subscale; and five schools reached the 80 percent benchmark on the Evaluation subscale
(Dariotis, Duan, Smith, Holton, Mabisi, Bailey, & Telfer, 2019).

Figure 6. R-TFI Tier 1 overall and subscale scores for Cohort 1

Cohort 1
Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory Tier 1

83% 849 85%
2495TT% 80% . on’? pidaniy

48% 48%
R
R
R
R
R
R
R

e

Overall Teams Implementation Resources Evaluation

=== Baseline =222 Time 2 Time 3 E===Time4 = = Target

Cohort 2 Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory Data

Nine of 10 Cohort 2 schools had Tier 1 data available for all three time points (fall 2017, spring 2018 and
spring 2019). The overall score and all subscale scores showed increases from baseline to the second time
point, which demonstrated improvement in the implementation process (see Figure 7). Evaluators observed
statistically significant (p < 0.05) increases in the overall score and in both the Implementation and
Resources subscale scores. Of the nine schools, five schools reached the 80 percent benchmark on the
Teams subscale; two schools reached the benchmark on the Implementation subscale; seven schools
reached the benchmark on the Resources subscale; and two schools reached the 80 percent benchmark on
the Evaluation subscale (Dariotis et al., 2019).
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Figure 7. R-TFI Tier 1 overall and subscale scores for Cohort 2
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The Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory findings demonstrate improvement and progress toward a Multi-Tiered
System of Supports for school-wide language and literacy core instruction and reading intervention. For both
cohorts, the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory Tier 1 overall score is approaching the 80 percent target. Tier
1 Implementation and Evaluation supports reflect the greatest areas of need. For both cohorts, the lowest-
scoring items were on the Evaluation subscale, including monitoring the School-Wide Reading Plan. At least
a third of schools in both cohorts do not have a monitoring plan in place. The Department and external
evaluators have identified School-Wide Reading Plans as an area of focus for both cohorts moving forward.
Beginning in fall 2019, the Department required all schools with School-wide Reading Plans to submit them
to the data dashboard for Department review. Department staff reviewed these plans and gave districts
feedback. As these supports are put in place over time, the overall score should increase and eventually
exceed the 80 percent benchmark for Tier 1. For both cohorts, Tier 1 Resources was the highest-scoring
subscale, with the Teams subscale a close second.

Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory Data Limitations

While the Department expects increases in scores over time, there may be an initial dip because teams of
educators began with the self-assessment before completing professional learning. Engaging in the
professional learning has led educators to understand they are not implementing an evidence-based
language and literacy Multi-Tiered System of Supports as well as they had initially thought, and they may
have rated themselves lower in subsequent assessments. Also, while the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory
provides data on implementation of a language and literacy Multi-Tiered System of Supports, it does not
capture the discussions that occur among building leadership teams. Anecdotes from Ohio’s regional early
literacy specialists indicate educators are having deeper conversations that suggest they have a greater
understanding of where they need to go in the future than may be reflected here. Additionally, the Reading
Tiered Fidelity Inventory is a self-assessment and is still being standardized. The Department views Ohio’s
use of the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory as an opportunity to inform the standardization process. The
Department works closely with the creator of the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory to address issues that
arise from implementing this tool in the cohort districts.
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Coaching

Coaching is an integral part of the overall Early Literacy Pilot. Instructional coaching promotes the
implementation of the evidence-based practices learned in the Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading
and Spelling modules. Regional early literacy specialists directly support district coaches and, in some cases,
classroom teachers on effective implementation of Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and
Spelling content. District coaches, in turn, provide instructional coaching to classroom teachers and support
staff. The pilot model expects district coaches to assume more responsibility for coaching as the pilot
progresses. The Department continuously modifies support for implementing a coaching system based on
the yearly coaching analysis and needs identified by regional early literacy specialists and district coaches.

Regional early literacy specialists support district coaches as they build capacity for implementing evidence-
based language and literacy practices. Systems coaching engages the principals, district literacy coaches,
classroom teachers and intervention specialists in critically examining systems in place to support effective
practices. Systems coaching includes:

Assessing the needs, fit and context of new innovations;
Promoting buy-in and readiness for new innovations;
Forming a district leadership team, building leadership team and/or teacher-based teams;
Developing the district leadership team, building leadership team and/or teacher-based teams;
Conducting a Multi-Tiered System of Supports needs assessment for literacy;
Supporting fluency in a school-wide reading model, including:

0 Evidence-based practices and interventions;

o Data interpretation;

0 School-wide reading assessment system;

0 School-wide reading schedule.

District literacy coaches are working closely with regional early literacy specialists to help building
administrators and teacher-based teams increase their capacities to use the practices listed above. Ohio is
modeling a gradual release of responsibility so that by year five, pilot districts will not rely on regional early
literacy specialists as their in-house experts. Instead, district coaches and administrators will assume the role
of experts. The Department is continuously developing coaching supports to meet specific district needs.

Coaching Data

Regional early literacy specialists and district coaches document both systems and instructional coaching
activities in the coaching logs that are part of the data dashboard. The coaching logs track coaching
implementation by examining the domains of coaching outlined by Powell and Diamond (2013). Domains
include structure, process and content. Structure refers to the intensity of the coaching, which is the number
of sessions, length of each session and duration from the start of the coaching session to the end of the
coaching session. Process refers to actions that promote the use of evidence-based language and literacy
instructional practices through coaching. Content refers to the individual, academic content focus for each
educator to provide core instruction for all students, extend practices reflected in class schedules and offer
individual instruction based on student needs. Coaching logs capture the structure and content of Ohio’s
coaching system in the Early Literacy Pilot.

Coaching Structure
Cohort 1 Coaching Structure

Regional early literacy specialists and district coaches in Cohort 1 submitted 1,770 coaching logs over the
2018-2019 school year. Of these, 1,098 were instructional coaching sessions and 672 were systems
coaching sessions. Eighty-nine percent of K-3 teachers in Cohort 1 engaged in at least one coaching session
of either type, while 60 percent of preschool teachers engaged in coaching (Dariotis et al., 2019).
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Cohort 1 Instructional Coaching Participation

Seventy-seven percent of K-3 teachers engaged in instructional coaching.

Fifty-eight percent of preschool teachers engaged in instructional coaching.

On average, each K-3 teacher engaged in 6.8 instructional coaching sessions for a total of 4.9 hours.
On average, each preschool teacher engaged in 4.2 instructional coaching sessions for a total of 3.3
hours.

Cohort 1 Systems Coaching Participation

Seventy-eight percent of K-3 teachers engaged in systems coaching.

Forty-eight percent of preschool teachers engaged in systems coaching.

On average, each K-3 teacher engaged in 7.2 systems coaching sessions for a total of 8.3 hours.
On average, each preschool teacher engaged in 2.9 systems coaching sessions for a total of 3.0
hours.

Cohort 2 Coaching Structure

Regional early literacy specialists and district coaches in Cohort 2 submitted 2,655 coaching logs over the
2018-2019 school year. Of these, 1,907 were instructional coaching sessions and 748 were systems
coaching sessions. Ninety-two percent of K-3 teachers in Cohort 2 engaged in at least one coaching session
of either type, while 42 percent of preschool teachers engaged in coaching (Dariotis et al., 2019).

Cohort 2 Instructional Coaching Participation

e Eighty-eight percent of K-3 teachers engaged in instructional coaching.

e Thirty-six percent of preschool teachers engaged in instructional coaching.

¢ On average, each K-3 teacher engaged in 15.3 instructional coaching sessions for a total of 9.5
hours.

e On average, each preschool teacher engaged in 16.5 instructional coaching sessions for a total of
12.2 hours.

Cohort 2 Systems Coaching Participation

Eighty-seven percent of K-3 teachers engaged in systems coaching.

Twenty-five percent of preschool teachers engaged in systems coaching.

On average, each K-3 teacher engaged in 9.3 systems coaching sessions for a total of 7.8 hours.
On average, each preschool teacher engaged in 3.2 systems coaching sessions for a total of 4.1
hours.

Coaching Content

Coaches selected one literacy topic for each instructional coaching session and participants could select only
one topic per instructional coaching session, while systems coaching logs allowed for multiple selections.
There were 12 topic options for instructional coaching of preschool teachers and 11 topic options for
instructional coaching of K-3 teachers. “Teaching beginning decoding and spelling" and "use of assessment
for planning instruction” were the top instructional coaching topics for K-3 educators in both cohorts. Only
one preschool topic, “strategies that facilitate oral language development,” appeared in the most frequently
coached topics for both cohorts (Dariotis et al., 2019). The most frequent instructional coaching topics for K-3
and preschool teachers are displayed in figures 8 and 9, respectively.
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Figure 8. Most frequent instructional coaching topics for teachers of kindergarten through grade 3
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Figure 3. Most frequent instructional coaching topics for preschool teachers
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Systems coaching topics were divided between leadership, with nine options, and teacher-based teams, with
three options. The leadership topics, “data collection, interpretation and problem-solving” and “school-wide
reading plans" appeared in the top three topics for systems coaching for both cohorts. Both cohorts had the
same three most frequent topics for teacher-based teams, including ‘data collection, interpretation and
problem solving," “supporting teacher-based teams" and "grade level reading schedule and instructional
plans” (Dariotis et al., 2019). Most frequent systems coaching topics for leadership and teacher-based teams
are displayed in figures 10 and 11, respectively.
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Figure 4. Most frequent topics for systems coaching sessions focused on leadership
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Figure 5. Most frequent topics for systems coaching sessions focused on teacher-based teams
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The total number of instructional and systems coaching sessions delivered by regional early literacy
specialists and district coaches in 2018-2019 was 1,770 for Cohort 1 (compared to 2,219 in 2017-2018) and
2,655 for Cohort 2 (compared to 1,643 in 2017-2018). The Department and external evaluators expected
this, since Cohort 1 completed the professional learning series in 2017-2018, and coaching this year has
focused on retaining knowledge and refining practices. Cohort 2 completed the professional learning series
in 2018-2019. During that year, several coaching sessions occurred along with the professional learning.

Coaching Data Limitations

Coaching implementation varies across schools in several ways, including the responsibilities and availability
of district coaches, time spent with each pilot building, use of systemic coaching schedules and which
teachers are targeted for coaching (Dariotis et al., 2018). Likewise, feedback loops revealed that regional
early literacy specialists and district coaches were not logging their coaching sessions in the same way
across all sessions. These differences introduced additional sources of variation, complicating analyses. The
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Department is working to reconcile these differences for future consistency by articulating clear definitions for
instructional and systems coaching. There is limited empirical data related to coaching. Therefore, Ohio’s
process is evolving as the Department learns more about the coaching process from regional early literacy
specialists and district coaches. As the Department has continued to develop and refine Ohio’s coaching
model, the coaching logs are more accurately capturing the process. While adaptations to the tools increase
usability, comparability across years may be limited (Dariotis et al., 2018).

Curriculum-based Measurement

As part of the district literacy agreement, districts taking part in this work are obligated to collect student-level
data using a curriculum-based measurement. These tools support teachers’ progress monitoring and use of
appropriate interventions for each child’s needs. In Ohio, pilot partner schools agreed to use either
Acadience (formerly DIBELS Next) or AIMSweb. Both tools are standardized and available online. Regional
early literacy specialists took part in professional learning opportunities on the specific tools in project years 1
and 2. Each district was responsible for training its teachers on the curriculum-based measurement. The
Department has encouraged pilot participants to monitor the fidelity of implementation of their chosen
assessments.

Standardized curriculum-based measurements take the form of benchmarking assessments to determine the
basic early literacy skills of kindergarten through grade 3 students, including phonemic awareness, oral
reading fluency and comprehension (Dariotis et al., 2018). Appropriately, not all types of measurements were
available for every school because schools served students in different grades and administered
benchmarking assessments differently depending on grade level. Some schools did not administer certain
measurements as some are for specific grade levels only (Good, Simmons, & Kame’enui, 2010; Pearson,
2012; University of Oregon, 2017). Analyses took place for schools that provided complete curriculum-based
measurement data: 14 Cohort 1 schools (3,983 students) and nine Cohort 2 schools (3,029 students). One
school in Cohort 2 serves only preschool students and does not collect curriculum-based measurement data.
Among the 14 schools in Cohort 1, 11 used Acadience and three used AIMSweb for benchmarking in 2018-
2019. Among the nine schools in Cohort 2, eight used Acadience and one used AIMSweb for benchmarking
(Dariotis et al., 2019). As the anticipated timeline for change in student outcomes, shown in Tables 2 and 3,
indicates, the Department first expected student changes in kindergarten and grade 1 following the 2018-
2019 school year for Cohort 1 students. It does not expect change until 2019-2020 for Cohort 2 students.
Likewise, The Department does not expect change in outcomes for students in grades 2 and 3 until the
2019-2020 school year for Cohort 1 students and 2020-2021 for Cohort 2 students. Thus, Ohio should
interpret curriculum-based measurement data with caution.

Curriculum-based Measurement Grade-level Data
Cohort 1 Curriculum-based Measurement Grade-level Data

Patterns of change in the percentages of students at or above benchmark varies by grade and measure
(Figure 12). From the beginning to the end of the 2018-2019 academic year, which was the third year of
implementation for Cohort 1 teachers, the Department observed the following changes related to students
meeting benchmark goals (Dariotis et al., 2019):

A 6.4 percent increase in kindergarten Phoneme Segmentation Fluency;
A 4.9 percent increase in kindergarten Nonsense Word Fluency;

A 2.8 percent increase in grade 1 Nonsense Word Fluency;

A 3.6 percent increase in grade 1 Oral Reading Fluency;

A 5.1 percent increase in grade 2 Oral Reading Fluency;

A 5.9 percent decrease in grade 3 Oral Reading Fluency; and

A 5.5 percent decrease in grade 3 Comprehension.
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Figure 6. Percentage of kindergarten through grade 3 students at or above benchmarking goals by grade
and assessment for all Cohort 1 schools in implementation year three (2018-2019)
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Note: ** indicates statistical significance at p<0.01 and *** indicates statistical significance at p<0.001.

Across all 14 Cohort 1 schools, the Department and external evaluators observed gains in end-of-year
benchmarking for Phoneme Segmentation Fluency and Nonsense Word Fluency, grade 1 Nonsense Word
Fluency and Oral Reading Fluency, and grade 2 Oral Reading Fluency. There were decreases in grade 3
Oral Reading Fluency and Comprehension. A majority of Cohort 1 schools showed improvements in
benchmarking performance in kindergarten to grade 2, but not in grade 3. This may be because the content
of Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling professional learning series builds from
preschool through grade 3, beginning with foundational skills in the earlier units. It also may be because
Cohort 1 teachers learned units 5-8 in 2017-2018 and were in their first year of implementing this material in
classrooms in 2018-2019 (Dariotis et al., 2019).

Cohort 2 Curriculum-based Measurement Grade-level Data

Patterns of change in the percentages of students at or above benchmark goals varies across grades and
measures (Figure 13). From the beginning to the end of the 2018-2019 academic year, the second year of
implementation for Cohort 2 teachers, the Department and external evaluators observed the following
changes in students meeting benchmark goals (Dariotis et al., 2019):

o A 9.4 percent increase in kindergarten Phoneme Segmentation Fluency;
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¢ No change in kindergarten Nonsense Word Fluency (0.6% percent) and grade 1 Oral Reading

Fluency (0.4 percent);

A 17.0 percent increase for grade 1 Nonsense Word Fluency;
A 7.3 percent increase in grade 2 Oral Reading Fluency;

A 3.8 percent decrease in grade 3 Oral Reading Fluency; and
A 2.5 percent decrease in grade 3 Comprehension.

Figure 7. Percentage of kindergarten through grade 3 students at or above benchmarking goals by grade
and assessment in all Cohort 2 schools for implementation year two (2018-2019)
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Across nine Cohort 2 schools, the Department and external evaluators observed gains in end-of-year
benchmarking for kindergarten Phoneme Segmentation Fluency, grade 1 Nonsense Word Fluency and
grade 2 Oral Reading Fluency. There were no changes for kindergarten Nonsense Word Fluency and grade
1 Oral Reading Fluency. They observed a decrease for grade 3 Oral Reading Fluency and Comprehension.
Most Cohort 2 schools showed improvements in benchmarking performance in kindergarten to grade 2, but
not in grade 3. This can be expected because these more advanced early literacy measures might not show
change yet, while earlier measures such as Phoneme Segmentation Fluency are more sensitive to the types
of instructional changes expected using Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling units 1 to

4 content (Dariotis et al., 2019).
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Curriculum-based Measurement Data Limitations

During this project year, the Department and external evaluators continued efforts to improve the quality and
quantity of data from the curriculum-based measures (Acadience or AIMSweb). There are ongoing
inconsistencies in the way schools upload data to the dashboard, with key data fields, such as student
identification numbers, missing in some cases. The Department is working with external evaluators and the
data point person at each pilot district to identify and remedy these issues. There also are concerns with the
collection of curriculum-based measurement data. Teachers receive professional learning on whichever of
the two required curriculum-based measurement tools their districts opt to use. However, there is no way for
the Department to ensure teachers are consistently collecting curriculum-based measurement data. The
Department, collaborating with the data dashboard developer and external evaluation team, has developed
more guidance on data collection processes and submission of curriculum-based measurement data to avoid
potential fidelity issues in the future.

Sit Together and Read

The Department is collaborating with the Crane Center for Early Childhood Research and Policy at The Ohio
State University to implement Sit Together and Read. This is an empirically tested preschool print-
referencing intervention comprised of read-aloud practices and scaffolding strategies to encourage and
strengthen children’s knowledge and awareness of print (OSU, 2017). The primary focus of Sit Together and
Read is to increase communication between teachers and families (Tambyraja, 2019). Sit Together and
Read includes two components, one in the classroom and one at home, that both typically include 30 books.
Teachers and caregivers read one book twice a week with their students using the cards and prompts
provided in the program. Using feedback from 17 pilot teachers who engaged with Sit Together and Read in
spring 2018, nonpilot schools that took part in a separate pilot in spring 2017 (Tambyraja, 2017) and
stakeholders, the full 30-book program was condensed to include only eight books for use at home, while
teachers used the full 30-book program in the classroom.

Cohort 1 implemented Sit Together and Read during the 2018-2019 school year. These results are described
below. In 2019, Cohort 2 buildings began their first year of Sit Together and Read implementation, while
Cohort 1 continued into a second year. Evaluation results for 2019-2020 implementation will be available in
summer 2020.

Sit Together and Read Data

In fall 2018, seven of the eight Cohort 1 districts, including 46 preschool teachers and 893 families, began
implementing the 30-book Sit Together and Read in the classroom and eight-book Sit Together and Read at
Home programs. The classroom component required teachers to read the prescribed book twice during the
week, using the cards provided. After six weeks of classroom implementation, teachers began implementing
Sit Together and Read at Home with their students’ families. The home program took place over 16 weeks,
focusing on one book for two weeks. Sit Together and Read at Home asked families to read the prescribed
book twice during the first week, using the cards provided, and respond to the four prompts in the journal
provided. Teachers then took the next week to respond to families’ journals. At the end of the two-week
period, teachers sent another book home with families, asking them to repeat this process with the new book
(Tambyraja, 2019).

Data are available only for the 461 (52 percent) families who returned their journals at the end of the year. Of
these families, 22 percent completed 15 to 16 readings of the prescribed books, with 16 being the maximum
possible. On average, families completed nine readings. Slightly fewer than half the families who returned
journals (46 percent) reported reading to their children one to two hours a week. Thirty three percent (154
families) reported reading to their children between three and six hours a week, while 16 percent reported
reading with their children more than seven hours a week. Sixteen families reported never reading to their
children (Tambyraja, 2019). Child and family characteristics such as a child’s individualized education
program status, reported levels of family enjoyment in reading and responses to statements about time
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pressures were not associated with the number of readings completed (Tambyraja, 2019).

Approximately one-third of families used the journals consistently while another one-third of families rarely or
never used the journals. Family journal use was related to families’ responses to statements about time
pressures, for example, “It is hard to find time to read.” Families who did not have difficulty finding time to
read completed significantly more journal entries than other families. Additionally, families who were either
neutral or did not know if their child enjoyed being read to completed significantly fewer weeks of journal
entries than other families.

Teachers provided, on average, 15 of a possible 32 responses to family journals across the eight Sit
Together and Read at Home books (Tambyraja, 2019). Teachers completed online reading logs to document
how frequently they read the prescribed books in their classrooms. Ninety percent of participating teachers
completed at least one online reading log, but only one teacher completed reading logs for all 30 weeks. On
average, teachers completed 13 online reading logs out of a possible 30.

In an end-of-year survey, families indicated that difficult areas of implementation included remembering to
return the surveys and staying on schedule with the reading. However, only 10 percent of responding
families reported these difficulties. Only 20 teachers completed the year-end survey, which indicated they
found the journaling difficult, but these teachers believed Sit Together and Read at Home offered moderate
or strong benefits in strengthening school and home connections (Tambyraja, 2019).

Sit Together and Read Data Limitations

Participation in Sit Together and Read was low for both the classroom and at home components. Data are
limited to the perspectives of families and teachers who used and returned the journals and completed the
surveys.

Cohort 1's implementation of Sit Together and Read in the classroom and Sit Together and Read at Home
informed the 2019-2020 implementation for all pilot buildings in both cohorts. Researchers will work with the
regional early literacy specialists and teachers to better determine why many families do not engage with this
program. Additionally, the training for the Sit Together and Read programs will include ideas for how families
can incorporate reading into their daily schedules (Tambyraja, 2019).

Partnerships for Literacy

Partnerships for Literacy represents a partnership between Ohio’s Statewide Family Engagement Center at
The Ohio State University and the Ohio Department of Education to design and support family and
community engagement for early literacy. Partnerships for Literacy offers a systematic approach to family
and community engagement that is goal-oriented, sustainable over time, and develops the capacity of both
educators and family members. Teams of parents and caregivers and school personnel create continuity
from school to home for students and families, develop relationships with community partners to support
early literacy, and systematically embed effective family and community engagement in the Ohio
Improvement Process in the school. Ohio’s regional family engagement leads provide schools with coaching
support to implement family and community engagement practices focusing on language and literacy. These
regional family engagement leads focus on developing knowledge, skills and perspectives that support
meaningful, effective partnership between teachers and families of students with disabilities, English learners
and families living in poverty. The Statewide Family Engagement Center leads the design and delivery of the
Partnerships for Literacy professional learning series and is responsible for procuring resources for
supporting family and community engagement in early literacy.

Partnerships for Literacy first was implemented in year 3 of the pilot to allow educators time to complete the
intensive, two-year Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling professional learning series
before introducing additional pilot activities. Cohort 1 family engagement leads began implementing
Partnerships for Literacy in the 2018-2019 school year; Cohort 2 will begin in fall 2019.

The intended result is improved home and school supports and resources for language and literacy
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development for young students through the following:

e The implementation of a locally developed plan based on current practices and priorities, aligned with
the school’s focused plan and linked to community resources;

e A sustainable, representative, family-teacher team linked to the school’s building leadership team and
focusing on the needs of all families through family and community engagement practices;

e Teachers who practice more effective family engagement; and

e Teams that develop and expand links with community resources to address the identified needs of
families and support literacy at home, at school and in community settings.

Each spring, pilot schools complete the Family and Community Engagement for Early Literacy Inventory,
which is the primary measure of implementation fidelity for Partnerships for Literacy (Boone, Wellman, &
Villareal, 2018). The inventory is made up of 17 items organized into three categories, including
Communication, Learning at Home and Community Partnerships. School teams are asked to complete two
scales for each item on the inventory. The Quality scale measures the school team’s perspective of and
experience in the how well the school implements current practices, using a range of 0 (not yet), 1 (needs
improvement), 2 (acceptable) and 3 (well done). The Quantity scale measures how much each practice is
conducted in the school, using a range of 0 (not yet), 1 (some classrooms), 2 (some grade levels) and 3
(school wide).

Partnerships for Literacy Data

As of June 2019, 12 school teams in Cohort 1 had completed the inventory. Although most of the
Partnerships for Literacy teams completed the inventory for a single elementary school, three teams reflected
on practices across two elementary schools in their districts. Team membership included teachers and
specialists (N=49), parents and caregivers (N=47), administrators (N=17) and community partners (N=6).
The mean subscale ratings for Quality and Quantity, described above, for this first year of implementation
provide a baseline to measure gains in school-level family engagement practices.

Baseline data provide evidence of opportunities for growth in both Quality and Quantity of Communication
and Learning at Home and Quality of Community Partnerships. The mean subscale rating for Quality of
Communication was 1.68. The mean subscale rating for Quantity of Communication was 1.72. For Learning
at Home practices, the mean subscale rating for Quality was 1.60 and the mean subscale rating for Quantity
was 1.98. The mean subscale rating for Quality of Community Partnerships was 1.95. Figure 8 shows the
baseline data results.
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Figure 8. Family and Community Engagement for Early Literacy Inventory, Mean Subscale Ratings: Baseline
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Partnerships for Literacy Data Limitations

The Family and Community Engagement for Early Literacy Inventory was designed for use within
Partnerships for Literacy to enable project accountability. The inventory also serves a dual function as a
school-based needs assessment. Although based on research, the inventory has not been rigorously
validated for use with the pilot schools. Therefore, evaluators should view the results with caution.

Demonstrated Progress and Modifications

Evaluation data from year three of Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot implementation show several areas of progress
toward intended improvements in infrastructure, teacher capacity and student literacy outcomes. Increases
across all four Tier 1 subscales of the Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory for both Cohorts 1 and 2 show
evidence of continued local systems and infrastructure improvements.

Regional early literacy specialists and district coaches provided a total of 4,425 coaching sessions during the
2018-2019 school year. Preschool through grade 3 teachers received 3,005 instructional coaching sessions
and administrators and teams of educators received 1,420 systems coaching sessions. Altogether, teachers
from both cohorts participating in the professional learning series demonstrated an increase in knowledge
from pre- to post-test for the all eight Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling units and all
four Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling early childhood units. The 197 Cohort 2
teachers showed a 14 percent increase in overall knowledge for Language Essentials for Teachers of
Reading and Spelling units 5-8, with 90 percent of these teachers showing gains.

Curriculum-based measurement benchmarking assessments show promising gains in language and literacy
for all pilot schools from beginning-of-year to end-of-year collection. Cohort 1 schools showed a 6.4 percent
increase in Phoneme Segmentation Fluency in kindergarten and a 4.9 percent increase for kindergarten
students and a 2.8 percent increase for grade 1 in Nonsense Word Fluency. Students in grades 1 and 2
showed increases of 3.6 percent and 5.1 percent, respectively, in Oral Reading Fluency. Cohort 2 school
students showed a 9.4 percent increase in Phoneme Segmentation Fluency for kindergarten students, a 17
percent increase in Nonsense Word Fluency for grade 1 students and a 7.3 percent increase in grade 2
students’ oral reading fluency skills.

Overall, these data suggest Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot is on the right path to achieve its intended outcomes.
See a discussion of modifications based on evaluation data collected so far in the Plans for Year 5 sections
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of this report.

Intended Outputs

The Department continues to meet all the original intended outputs described in the Logic Model. Goal 1 in
the Logic Model concentrates on the research-based language and literacy professional learning and
coaching needed to improve early literacy outcomes for students in Ohio. The outputs for this goal focus on
providing professional learning to teachers, district coaches, school teams, administrators and regional early
literacy specialists. Both cohorts of educators now have completed all eight units of Language Essentials for
Teachers of Reading and Spelling training. Administrators in both cohorts also have been offered
professional learning through the Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling administrator
modules. The core team continues to develop and enhance Ohio’s coaching framework encompassing
systems and instructional coaching. District coaches from both cohorts and regional early literacy specialists
completed a 13-module e-course to improve their knowledge and understanding of instructional coaching.
Additionally, regional specialists and staff from state support teams and educational service centers
statewide are taking part in ongoing professional learning in evidence-based language and literacy
instruction as part of the Professional Learning Series in Literacy.

Goal 2 in the Logic Model aims to improve the capacity of the pilot districts to implement data-driven
systems, make infrastructure changes and form external partnerships critical to the work to improve student
outcomes. School teams from both cohorts have received training in and are using data for screening,
progress monitoring and instructional decision-making within a Multi-Tiered System of Supports. Educators,
administrators, coaches and regional early literacy specialists reported their schools are using data to inform
instruction and planning (Dariotis et al., 2019). As described in the Data Sources, Data Collection and
Associated Timelines and summarized in the previous section, student data is showing improvement before
the time expected at some grade levels, which supports this trend (see the section titled, Anticipated
Timeline for Learning, Implementation and Change). Educators in pilot buildings also reported high levels of
support from their building leaders, coaches and regional early literacy specialists (Dariotis et al., 2019).
Concentrated efforts to enhance family and community partnerships began with Cohort 1 schools in fall 2018
through Sit Together and Read at Home and Partnerships for Literacy. The Ohio State University designed
both programs and works with Department staff to increase communication between families and educators
to support students’ language and literacy development. Cohort 2 began implementation of Sit Together and
Read and Partnerships for Literacy in fall 2019.

Goal 3 in the Logic Model describes the importance of engaging leaders in all pilot districts, including using
the shared leadership structures that underly the Ohio Improvement Process. Building administrators and
coaches continue to report that literacy is a standing item on existing team agendas. Additionally, pilot
participants took part in 1,420 systems coaching sessions focused on shared leadership and teacher-based
teams (Dariotis et al., 2019).

Stakeholder Involvement

As in years past, stakeholders add tremendous value to the development of Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot and
decision-making about ongoing implementation and evaluation. Several stakeholder groups meet to provide
input, review data, address barriers and identify solutions.

Sharing Evaluation Data with Stakeholders

Evaluation data from Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot are regularly shared with pilot participants and relevant
stakeholders through stakeholder meetings and the State Literacy Network. With guidance from the
Department and stakeholders, Ohio’s external evaluation team developed a data profile for each building in
the pilot. The stakeholder team and regional early literacy specialists continually have offered feedback to
enhance each year’s reports. The external evaluator shares these profiles with each pilot building annually.
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Finally, pilot participants and relevant stakeholders receive masked versions of each phase Il report for their
review and comment.

Ohio’s State Literacy Team

The State Literacy Team, led by the Ohio Department of Education’s Office of Approaches to Teaching and
Professional Learning, is a group of experts in language and literacy content, instruction, intervention,
assessment, policy and professional learning. These team members represent stakeholders who support
educators, families and learners from birth through grade 12.

The State Literacy Team includes individuals and experts from:

Office of the Ohio Governor Mike DeWine;

OCALI (formerly the Ohio Center for Autism and Low Incidence);
Outreach Center for Deafness and Blindness;

Ohio Department of Developmental Disabilities;

Ohio Department of Job and Family Services;

Ohio districts and schools;

Ohio colleges and universities;

State foundations and partnerships;

State support teams and educational service centers; and

Ohio Chapter of the American Academy of Pediatrics.

The State Literacy Team reconvened in June 2019 to reflect on initial implementation of Ohio’s Plan to Raise
Literacy Achievement, analyze updated state and project-specific data, and offer recommendations to
enhance the plan. The Department established workgroups addressing literacy for children from birth to
kindergarten entry, kindergarten to grade 5 and middle-high school grade bands. The groups focused on
evidence-based practices to support emergent literacy for learners from birth to kindergarten entry, early and
conventional literacy for learners from kindergarten to grade 5, and adolescent literacy development for
learners in middle and high school. The workgroup also reviewed Ohio's current literacy development efforts
and identified opportunities to expand specific, evidence-based language and literacy practices across the
state and its regions, districts, grade levels, classrooms, and families and communities.

Department staff work with the State Literacy Team to communicate Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy
Achievement to state, regional and local entities to provide consistent messaging about evidence-based
language and literacy practices.

State Literacy Network

The Department has developed a State Literacy Network consisting of state and regional literacy specialists
that develop statewide and regional resources. This network includes literacy experts from the Department’s
offices for Approaches to Teaching and Professional Learning and Exceptional Children. It also includes two
Ohio literacy leads, 16 regional early literacy specialists, two regional adolescent literacy specialists, staff
from OCALI and additional regional specialists providing literacy supports. This group meets monthly to
share learning, develop statewide and regional resources and engage in the practice to policy feedback loop
for specific projects, such as the Early Literacy Pilot.

Regional Professional Learning Series in Literacy

To promote sustainability and scale-up, staff from Ohio’s 16 state support teams and 52 educational service
centers were invited to participate in a four-year Regional Professional Learning Series. The series meets the
Every Student Succeeds Act criteria for high-quality professional learning in that it is sustained, intensive,
collaborative, job-embedded, data-driven and instructionally focused. The series weaves throughout the
concepts of presumed competence for all learners and engages participants in discussions that support a
diversity of students, for example, English learners and students with complex needs. This series began in
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the 2018-2019 school year. Staff taking part in the regional series are developing these capacities outlined in
Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement:

e Support data-driven decision-making through engagement in the Ohio Improvement Process (specific
to literacy);

e Support local education agencies in developing sustainable evidence-based language and literacy
plans aligned to the state plan and the overall district improvement plan; and

e Support the fidelity of implementation of evidence-based language and literacy practices.

State support team and educational service center staff have taken part in a blended learning training for
Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling. The series is a hybrid of online units and face-to-
face sessions conducted by national or in-state trainers. Participation in the Language Essentials for
Teachers of Reading and Spelling professional learning series is a complimentary component to the
Regional Professional Learning Series in Literacy.

Regional Literacy Networks

Each Regional Support Team for Literacy, a group made up of state support team and educational service
center staff engaged in literacy improvement, has established a regional literacy network. These regional
literacy networks allow educators to learn together to build Ohio’s capacity for implementing evidence-based
language and literacy instruction for all learners. These networks operate based on the common conceptual
frameworks described in Ohio’s Plan for Raising Literacy Achievement and will be critical in the
implementation of model literacy sites though the Comprehensive Literacy State Development Grant.

State Systemic Improvement Plan Stakeholder Team

Input from the stakeholder team guided the development of the Theory of Action, Logic Model, evaluation
questions, state-identified measurable results and targets. Department staff, regional early literacy
specialists, pilot school teachers and administrators, and the external evaluation team plan to present this
material to the stakeholder team in May 2020. They will spend that meeting time reviewing the pilot’s role in
Ohio’s Strategic Plan for Education, specifically strategy 9 of the plan;

o Developing literacy skills through Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement;

o Discussing the most recent evaluation results and updated school data profiles; and

o Discussing literacy practices used in a subset of pilot buildings that address the needs of students
with disabilities and facilitate progress.

The stakeholder team will continue to review evaluation data and provide the Department guidance in
alignment with Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement.

Overall Stakeholder Involvement

Table 4 shows stakeholder groups, how often they meet and the topics they discuss. The stakeholder input
most often is recorded in meeting minutes, online webinar chat formats and via email. Ohio considers this
stakeholder input in all facets of pilot implementation.

Table 4. 2018-2019 stakeholder involvement

Stakeholder Group Meeting Topics Future Involvement

This group will continue
to meet bi-yearly to
review state, regional
and local progress and
revise Ohio’s plan as
needed.

o Review progress on implementation activities
of Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement

e Develop recommendations to enhance this
plan, along with Ohio’s Regional Professional
Learning Series in Literacy

Ohio’s State Literacy
Team
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Stakeholder Group

Meeting Topics

Future Involvement

State Systemic
Improvement Plan
Stakeholder Team

Review state, regional and local
implementation progress

Review evaluation data, including implications
and lessons learned

Provide input on specific plan components and
overall implementation

This group will review
evaluation data and
support the Department
in making modifications
at least annually based
on the data.

State Advisory Panel
for Exceptional
Children

Review evaluation data, including implications,
especially for students with disabilities, and
lessons learned

Provide input on plan components, especially
those addressing family and community
engagement

This group meets four
times per year. It reviews
the State Systemic
Improvement Plan at
least annually.

State support team
directors

Provide input on pilot activities, support district
implementation and identify district and
regional needs

Communicate with district administrators
about the District Partnership Agreement and
alignment between Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot
and other state initiatives

Oversee daily operations of regional early
literacy specialists, Ohio Improvement
Process facilitators and other staff involved in
pilot implementation

Establish regional literacy networks to sustain
and scale up learning happening in pilot
districts

This group meets
monthly and will continue
to discuss pilot activities,
review data and make
data-based decisions
regionally.

Regional early literacy
specialists

Review and discuss implementation activities
and data

Provide feedback on all aspects of program
content and implementation

Share experiences and offer input on the
design and role of the regional early literacy
specialist position

Provide feedback on issues that impact district
and building implementation

Support implementation of Ohio’s coaching
framework

Lead and participate in and regional literacy
networks

These meetings will
continue each month.
Pilot activities are on
every agenda.
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Stakeholder Group

Meeting Topics

Future Involvement

Administrator forums

Participate in and offer administrator feedback
on language and literacy leadership
professional learning

Build systems-level language and literacy
content to support teachers’ professional
learning

Review and discuss implementation activities
and data

Build capacity for principals to be instructional
leaders

These forums will
continue quarterly with
administrators from pilot
schools.

Various stakeholder
groups

Ohio shared Early Literacy Pilot information
with these stakeholder groups: Dean’s
Compact on Exceptional Children, Ohio
Association of Pupil Service Administrators
and participants in Ohio’s Literacy Academy
and Ohio’s Special Education Leadership
Conference

Department staff will
continue to present
updates and gather
feedback from these
groups through 2021.

All the stakeholder groups listed in Table 4 have had frequent opportunities to learn about implementation
activities, ask questions about the pilot and offer insight on how best to implement this important,
multifaceted plan. The Department will continue garnering stakeholder input by engaging with these groups.

Plans for Year 5

The Department values robust practice-to-policy feedback loops to identify implementation barriers and

successes to creating a highly aligned system (National Implementation Research Network, n.d.). Figure 15
illustrates the practice-to-policy feedback loop used by the Department and supported by research. This type
of feedback allows the Department to receive and respond to direct feedback from the field.

Figure 9. Practice-to-policy feedback loops (National Implementation Research Network, n.d.)
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These feedback loops keep communication about policies and program results flowing between those who
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develop and enact state and regional policies and those who are implementing local evidence-based
practices. The Department recognizes that effective practice-to-policy feedback loops are one of the most
powerful strategies for supporting districts’ implementation of evidence-based early language and literacy
practices. Through these feedback loops, the Department is learning from regional and district partners what
aspects of Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot support and promote effective implementation and what aspects it
should modify to address barriers and challenges to regional, district, school, classroom and student
success. Examples of Ohio’s practice-to-policy feedback loops include:

¢ Monthly, face-to-face professional learning sessions for regional state support teams, with topics
driven by the feedback and participant requests from preceding months via post-meeting evaluation
surveys; and

¢ Implementation progress reports submitted twice annually by each pilot school to gauge whether
those schools are adhering to the partnership agreement and to identify progress, barriers and
needed supports.

Practice-to-policy feedback loops are a mechanism the Department uses to engage continuously with
stakeholders at multiple levels and use their feedback to inform implementation and progress. The following
paragraphs describe lessons the Department has learned and plans for future implementation.

Supporting Instruction
Implementation of Evidence-based Language and Literacy Practices

Literacy Academy

The Department held the third annual, two-day Literacy Academy in February 2020 to support districts,
community schools and early childhood programs in implementing evidence-based language and literacy
practices. The Literacy Academy offered instruction by national experts, including Mary Dahlgren, Ed.D.,
Joan Sedita, Tim Shanahan, Ph.D., Natalie Wexler and Daniel Willingham, Ph.D. Regional specialists and
early childhood and adolescence specialists also led sessions aligned to Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy
Achievement. To allow wider access, the Department recorded sessions for posting on its website.

Instructional Coaching

Pilot implementation will continue as planned because multiple years of learning and implementation are
necessary before schools can expect change in student outcomes (see Anticipated Timeline for Learning,
Implementation and Change section of this report). The Department and external evaluators will assess
educators who received professional learning in Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling
using a second post-test that will occur two years after they completed the professional learning series. Early
childhood educators in both cohorts and K-3 educators in Cohort 1 will complete the assessments in spring
2020. Kindergarten-grade 3 educators in Cohort 2 will complete the assessments in spring 2021. The
Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling follow-up assessment will measure teachers’
retention of knowledge about the evidence-based practices they learned in the series and provide the state
team data on where educators may need additional professional learning and support for coaching.

In addition to the coaching framework used in the Early Literacy Pilot, Ohio developed a peer coaching
model through a State Personnel Development Grant. As districts engaged with the grant continue to learn
and implement this model, the state will learn more about the sustainability and effectiveness of each
approach to coaching. This will inform future literacy work.

The Department became aware by analyzing coaching data and through anecdotal observations that
regional early literacy specialists offered varied implementation of coaching supports. As a result, the
Department is beginning to develop a fidelity review process for the regional early literacy specialists and
working with an external facilitator to develop a tool and process and analyze data on the quality and
effectiveness of Ohio’s regional support system of literacy specialists.
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Sustainability and Scaling up
Ohio’s Plan to Improve Learning Experiences and Outcomes for Students with Disabilities

Building on the state’s strategic plan, Each Child, Our Future, and the Early Literacy Pilot, Ohio brought
together several stakeholders across four workgroups to develop a plan for improving learning experiences
and outcomes for students with disabilities across the state. Those workgroups are literacy,
disproportionality, postsecondary outcomes and graduation, and inclusive leadership and instructional
practices. The groups were comprised of representatives from schools, districts, disability advocacy
organizations, regional service providers, Department staff and other key state partners, including Early
Literacy Pilot schools. The workgroups met several times throughout the 2019 calendar year to review
literature, analyze data, determine gaps, identify specific practice guidelines and craft a set of
recommendations to advance special education services and supports in Ohio.

All the workgroups referenced Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot model frequently, and the model provided a
foundation for the literacy workgroup’s recommendations for statewide implementation, listed below:

o Partner with universities, state support teams, educational service centers, districts and community
organizations to improve literacy outcomes for students with disabilities through related professional
learning opportunities for educators; and

¢ Develop and deliver guidance and resources to support thorough, ongoing implementation of the five
reading components for students with disabilities from birth to grade 12 within a Multi-Tiered System
of Supports.

Ohio’s Plan to Improve Learning Experiences and Outcomes for Students with Disabilities now is being
drafted based on workgroup recommendations and targeted stakeholder engagement, including a statewide
survey of targeted stakeholder engagement district personnel, focus groups with educators to expand on
statewide survey findings, family town hall meetings for parents and families of students with disabilities, and
focus groups that directly engaged students with disabilities. Implementation of this plan, including strategies,
action steps and resources tied to each recommendation will serve as a primary scale-up effort stemming
from Ohio’s State Systemic Improvement Plan.

Ohio LETRS Facilitators

Implementation science research guided the development of the Early Literacy Pilot, with the Department
intending to scale up implementation throughout the state over time. Information on scale-up plans is
included in the district literacy agreements between the Department and participating districts. Specifically,
participating districts must develop scale-up and sustainability plans supported by alternative funding. In-
state experts, such as the regional early literacy specialists, are an integral part of the scale-up and
sustainability efforts. Regional early literacy specialists and district coaches are prime candidates to become
authorized Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling facilitators. The first Ohio facilitator
training took place in June 2018 for units 1-4 of LETRS 3" Edition and in June 2019 for units 5-8. Potential
facilitators had to meet these criteria established by Voyager Sopris Learning:

1) Demonstrate deep understanding of the content and a commitment to becoming an expert in the
research- and evidence-based theories of LETRS through completion of the LETRS online content
and one day of face-to-face training per unit and by passing the end-of-course LETRS exams
following unit 4 and unit 8 with a score of 90 percent or better;

2) Complete an additional two-day, face-to-face facilitator training conducted by a LETRS consultant;
and

3) Attend ongoing professional learning through the LETRS Online Community Webinar Series and
complete assigned activities.

The Department intends to offer facilitator training for the LETRS Early Childhood series in the next year and
is working with Voyager Sopris Learning to determine eligibility criteria.
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State Scale-Up

As previously described, the Department and its stakeholders revised the state literacy plan in January 2020.
Four objectives drive Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement:

1) Support data-driven decision making and planning through engagement in the Ohio Improvement
Process;

2) Ensure districts and community schools develop evidence-based Local Literacy Plans. These plans
should align to Ohio’s plan and local, overall school improvement efforts. The plans should be
sustainable and based on increased capacity;

3) Support full implementation of evidence-based language and literacy practices, including leadership,
instructional, and family and community engagement practices; and

4) Provide financial support to literacy improvement efforts and help identify sustainable practices
through the awarding of Striving Readers subgrants.

The Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy grant allowed for the scale up of some components of the
Early Literacy Pilot by giving “priority preference points” to subgrantees. For example, larger pilot districts
proposed to expand the pilot to additional elementary buildings. Smaller districts proposed to expand what
they have learned across the birth to age 5 and middle and high school grade bands. Two Cohort 1 pilot
districts were awarded subgrants to scale practices to additional grade levels, and two pilot districts (one
from each cohort) were included as consortium members in subgrants awarded to educational service
centers that were scaling practices to additional elementary buildings. The Department will track Striving
Readers subgrantees who are Early Literacy Pilot districts to monitor the effectiveness of scale-up activities
in those districts. Ohio’s State Personnel Development Grant also allowed for scaling up in three pilot
districts — one from Cohort 1 and two from Cohort 2.

Ohio also recently received a Comprehensive Literacy State Development grant from the U.S. Department of
Education to continue its work to improve language and literacy development for Ohio’s children. Almost 95
percent of the award will go directly to local districts, community schools and early childhood education
programs to improve literacy outcomes for children from birth through grade 12. This four-year subgrant will
focus on developing model literacy sites in early childhood education programs, district preschools and
elementary, middle and high schools across the state. The model sites will implement practices outlined in
Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement. The grant also will support professional learning and coaching.
The partnership between the proposed model sites and the Department will allow early childhood education
programs, districts, schools and families to improve student literacy and increase educational options
available to traditionally underserved students.

Implementation Barriers and Limitations

As with any pilot, there are barriers and limitations to implementation, many of which are beyond the control
of the planning and evaluation teams. Here are major challenges and limitations worthy of noting:

¢ Any observed changes cannot be directly attributed to the pilot because the design lacks control or
comparison groups. Alternative explanations for findings may be student maturation, such as natural
brain development, or schools, districts and the Department implementing other programs or
initiatives;

e Students observed for the state-identified measurable results are not the same students across time,
limiting direct comparison for change results;

¢ Implementation varied among schools in several ways, including the assignment and availability of
regional early literacy specialists and district coaches, either shared or individual, to a school; the
length of pilot exposure, stemming from the start date of online units; substitute teachers or stipends
paid to teachers; and inconsistent coaching implementation, for example, the absence of systematic
coaching schedule and teacher targets being varied among schoaols;
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¢ Changing definitions and instruments limit the ability to make comparisons over time. For example,
there may be inconsistency with reading diagnostic assessments, used to measure state-identified
measurable result 2, over time as schools are able to select different assessments each yeatr;

e Teacher and administrative turnover have implications for training and data comparisons. Several
schools had many teachers leave. This means new teachers are entering the school and the pilot
without the same professional learning experience. Furthermore, teacher-based teams have new
members who may not be familiar with processes and measures like the Reading Tiered Fidelity
Inventory, which changes scoring in mid-pilot;

e Schools experienced data quality issues and other project-related challenges, although not to the
degree of the first and second project years. This might be expected in a project involving this many
schools. For example, the reading diagnostic data were collected from only a subset of students in
some schools.

The third project year (2018-2019) continued to generate a great deal of information about what worked well
in the process and what improvements were needed. Both the project and evaluation teams used these
findings to institute programmatic (such as school implementation reporting) and data related (such as data
collection instrument, consistent identifier use, strategy and training) changes for improvement in Years 4
and 5 (Dariotis et al., 2019).

Technical Assistance and Support

The State Systemic Improvement Plan core team members and their collaborators continued to use technical
assistance from many sources to address needs related to Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot. Working across
agencies and systems, the Department sought technical assistance to plan, implement and evaluate
evidence-based practices for improving early literacy outcomes for children, based on needs developing
across the following State Systemic Improvement Plan components:

e Support for school implementation of evidence-based practices;
e Evaluation; and
e Stakeholder involvement.

The Department continues to benefit from several technical assistance sources in its efforts to enhance
Ohio’s infrastructure and plan for successful implementation and evaluation:

o Jennifer Averitt, J Averitt Consulting
o0 Auveritt developed the pilot's data dashboard with guidance from the Department. She
continues to enhance the dashboard system regularly and provides direct assistance to pilot
participants uploading data to the dashboard.
e Barbara Boone, Ph.D., Director, and Meredith Wellman, Ph.D., Project Lead, Ohio’s Statewide Family
Engagement Center, The Ohio State University
o Boone and Wellman are leading the development and implementation of the family and
community engagement strand of the Early Literacy Pilot, titled Partnerships for Literacy. In
implementation year 3, Boone and Wellman began providing professional learning and
ongoing support to state support team specialists facilitating family and community
engagement activities for their pilot buildings. They will continue to deliver this level of support
to state support team specialists through the end of pilot implementation.
o Deborah Glaser, Ed.D., Educational Consultant and Teacher Training, Deborah R Glaser, EdD, LLC
o0 Glaser conducted a training session in ParaReading, a professional learning and training
handbook developed to support paraprofessionals using evidence-based language and
literacy practices.
e Julie Morrison, Ph.D., Associate Professor, University of Cincinnati
0 Morrison works closely with the Ohio Department of Education and Ohio’s Statewide Family
Engagement Center to evaluate Partnerships for Literacy.
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¢ Jennifer Pierce, Ph. D, National Center for Systemic Improvement
0 As part of the stakeholder-driven process to develop Ohio’s Plan to Improve Learning
Experiences and Outcomes for Students with Disabilities, Pierce co-led one of the four
workgroups asked to develop recommendations to drive the plan. Pierce and the group used
Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot as a model for making recommendations on inclusive leadership
and instructional practices.

e Stephanie Stollar, Ph.D., Vice President of Professional Learning, Acadience Learning

o Stollar delivered professional learning on using direct assessment to improve student
outcomes, including the Acadience curriculum-based measure. She provided training to
regional early literacy specialists and literacy coaches in Acadience administration.

e Sherine Tambyraja, Ph.D., Senior Research Specialist, Crane Center for Early Childhood Research
and Policy, Ohio State University

0 Tambyraja works closely with the Department on implementing and evaluating Sit Together
and Read. In implementation year 3, Tambyraja provided professional learning opportunities
for Cohort 1 regional early literacy specialists. She will continue to provide these opportunities
during the following year of implementation.

e Carol Ann Tomlinson, Ph.D., William Clay Parish, Jr. Professor and Chair of Educational Leadership,
Foundations, and Policy and Co-Director of the Institutes on Academic Diversity at the Curry School
of Education, University of Virginia

o Carol Ann Tomlinson provided professional learning and training on differentiation in teacher
education to the Higher Education Literacy Steering Committee, funded by the State
Personnel Development Grant. This committee includes higher education faculty, K-12
building administrators and state staff and guides alignment of postsecondary core curriculum
to Ohio’s Plan to Raise Literacy Achievement.

o Mary Watson, IDEA Data Center

0 As part of the stakeholder-driven process to develop Ohio’s Plan to Improve Learning
Experiences and Outcomes for Students with Disabilities, Watson facilitated the steering
committee overseeing development of the plan. She also co-led one of the four workgroups
asked to craft the recommendations to drive the plan. Both groups used Ohio’s Early Literacy
Pilot as a model when making recommendations to improve outcomes for Ohio’s students
with disabilities.

Technical Assistance Needed

The Department actively engages help from all the sources described above during the implementation and
evaluation of Ohio’s State Systemic Improvement Plan. Support for scaling and sustaining effective
instructional practices continues to be especially critical. The Department is collaborating with pilot building
administrators to develop tools for sustainability through the administrator forums in school year 2020. It
needs additional help to support local sustainability of the pilot efforts and scaling effective practices to other
districts throughout the state.

The Department continues to consider principles of implementation science (Fixsen, Blase, Horner, & Sugai,
2009; Fullan & Quinn, 2016) in the use of practice-to-policy feedback loops to identify progress, barriers and
needed supports for implementation of Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot.

The Department will continue to use feedback loops and evaluation data to identify technical assistance
needed for successful implementation, sustainability and scale up.

Conclusion

Through effective application and evaluation of the Early Literacy Pilot, Ohio is on track to achieve three
major goals:
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1) More educators will be equipped to provide evidence-based reading instruction;

2) More educators will diagnose why students are struggling and provide evidence-based reading
interventions; and

3) More learners, including students with disabilities will read at grade level, be on track to graduate and
be ready for college and careers.

Highlights from Ohio’s Early Literacy Pilot that align to the first two goals include:

e Implementation of a Multi-Tiered System of Supports for language and literacy has increased during
three years of pilot implementation;

e Preschool through grade 3 educators have increased knowledge of evidence-based language and
literacy instruction significantly through engagement with the pilot's professional learning and
coaching opportunities.

Ohio also is seeing progress in student outcome measures (goal 3) earlier than anticipated, including:

e The percentage of students with disabilities scoring proficient or higher on Ohio’s third grade English
language arts achievement test increased 12.9 percent from baseline to year three for Cohort 1;

e Curriculum-based language and literacy measures showed increases in measures of phonemic
awareness for students in kindergarten and grade 1.

This report illustrates the Department’s commitment to successfully implement Ohio’s State Systemic
Improvement Plan: Early Literacy Pilot. The Department will continue to strengthen partnerships among
agencies and regional and local entities as it works with them to improve outcomes for all Ohio students.
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Appendix A: Ohio’s Theory of Action

If ODE/OEC

Strands of Action Then

Leadership

Promotes evidence-based reading
instruction for students with
disabilities (SWD) in inclusive
settings based on effective practices
of high-performing schools...

Through shared instructional
leadership, districts will use proven
practices to provide reading
instruction and interventions to
students with disabilities in less
restrictive settings.

Multi-Tiered System
of Supports

Creates a Multi-Tiered System of
Supports network at the state,
regional, and district levels to provide
continuous support. ..

Districts will thoroughly implement
Multi-Tiered System of Supports so
all students receive appropriate
academic and behavioral supports.

Builds capacity of practicing PK-3 All students, including students with | With disabilities will graduate
Teacher Capacit teachers to deliver high-quality disabilities, will have access to high- | Will be proficient ready for
s reading instruction and data-driven | quality instruction with interventions or above in college, careers,
interventions... designed to meet their needs. reading by third _and/or
grade. independent
living.

Family
Partnerships

Facilitates family engagement and
parent partnerships to support
language and literacy development...

Families will be more equipped,
empowered, and engaged partners
in the literacy development of their

children.

Community

Collaboration

Coordinates local community
partnerships among agencies
providing services to children to
support language and literacy
development...

More children will experience
language-rich, literacy-based
environments outside of school.

More students

More students
with disabilities

Department
of Education

Ohio
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Appendix B: Ohio’s Logic Model

Department Project Staff

State Support Team Directors &
Staff

External Evaluator

Consultants:

Dr. Louisa Moats

Dr. Jennifer Pierce
Certified national trainers

Materials:

LETRS modules, professional
learning materials &
assessments; Instructional
coaching professional learning
materials and tools;

LETRS principal professional
learning materials; Reading
Tiered Fidelity Inventory

Technology:

LETRS blended learning
platform, early literacy data
dashboard

teams in Language Essentials for
Teachers of Reading and
Spelling (LETRS), addressing
each essential component of
reading instruction.

Provide professional learning to
principals in leadership practices
to promote language and literacy
development.

Provide coaching of evidence-
based early literacy and
language core instruction and
interventions within Ohio
Improvement Process.

Provide professional learning to
district coaches in language and
literacy standards and
instructional coaching.

preschool-grade 3 teachers,
intervention specialists, speech-
language pathologists, Title |
reading teachers, principals;
State Support Team early
literacy specialists

Principals

State Support Team early
literacy specialists, elementary
level Building Leadership Team
and Teacher-Based Team
members

Internal district coaches

demonstrate competency in
LETRS principles following the
professional learning and transfer
that knowledge and skill into their
classrooms and in their
communication with families.

Internal coaches will demonstrate
mastery of the content (LETRS)
and process (instructional
coaching) following the
professional learning and transfer
that knowledge and skill to their
support of teachers in
classrooms.

preschool-grade 3 will implement
early literacy and language core
instruction using LETRS
principles with fidelity, as
assessed by an instructional
coach.

Internal coaches will provide
instructional coaching in the use
of LETRS principles, as
documented by the LETRS
coaching program.

Goal 1. One hundred percent of preschool-grade 3 teachers and specialists in targeted buildings in selected districts will engage their teachers and administrators in professional learning
and instructional coaching to increase their competent use of evidence-based early literacy and language core instruction and interventions within a proactive, preventive, equitable
systems of supports by 2021 through:

Strategy 1.1. Professional learning and coaching teachers and administrators in evidence-based early literacy and language core instruction, strategic interventions and intensive,
individualized interventions within proactive, preventive, equitable system of supports that extends outside of the school environment and into the home.
Strategy 1.2. Professional learning language and literacy coaches at the district and regional levels and trainers at the state and regional levels.
Inputs |:> Outputs |:> Adult Performance and Student Outcomes
Action Step Participation Short Medium Long
Staff: Develop, train, and coach school | School teams comprised of School team members will Teachers of students in Students in preschool-grade 3

will demonstrate gains in early
literacy skills with accelerated
rates of improvement for
students at the greatest risk of
reading difficulty.

Department
~ of Edt Educatlon
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Goal 2.

Within each participating district, 100% of participating elementary schools will demonstrate the capacity to accelerate early literacy and language achievement for all students
through the implementation of proactive, data-driven systems providing a continuum of supports implemented with fidelity by 2021.
Strategy 2.1. Decision support data systems are in place to inform decisions regarding adult implementation and student outcomes.
Strategy 2.2. Infrastructure at the state, regional and district levels provides a continuum of supports for teaming, planning, scheduling, and access to intervention.
Strategy 2.3. Proactive systems foster external partnerships (e.g., teacher preparation programs, early childhood providers, family and community supports).

Inputs

]

Outputs

Action Step

Participation

E)

Adult Performance and Student Outcomes

Short

Medium

Long

Staff:

Department Project Staff
State Support Team
Directors & Staff
External Evaluator

Materials:

DIBELS Next/AIMSweb
professional learning
materials;

Reading Tiered Fidelity
Inventory; MTSS materials;
Family engagement
guidance materials; Levels
of Collaboration Survey

Technology:
Early literacy data
dashboard

Partners:

Head Start, DD preschool
programs, libraries,
childcare providers,
business partners, IHEs,
faith-based orgs, after-
school programs

Train school teams in data
literacy for screening,
progress monitoring, and
instructional decision
making within a Multi-Tiered
System of Supports
(MTSS).

District Leadership Teams
and Building Leadership
Teams will establish family
and community
partnerships to promote
early literacy development.

School teams comprised of
preschool-grade 3 teachers,
intervention specialists,
speech-language
pathologists, Title | reading
teachers, principals; State
Support Team early literacy
specialists

District Leadership Teams
and elementary level
Building Leadership Team
and Teacher-Based Team
members

School team members will
demonstrate competent
usage of indicators of basic
early literacy skills (DIBELS
Next, AIMSweb) for
screening, progress
monitoring, instructional
decision making, and
communicating with families
within a Multi-Tiered System
of Supports (MTSS).

Schools and teachers will
increase family engagement
in literacy development.

Teachers of students in
preschool-grade 3 will use
data literacy skills to
implement screening,
progress monitoring, and
instructional decision
making with fidelity, as
assessed by the Reading

Tiered Fidelity Inventory and

the LETRS implementation
checklist.

District Leadership Team
and Building Leadership
Team members will use
collaborative partnerships to
guide the development of
and access to community-
wide systems of support for
literacy, as assessed by the
Levels of Collaboration
Survey.

Students in preschool-
grade 3 will demonstrate
gains in indicators of basic
early literacy skills with
accelerated rates of
improvement for students
at the greatest risk of
reading difficulty.

Department
~ of Edt Educatlon
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Goal 3.

All (100%) of the participating districts will engage their district and building administrators and teacher leaders in professional learning (i.e., professional learning and instructional
coaching) to strengthen leadership and systems change practices that support evidence-based early literacy and language core instruction and interventions by 2021.
Strategy 3.1. Implementation of Ohio Improvement Process’s shared leadership structures to promote proactive, equitable practices at every level.

Inputs

]

Outputs

Action Step

Participation

E)

Adult Performance and Student Outcomes

Short

Medium

Long

Staff:

Department Project Staff
State Support Team
Directors & Staff
External Evaluator

Materials:

Ohio Improvement Process
5-step process resources;
LETRS principal
professional learning
materials; Reading Tiered
Fidelity Inventory

Technology:
Early literacy data
dashboard

Implement the Ohio
Improvement Process,
targeting evidence-based
early literacy and language
core instruction and
interventions.

Provide coaching to
Teacher-Based Teams in
strengthening core
instruction using LETRS
principles and data-based
decision making.

Members of the District
Leadership Teams and
elementary level Building
Leadership Teams; State
Support Team early literacy
specialists.

Members of elementary
level Teacher-Based
Teams; instructional
coaches; State Support
Team early literacy
specialists.

District Leadership Team,
Building Leadership Team,
and Teacher-Based Team
members will support early
literacy instruction and
intervention through shared
leadership to promote
proactive, equitable
practices at the district,
building, and classroom
level.

Ohio Improvement Process
shared leadership
structures will be used
comprehensively at the
district, building, and
teacher levels to ensure
shared accountability for
data-driven strategic
planning to support (with
instructional coaching) the
implementation of a
proactive continuum of
early literacy and language
core instruction and
interventions.

Students in preschool-
grade 3 will demonstrate
gains in indicators of basic
early literacy skills with
accelerated rates of
improvement for students
at the greatest risk of
reading difficulty.

Department
~ of Edt Educatlon
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Appendix C. Data Source, Timeline and Collection Method

Engagement for Early
Literacy Inventory

Collaborative Structures

beginning in year 3 and then
annually in the spring

Measure(s) Theory of Action Strand Collection Timeline Collection Method
Leadership, Multi-Tiered
Coaching log System of Supports, Collected continuously Data Dashboard
Teacher Capacity
Family and Spring inventory administration
Community Parent Partnerships, for each incoming cohort

Data Dashboard

K-3 LETRS
Application of
Concepts (AoC)

Early Childhood
LETRS Application of
Concepts

Leadership, Multi-Tiered
System of Supports,
Teacher Capacity

Two observations per teacher
twice per year, beginning
January 2019 for Cohort 1 and
August 2019 for Cohort 2

Data Dashboard

Reading Tiered
Fidelity Inventory

Leadership, Multi-Tiered
System of Supports,
Teacher Capacity

Baseline Tier 1 in fall of
implementation year 1,
annual administration of Tier 1
and baseline Tiers 2 & 3 in
spring of implementation year
1,
annual administration of Tiers
1, 2 & 3in spring of years 2-5

Data Dashboard

Early literacy
curriculum-based
measures (DIBELS
Next or AIMSweb);
Ohio’s Third Grade
English Language
Arts Test;
state-approved
Reading Diagnostic
Assessments

Leadership, Multi-Tiered
System of Supports,
Teacher Capacity

Fall, winter and spring CBM
benchmark periods;
annual spring administration of
Ohio’s Third Grade English
Language Arts Test;
annual fall administration of
state approved reading
diagnostic assessment

Education
Management and
Information System

Kindergarten
Readiness

Assessment

Leadership, Multi-Tiered
System of Supports,
Teacher Capacity

Annually in the fall

Education
Management and
Information System
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https://dibels.org/dibelsnext.html

https://dibels.org/dibelsnext.html

http://www.aimsweb.com/about

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Testing/Ohios-State-Test-in-ELA-Math-Science-SocialStudies

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Testing/Ohios-State-Test-in-ELA-Math-Science-SocialStudies

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Testing/Ohios-State-Test-in-ELA-Math-Science-SocialStudies

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Learning-in-Ohio/Literacy/Third-Grade-Reading-Guarantee/Third-Grade-Reading-Guarantee-District-Resources/Reading-Diagnostic-Assessments

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Learning-in-Ohio/Literacy/Third-Grade-Reading-Guarantee/Third-Grade-Reading-Guarantee-District-Resources/Reading-Diagnostic-Assessments

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Early-Learning/Guidance-About-Kindergarten/Ohios-Kindergarten-Readiness-Assessment

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Early-Learning/Guidance-About-Kindergarten/Ohios-Kindergarten-Readiness-Assessment

http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Early-Learning/Guidance-About-Kindergarten/Ohios-Kindergarten-Readiness-Assessment
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Districts chose from a list of noncompliance reason codes when reporting evaluations that exceed the prescribed timelines.

		Number of Days Late

		Count of Records

		Reported Reasons for Missing Timeline



		1-9

		6

		Reported reasons include scheduling conflicts with family. 



		10-50

		8

		Reported reasons include scheduling conflicts with family.



		51-99

		6

		No reasons for noncompliance were reported.



		100 or more / Cannot calculate

		12

		No reasons for noncompliance were reported. Districts likely did not report the correct events to the EMIS system.
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Participation and performance of children with disabilities on statewide assessments by test type and accommodation type at the state, district, and school levels



1) Go to the Ohio School Report Cards Advanced Reports page and select “Begin”.



https://reportcard.education.ohio.gov/advanced



2) Select “Test Results”.



3) For state-level results, select “Proficiency Levels with Student & Test Disagg (State)”.



4) Select “2018-2019 School Year” and the forward arrow to move this to the “Selected” box.



5) Select “Assessment Required Test Type” and “Assessment Accommodation Type” to view the results disaggregated by regular and alternate assessments as well as the type of testing accommodations received.



6) Select “Disabled Flag” and the forward arrow to move this to the “Selected” box to view the results disaggregated by students with and without disabilities. (Selecting “Disability” will disaggregate the results by disability category.)



7) Select “Run Report” at the bottom, left corner of the screen.



8) The resulting state-level report shows participation counts and proficiency levels by test type and accommodation type for each tested subject and grade. With “Disabled Flag” selected, the “Y” columns contain data for students with disabilities, while the “N” columns contain data for students without disabilities.



9) To export the results to Excel, select the “Export” picture icon and follow the prompts.



10) To view results at the district or building levels, select the applicable report type in step 3, then repeat steps 4-7.
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Sampling Element

The targeted population for this indicator (sampling element) is parents and primary caregivers of children and youth with disabilities, ages 3-21, reported to ODE on the December 1, 2005 child count.

Sampling Unit

The sampling unit for this indicator consists of school districts, community schools, and state supported schools. Each year, approximately one-sixth of these LEAs will be selected using a stratified random sampling technique. LEAs with average daily memberships (ADM) exceeding 50,000 will be required to participate in the sample each year.

Sampling Frame

The common core of data resides within the Education Management Information System (EMIS) at ODE. LEA demographic data provided the sampling frame for categorizing and stratifying LEAs that provide special education services to children and youth with disabilities. OEC utilized an existing review cycle established by ODE’s Office of Federal Programs to identify LEAs for sampling across the six-year period of the State Performance Plan. The demographic data described below is reflective of LEA enrollment in Ohio during the 2005-2006 school year.

Sampling Categories

Children and youth with disabilities in Ohio, ages 6-21, receive IDEA Part B special education services through the following operationally defined categories:

Category 1

Traditional Local Educational Agencies (TLEAs)—OEC recognized 611 districts as Traditional Local Educational Agencies when baseline data were collected.

Category 2

Community Schools—The term “community schools” is synonymous with “Charter Schools” in Ohio.

Category 3

Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City Schools—OSEP requires annual sampling of all LEAs with average daily memberships (ADM) exceeding 50,000. Both the Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City Schools met this requirement.

Category 4

State Supported Schools— This category includes the Ohio State School for the Blind, the Ohio School for the Deaf, and the Department of Youth Services (i.e., “corrections”), as well as other state funded institutions that serve children and youth with disabilities under IDEA 2004.

The four categories described above include 100% of Ohio’s approximately 247, 000 children and youth with disabilities, ages 6-21, served in IDEA Part B special education services. Table 1 shows the number of LEAs within each category, along with the number of students with disabilities receiving special education services.

Indicator 8, Table 1: Numbers of LEAs by Category and Students Ages 6-21 with IEPs

		Category #

		Category Title

		LEAs in Category

		Students with IEPs



		1

		Traditional Local Educational Agencies (TLEAs)

		611

		220,051



		2

		Community Schools

		216

		7,917



		3

		Cleveland & Columbus

		2

		18,221



		4

		State Supported Schools

		3

		371



		Total

		

		832

		246,560





Children and youth with disabilities of preschool age in Ohio receive IDEA Part B special education services through the following operationally defined categories:

Category 1

Traditional Local Educational Agencies (TLEAs)—OEC recognized 252 districts serving preschool students with disabilities as Traditional Local Educational Agencies when baseline data were collected. This category included state supported schools serving preschool students with disabilities.

Category 2

Other Educational Entities—This category included regional Educational Service Centers and Joint Vocational School Districts that serve preschool students with disabilities under IDEA 2004.

Category 3

Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City Schools—OSEP requires annual sampling of all LEAs with average daily memberships (ADM) exceeding 50,000. Both the Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City Schools met this requirement.

The three categories described above include 100% of Ohio’s approximately 29,000 preschool students with disabilities served in IDEA Part B special education services. Table 2 shows the number of LEAs within each category, along with the number of students with disabilities receiving special education services.

Indicator 8, Table 2: Numbers of LEAs by Category and Preschool Students with IEPs

		Category #

		Category Title

		LEAs in Category

		Students with IEPs



		1

		Traditional Local Educational Agencies (TLEAs)

		252

		17,223



		2

		Other Educational Entities

		59

		9,410



		3

		Cleveland & Columbus

		2

		2,174



		Total

		

		313

		28,807





Sample Size

The samples consisted of parents and primary caregivers of at least 383 children, ages 6-21, receiving special education services during the 2005-2006 school year, and parents and primary caregivers of at least 377 children of preschool age receiving special education services during the 2005-2006 school year. The sample sizes of at least 383 and 377 were determined using a web-based sampling calculator made available by Creative Research Systems, based on populations of approximately 247,000 children and youth with disabilities, ages 6-21, and 29,000 children and youth with disabilities of preschool age. The numbers of parents selected for the samples reflect a confidence level of 95%, with a confidence interval of + or – 5%. Using the stratification types described in the following sections, OEC selected parents and primary caregivers of 383 students, ages 6-21, and 377 students of preschool age, distributed proportionately. Tables 3 and 4 show the percentage of students with disabilities within each category and the proportionate number of surveys collected from each category, for students ages 6-21 and of preschool age, respectively. For each year of the survey cycle OEC will select the sample of schools and districts without replacement, but the sample size should not vary significantly.

Indicator 8, Table 3: Percent of Students Ages 6-21 Served and Sample Size by Category

		Category #

		Category Title

		Percent of Students with Disabilities Served

		Sample Size



		1

		TLEAs

		89%

		342



		2

		Community Schools

		3%

		12



		3

		Cleveland & Columbus

		7%

		28



		4

		State Supported Schools

		<1%

		1



		Total

		

		100%

		383





Indicator 8, Table 4: Percent of Preschool Students Served and Sample Size by Category

		Category #

		Category Title

		Percent of Students with Disabilities Served

		Sample Size



		1

		TLEAs

		60%

		226



		2

		Other Educational Entities

		33%

		123



		3

		Cleveland & Columbus

		7%

		28



		Total

		

		100%

		377





Stratification Description

To ensure that all eligible parents and primary caregivers of students ages 6-21 were included in the sample, OEC utilized a proportional selection process based on the following strata: (1) stratification based on special education enrollment in Traditional Local Educational Agencies (TLEAs), and (2) stratification based on school type (e.g., community schools, state supported schools) and school districts with an Average Daily Membership (ADM) exceeding 50,000 (i.e., Cleveland Municipal City Schools and Columbus City Schools).

To ensure that all eligible parents and primary caregivers of preschool students were included in the sample, OEC utilized a proportional selection process based on the following strata: (1) stratification based on special education enrollment in Traditional Local Educational Agencies (TLEAs), and (2) stratification based on school type (e.g., other educational entities) and school districts with an Average Daily Membership (ADM) of 50,000+ (i.e., Cleveland Municipal City Schools and Columbus City Schools).

OEC developed these strata: (1) to obtain survey data from parents of children and youth with disabilities receiving services in all types of LEAs irrespective of enrollment size, (2) to ensure that the widest range of LEAs could be included in the sampling pools, and (3) to facilitate the overall logistics involved with data collection. OEC could not employ one data collection strategy to serve all of these purposes simultaneously; therefore, the following sections describe the sample selection process and overall data collection strategy used for each level of stratification.

1. Stratification Based on Special Education Enrollment for Traditional Local Educational Agencies

[bookmark: _ftnref1][bookmark: _ftnref2]This stratification level included LEAs in Category 1 – Traditional Local Educational Agencies (TLEAs). As indicated in Tables 3 and 4, in 2005-2006 TLEAs served 89% of the children and youth with disabilities in Ohio, ages 6-21, and 60% of the children with disabilities of preschool age in Ohio. As such, survey data were collected from approximately 347[1] parents of children and youth with disabilities, ages 6-21, served within this category, and approximately 232[2] parents of preschool children served within this category, reflecting the overall proportion in relation to the overall number of children and youth with IEPs served. TLEAs have been divided into six representative cluster groups in order to align selection of these districts with the selection process used for Ohio’s Comprehensive Continuous Improvement Plans. Each cluster group will comprise the TLEA samples for the corresponding year of the process. Tables 5 and 6 show the number of LEAs within each cluster group, along with the number of children and youth with IEPs served within the cluster and the corresponding sample year, for students ages 6-21 and of preschool age, respectively.

Indicator 8, Table 5: Number of LEAs, Students Ages 6-21 Served, and Sample Year by Cluster

		Cluster

		LEAs

		Students with Disabilities

		Sample Year



		Cluster 1

		105

		38,374

		2005-2006



		Cluster 2

		95

		31,598

		2006-2007



		Cluster 3

		102

		36,565

		2007-2008



		Cluster 4

		107

		38,926

		2008-2009



		Cluster 5

		100

		30,773

		2009-2010



		Cluster 6

		102

		43815

		2010-2011





Indicator 8, Table 6: Number of LEAs, Preschool Students Served, and Sample Year by Cluster

		Cluster

		LEAs

		Students with Disabilities

		Sample Year



		Cluster 1

		37

		2,700

		2005-2006



		Cluster 2

		38

		2,412

		2006-2007



		Cluster 3

		41

		2,854

		2007-2008



		Cluster 4

		42

		3,076

		2008-2009



		Cluster 5

		41

		1,940

		2009-2010



		Cluster 6

		53

		4,241

		2010-2011





To ensure that the samples reflected LEA size and were representative of all LEAs serving children and youth with IEPs ages 6-21 and children of preschool age, each TLEA cluster group was partitioned into quartiles (the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles) based on the total enrollment of children and youth with IEPs within the cluster. The quartiles represent four groups of equal size. OEC calculated the number of LEAs within each quartile range, along with the number of children and youth with IEPs served within each quartile range. With this information, OEC calculated the number of parents to be administered the survey within each quartile range.

The samples for this stratification level must be comprised of all TLEAs within each quartile in order for each LEA to be included in the sample over the six-year period. The number of surveys obtained from each quartile will reflect the overall proportion in relation to the overall number of children and youth with IEPs served.

2. Stratification Based on School Type: Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City School Districts, community schools, other educational entities, and state supported schools

Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City School Districts

States are required to annually sample from all LEAs with an ADM that exceeds 50,000 children. During 2005-2006 this stratification level included two Ohio LEAs, the Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City School Districts. Combined, these two districts accounted for about 7% of children and youth with disabilities, ages 6-21, and about 7% of preschool children with disabilities receiving special education services statewide. As such, approximately 7% of the total samples were drawn from these two LEAs (approximately 28 surveys per sample). To ensure full coverage of these LEAs in the sample of parents and primary caregivers of students ages 6-21, stratification was based on school type: elementary, middle and secondary schools. The number of surveys collected from each school type reflected the overall proportion in relation to the overall number of children and youth with IEPs served within the district.

To ensure full coverage of Cleveland Municipal City and Columbus City School Districts in the sample of parents and primary caregivers of students ages 6-21 and of preschool age over the six-year period, parents and primary caregivers of students will be selected from elementary, middle and secondary schools and preschool units without replacement. That is, the schools and preschool units from which parents and primary caregivers are selected will not be included in the sample for more than one year.

Community Schools, State Supported Schools and Other Educational Entities

Like the process used to select the number of surveys completed by TLEAs, community schools collected survey data in proportion to their respective populations of students with disabilities, ages 6-21, served in IDEA Part B special education services. Approximately 36 surveys were completed by parents whose children received special education services in community schools.

State supported schools also collected survey data in proportion to their respective populations of students with disabilities, ages 6-21, served in IDEA Part B special education services. One survey was collected from a state supported school for the 2005-2006 sample.

Likewise, other educational entities collected survey data in proportion to their respective populations of preschool students served in IDEA Part B special education services. Approximately 123 surveys were completed by parents whose children of preschool age received special education services by other educational entities.

Participant Selection

OEC used the same process of parent selection for all stratification levels. After determining the required number of surveys per LEA for the samples, OEC sent a letter to the superintendent or administrator of the school district, community school, state supported school, or other educational entity to inform him or her of the need to establish a local contact to ensure proper dissemination of the survey. OEC provided the local contact with specific “decision rules” for selecting children and youth whose parents were asked to complete the survey. In general, these directions consisted of how to use the roster sampling method for the selection process. In each case, local contacts were asked to archive the list (printed or computerized) for future validation, if necessary, through ODE desk audits or onsite verification and monitoring activities.

Instrumentation

To collect data for this indicator, OEC utilized components of the IDEA Part B Parent Surveys developed by the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM). OEC comprised its surveys of the IDEA Part B sections Schools’ Efforts to Partner with Parents (25 items) and Preschool Special Education Partnership Efforts and Quality of Services (50 items). (See attached surveys).

Data Collection Procedures

Data were collected via dissemination of two parent surveys using several options designed to promote maximum response rate. LEAs were permitted to use a method of communication delivery already established with parents (e.g. surveys may have been mailed, or parents may have had the survey read to them, either by a same-language speaker/interpreter or another parent of a child with a disability).

The Ohio Coalition for the Education of Children with Disabilities (OCECD), Ohio’s Parent Training and Information (PTI) Center, provided assistance with collecting survey information. Parents returned completed surveys to the Ohio Department of Education. ODE logged surveys in and sent them to OCECD, who input the surveys in a database and tracked receipt of the required number of surveys from each LEA. OCECD contacted LEAs, as needed, to prompt return of the required number of surveys. In cases in which LEAs encountered refusal or non-cooperation from individually selected parents, OCECD directed the LEAs to select additional parents to survey to obtain the required number, using the roster sampling method. Neither the LEA nor ODE connected survey responses directly to parents.

[1] The sample for this stratification level must be comprised of all TLEAs within each cluster in order for each LEA to be included in the sample over the six-year period. Table 3 lists a sample size of 342; however, in order to sample all LEAs within this category, the 2005-2006 sample size consisted of 347 surveys.

[2] The sample for this stratification level must be comprised of all TLEAs within each cluster in order for each LEA to be included in the sample over the six-year period. Table 4 lists a sample size of 226; however, in order to sample all LEAs within this category, the 2005-2006 sample size consisted of 232 surveys.

[3] The sample for this stratification level was comprised of one-sixth of the community schools, which allows for the sampling of all community schools within the six-year period. Table 3 lists a sample size of 12; however, the total number of community schools in 2005-2006 required a sample size of 36.






General Supervision System

The Ohio Department of Education (ODE), Office for Exceptional Children (OEC), in coordination with the Office of Early Learning and School Readiness (OEL&SR), has developed a system of general supervision that includes multiple levels to review the implementation of IDEA by the state's local education agencies (LEAs). The system is designed to: (1) Ensure compliance with the statutory requirements of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA) and the Operating Standards for Ohio Educational Agencies Serving Children with Disabilities; and (2) Improve services and outcomes for students with disabilities.

Data on Processes and Results

As part of the state’s general supervision responsibilities, data are used to drive decision making about program management and improvement. OEC routinely examines multiple sources of data to track LEA performance and target technical assistance and resources that will assist LEAs and the state in meeting SPP/APR targets.

EMIS

Ohio collects and stores nearly all of the data aggregated for the State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR) using its Education Management Information System (EMIS). EMIS is a statewide data collection system for individual student-level data for preschool, primary and secondary education, as well as staff and fiscal data. Much like the federal EdFacts system, EMIS provides specifications that are used to define elements and submission requirements. Each individual LEA purchases or develops software tools capable of meeting those specifications. Data are collected by the LEA, cleaned and aggregated at regional Information Technology Centers (ITCs) and passed on to the state EMIS databases. The state EMIS Office provides many data verification reports that provide LEAs and ITCs with feedback about the validity of their data and makes available frequent opportunities for data correction during each reporting window. OEC’s monitoring includes comparison of individual student records maintained by the district to the data reported in EMIS.

LEA Special Education Profiles

Each traditional district, community school, and state-supported school receives an annual Special Education Profile. This document contains a summary of the LEA’s performance on the SPP/APR indicators, notifies the LEA of noncompliance or selection for investigation or survey participation, and identifies actions the LEA must take to improve performance and meet compliance in accordance with IDEA requirements. The Special Education Profile includes trend data and graphs/charts which support communication of LEA performance among staff and facilitate root cause analysis of performance on specific indicators for continuous improvement. The data are not masked, even if they only represent the status of a single student’s data record, so that LEAs can measure their progress regardless of size.

CCIP

The Comprehensive Continuous Improvement Plan (CCIP) is a unified grants application and verification system that enables LEAs to look across multiple funding streams and channel resources to areas of greatest need. Each year LEAs submit CCIPs by completing the Planning Tool, which includes the goals, strategies, action steps and district goal amounts for all grants included in the CCIP; and the Funding Application, which LEAs use to describe their budget, budget details, nonpublic services and other related items. The CCIP supports LEAs in developing plans that align funding sources and involve parents, staff, teachers, administrators and community members in improving results for all students.

Fiscal Management

Ohio’s system of general supervision includes mechanisms to provide oversight in the distribution and use of IDEA funds at the state and local level. These mechanisms include:

Special Education Maintenance of Effort (MOE) for LEAs

According to IDEA, Sec.613 (A)(iii), and federal regulation section §300.203, states must ensure that all LEAs expend for the education of children with disabilities in local and state funds, an amount which is at least the same in total or per capita, as the amount spent in the most recent fiscal year for which information is available. This is known as Maintenance of Effort, or MOE. OEC monitors MOE for all LEAs annually to determine if they are spending the same amount or more of local and state funds on special education services as they did in the previous fiscal year. Any LEA identified as not meeting this requirement must submit a written statement explaining the cause of the discrepancy and describe the corrective action steps to be taken. OEC continually monitors these LEAs to ensure that funds are utilized according to federal requirements.

Fiscal Reviews 

OEC utilizes the Fiscal Review process to focus specifically on how LEAs use their special education funds to improve results for children and youth with disabilities. The Fiscal Review is completed by personnel from OEC and addresses the use of federal flow-through funds and/or state funds designated for students with disabilities and consists of the following components:

Statement of Account Review

OEC verifies that the district’s financial report matches the Final Expenditure Report (FER) data submitted in the Comprehensive Continuous Improvement Planning Application.

Payroll Expenditure Review

OEC verifies that the district charges IDEA payroll expenses to valid fund, function and object codes and it documents time and effort. OEC verifies that the district’s special education staff is properly licensed to educate students with disabilities.

Non-Payroll Expenditure Review

OEC verifies that the district charges IDEA non-payroll expenses to valid fund, function and object codes; documents expenditures per district procurement policy (purchase orders, invoices, bids, etc.); and justifies that the service or item purchased will support the education of students with disabilities. OEC also verifies that the district has expended IDEA funds on behalf of students who attend nonpublic schools per the district’s NS3 Consultation Guide and has a contract or a memorandum of understanding in place for all students with disabilities placed out of the district by the district.

Equipment/Capital Outlay Expenditure Review

OEC verifies that the district has in place and follows an equipment/capital outlay procurement policy. OEC also verifies that the district has expended IDEA funds on behalf of students with disabilities who attend nonpublic schools per the district’s NS3 Consultation Guide.

Child Find for Area Chartered and Non-chartered Nonpublic Schools

OEC verifies that the district maintains records of the number of children attending chartered nonpublic schools within the boundaries of the LEA who were evaluated for special education services, the number of children attending area nonpublic schools determined to be students with disabilities, and the total number of children attending area nonpublic schools (both children with disabilities and those without). OEC also verifies that the district holds timely consultation with area nonpublic schools by reviewing data in the NS3 Consultation Guide.

Public Participation Verification

OEC verifies that the district provides parents with adequate notice of a public hearing to provide comment on how the district plans to spend its IDEA funds and that the district actually conducts the public hearing meeting.

Redirection for Comprehensive Early Intervening Services (CEIS)

OEC verifies whether the district voluntarily opted to redirect IDEA funds for CEIS.

After completion of the review, OEC issues a report to the LEA detailing the areas reviewed, findings of noncompliance and any corrective action that the LEA must complete as soon as possible and within one year of the report’s date (including the recovery of funds, if warranted).

Integrated Monitoring Activities

Ohio’s system of general supervision includes integrated monitoring activities to provide oversight in the implementation of IDEA requirements and performance on SPP/APR indicators at the local level. Ohio’s monitoring system is designed to:

· Investigate potential noncompliance using a variety of sources;

· Ensure correction in a timely manner;

· Verify that data reported reflect actual practice; and

· Ensure consistency with the requirements set forth in OSEP Memo 09-02.

Ohio integrates effective monitoring strategies across all components of the general supervision system using various data sources and methods to monitor all LEAs. Monitoring activities are designed to ensure continuous examination of performance for compliance and results, both onsite and off-site. Monitoring protocols focus on specific priority areas selected according to SPP/APR targets and improvement needs. Ohio’s integrated monitoring activities include:

· Compliance Indicator Reviews;

· Strategic Improvement Self-Reviews; and

· Selective Reviews.

All LEAs participate in some level of monitoring review annually. Each review method involves a different level of intensity and resources from both OEC and LEAs.

Compliance Indicator Reviews

Compliance Indicator Reviews are conducted annually with all LEAs to identify and correct noncompliance with the following SPP/APR indicators:


· Indicator 4 - discrepancies in suspension/expulsion rates between students with disabilities and students without disabilities;

· Indicators 9 and 10 - disproportionate representation in specific disability categories or across all categories due to inappropriate identification;

· Indicator 11 - timely completion of initial evaluations;

· Indicator 12 - timely transition from Part C to Part B services with an IEP implemented by the child’s third birthday;

· Indicator 13 - secondary transition planning for students with disabilities ages 16 and above; and

· Indicator 20 - timely and accurate data reporting.

OEC and OEL&SR analyze year-end data for these indicators to identify LEAs with performance rates indicating noncompliance. Each LEA that serves students with disabilities receives an annual Special Education Profile from OEC. The Profile contains a summary of the LEA’s performance on all the SPP/APR indicators, identifies areas of noncompliance and describes actions the LEA must take to improve performance and meet compliance in accordance with IDEA requirements on the identified indicators. LEAs identified as noncompliant for specific indicator(s) must develop corrective action plans that include improvement strategies to ensure correction and must demonstrate correction as soon as possible, but no later than one year from the notification of noncompliance. As part of the review process, OEC reviews student records to ensure correction of individual cases of noncompliance, reviews additional student records to ensure systemic correction, and verifies that data reported in the Education Management Information System (EMIS) reflects actual practice.

Strategic Improvement Self-Reviews

The intent of the Strategic Improvement Self-Review process is to maximize the use of resources that will result in better academic, social and post-secondary outcomes for students with disabilities and to meet regulatory requirements. The Strategic Improvement Self-Review is a four-phase process. The LEA conducts a self-review (facilitated by OEC and State Support Team staff) in the first phase. In the second phase, the LEA implements identified improvement strategies with the assistance of SST and OEC staff. In the third phase, OEC begins its onsite review activities in the LEA. Depending on the outcomes of the OEC review activities, the fourth phase is used for additional training and directed activities as needed.

Selective Reviews

When issues of concern are brought to ODE’s attention regarding an LEA’s implementation of IDEA, a selective review may be conducted. A selective review is individually designed for the LEA based on the issues presented, however, the review still incorporates the primary review activities (parent/public meeting, record review, staff interview and data verification) conducted during a typical onsite review. The purpose of a selective review is to determine compliance with federal and state regulations and to assist LEAs in resolving specific issues or concerns.

Effective Dispute Resolution

OEC ensures timely and effective resolution of disputes related to IDEA requirements through a variety of means, including IEP facilitation, mediation, complaint investigation and due process hearings. In addition, the office tracks the issues identified during dispute resolution to determine whether patterns or trends exist and to prioritize technical assistance activities.

Complaints and Related Investigation

OEC encourages parents and family members to work with schools to resolve differences. However, situations may arise where parents or other family members believe the school has violated federal or state law. OEC, with the assistance of ODE legal counsel, has instituted effective complaint investigation procedures, allowing issues to be resolved in a timely manner. OEC investigates written and signed allegations concerning a violation of state or federal special education law. If the LEA is found in noncompliance, the letter of findings specifies the required corrective action(s) to be taken by the LEA. OEC’s complaint process requires that all corrective actions must be implemented within one year. The complaint file remains open until corrective action is completed, while complaint investigators monitor corrective action plans to ensure compliance with timelines. If corrective action is not completed, the LEA may be subject to progressive sanctions. In general, the complaint process allows for the prompt resolution of complaints at no cost to either the complainant or the LEA and may be considered less adversarial than a due process hearing.

Due Process Hearings

OEC is responsible for establishing procedures for resolution meetings and due process complaints, which provide a remedy for a parent or LEA in matters related to the identification, evaluation, educational placement or provision of a free appropriate public education (FAPE) to a child with a disability. Within 15 days of receiving notice of the parent’s due process complaint, and prior to the initiation of a due process hearing, the LEA must convene a meeting with the parent and the relevant members of the IEP team who have specific knowledge of the facts identified in the complaint. The purpose of this resolution meeting is for the parent of the child to discuss the due process complaint, so that the LEA has the opportunity to resolve the issue that is the basis for the complaint. Upon request, OEC will provide the LEA with a mediator for the resolution session to assist both parties in clearly communicating their concerns and how they are willing to address those concerns. If a resolution to the dispute is not reached at the meeting, the process moves on to involve the participation of an impartial hearing officer and attorneys and therefore may involve costs for the parent and the LEA.

Mediation

Mediation is a voluntary process for resolving disputes between two parties. For mediation to occur, both sides must agree to mediate. This process is facilitated by a trained, impartial third party, the mediator, who helps the parties communicate with each other about their concerns in an effort to reach a mutually acceptable solution. To keep parents, advocacy organizations and schools informed about mediation and other conflict resolution options, OEC:

· Makes information on mediation available through the department website and through a toll-free phone number;

· Provides information about the mediation process to LEAs, Educational Service Centers, superintendents, directors of special education/pupil services, and regional State Support Teams;

· Contacts parents directly to provide information on mediation when the parent files either a formal written complaint or a request for a due process hearing, or when parents inquire about conflict resolution; and

· Collaborates with the Ohio Coalition for the Education of Children with Disabilities, Ohio Legal Rights Services, Ohio Protection and Advocacy Association, Child Advocacy Center of Ohio, Buckeye Association of School Administrators, State Support Teams, and the Center for Appropriate Dispute Resolution (CADRE) to disseminate information on mediation.

Facilitation

OEC also manages a facilitation process that takes place in a team meeting, such as an individualized education program (IEP) team meeting, evaluation planning meeting or an evaluation team meeting, at no cost to the parents or LEA. Facilitation may be used at any time the team cannot reach consensus concerning a student’s evaluation planning, evaluation or IEP. A party does not have to file a formal written complaint or request for a due process hearing to utilize facilitation.

While facilitation is not required by statute, it has been adopted by OEC because it can be less adversarial than a formal written complaint or request for due process hearing. The facilitator is a neutral third party who is not a member of the team and does not make any decision for the team. Having a facilitator assists the team in keeping the focus on the student. The facilitator models effective methods of communication and listening with the goal of enhancing relationships among the team members, resulting in improved services for the student and more effective communication among team members in the future.

OEC conducts training for hearing officers, mediators and facilitators on IDEA requirements and dispute resolution procedures. OEC also evaluates the mediation, facilitation and due process systems on an ongoing basis and makes revisions to these programs based on evaluation data and feedback from participants.

Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions

Supporting improvement and ensuring correction through incentives and sanctions are critical components of Ohio’s general supervision system. The enforcement of regulations, policies and procedures is required by IDEA and state law. State guidelines and directives also steer the technical assistance provided to ensure the correction of noncompliance and, ultimately, to meet state and local targets.

LEA Determinations

Parallel to the determinations that OSEP annually makes for states, states must use the same four categories to make annual determinations of each LEA’s implementation of IDEA requirements. Determinations, known as Special Education Ratings in Ohio, evaluate the performance of each LEA against a subset of SPP/APR targets.

The IDEA Part B regulations at §300.600(a) specifically designate the enforcement actions that states must apply after an LEA is determined to “Need Assistance” for two consecutive years, “Need Intervention” for three or more consecutive years, or immediately when an LEA is determined to “Need Substantial Intervention.” Based on these regulations, the table below displays the enforcement actions required by ODE for determinations other than "Meets Requirements":

		Category

		ODE Enforcement Actions



		Needs Assistance (Year 1)

		Inform LEAs of technical assistance available from State Support Teams (SSTs) and other resources.



		Needs Assistance (Year 2)

		Require a district self-review and corrective action plan to address compliance indicator(s) with lower scores.



		Needs Intervention

		Require a district self-review and corrective action plan to address the compliance and/or student results indicator(s) with lower scores.



		Needs Substantial Intervention

		· Withhold, in whole or in part, any Part B funds;

· Require completion of specific corrective actions before release of funds; and

· Require intensive SST support.





Sanctions

The Ohio Department of Education has developed a system of progressive sanctions for LEAs identified with noncompliance that do not complete corrective activities within required timelines. Possible sanctions include withholding or directing the use of IDEA funds.




