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Introduction

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

Executive Summary

Rhode Island has worked diligently to maintain and improve outcomes for students with disabilities. Executive Summary for our Indicators: 

Indicator 1: The target graduation rate for the 2017-2018 school year is 66.9%. Using the 4-year cohort, the target was not met however, no slippage occurred from the previous year and remained at 63%. Using the 5-year cohort, at a 70.4% rate, Rhode Island exceeded the target by 3.5 percentage points.

Indicator 2: The target graduation rate for the 2017-2018 school year is 17.7%. For FFY 2018, Rhode Island's dropout rate is 6.48% exceeding the target by 11%.

Indicator 3 : In five years, RI students have transitioned from NECAP to PARCC to RICAT and the SAT's. Thus, the state summative assessments are inconclusive as to the achievement of RI students with IEPs. It is important for parents to gauge their student successes by their daily school work and by formative assessments as well as the state summative results.

Indicators 4a and 4b: There were no districts with a significant discrepancy in rates of suspension of more than 10 days out of school for students with IEPs compared to students without IEPs, including by race/ethnicity. There were no districts that met the “n” size of having at least 10 students with IEPs suspended more than 10 days out of school. 

Indicator 5 :The OSCAS and RIDE continue to monitor the improvements in LRE throughout RI schools. At this time, the USDOE requires no action for Indicator #5

 Indicator 6: Over the last several years, RIDE has reported a steady increase in the percentage of young children attending and receiving the majority of their special education and related services in regular early childhood programs. Although this year remained stable at 49%, RI has witnessed a 7% increase over the last 5 years. RIDE is equally pleased to report a steady decrease in the percentage of young children attending separate special education classes, separate schools and residential facilities. RI has witnessed a 7.6% decrease over the last 5 years, with a decrease from 13.73% in FFY 2017 to 12.58% in FFY 2018. With support from RIDE, we expect to continue witnessing improvement. 

Indicator 7: RI is pleased to report that the FFY 18 data represents the third year where RI moved from the use of Teaching Strategies GOLD to the successful implementation of the COS process as a means of collecting the federally mandated Child Outcomes data. The Rhode Island COS process, which was developed in conjunction with Early Intervention, continues to be supported by the new policies, protocols and professional development to ensure fidelity to a Child Outcomes system that supports both families and all stakeholders. In FFY 2017, RIDE reported on 768 preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs that were assessed using the COS process. Providing both technical assistance and professional development to all districts during FFY2018, RIDE was able to increase the number of children assessed by 43.1%. This significant increase may account for slippage in A1, A2, B2 and C1. 

Indicator 8: Parent Involvement: For the first time, the same survey was delivered to parents of students receiving general education and special education. The response group included parents of students with disabilities of every grade level from Pre-Kindergarten to 12th grade and was representative of the state population of students with disabilities for gender, race/ethnicity and English language learner (ELL) status. A total of 24,688 surveys were sent to all parents. The response rate substantially increased from spring 2018 (2,936 responses) to 2019 (5,074 responses) from parents of students with IEPs for an overall return rate of approximately 17%. Of the surveys submitted, 83.4% were completed online and 16.6% were returned by paper. The number of respondent parents who reported schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities was 2,068. The percent of respondent parents who reported that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities divided by the total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities, times 100, totals the Indicator 8 percentage of 32.09%.

Indicator 9: One district was found to have disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification of children with disabilities by race/ethnicity under all disabilities reported for Indicator 9. 


 Indicator 10: No districts were found to have disproportionate representation due to inappropriate identification in discrete disability categories. 

Indicator 11: The Special Education Initial Evaluation System is on eRIDE and every local education agency must enter their data through this system. All children with parental consent for an initial evaluation to determine eligibility for special education services must be reported on this system. The purpose of this system is to ensure that all children for whom parental consent to evaluate, were evaluated within 60 calendar days (not business days) as stated under Regulation 300.301 of Rhode Island’s Regulations Governing The Education Of Children With Disabilities. FFY2018 rate of compliance was 99.35% an increase of .14 from the prior year of FFY2017 when the rate of compliance was 99.21% 

Indicator 12: Although Rhode Island did not meet 100% compliance, the FFY 2018 data once again represents a very high percentage of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who were found eligible for Part B, and who had an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. RI is pleased to report 98.4% compliance. 

 Indicator 13: For FFY 2018, Rhode Island has a 99.98% compliance rate, improved over the 98.21% compliance baseline established in FFY 2009. Indicator 13 continues to demonstrate solid and continuous improvement in both compliance and quality.

Indicator 14: For FFY 2018, although Rhode Island did not meet measurement targets for Indicator 14, Measurement A increased by 3.02% which may be a potential reason for the slippage in Measurement B and slight slippage in Measurement C. Survey response and engagement rate remain consistent with the previous year which has reflected stronger survey efforts and improved implementation of postschool outcome strategies and evidenced based practices. 

Indicator 15: The resolution sessions indicator is the percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements (R.S.A.). In the FFY 2018 there were 11 resolution sessions in which 6 of were resolved through settlement agreements. The FFY 2018 target was 56% and the FFY 2018 data percentage is 54.55% thus resulting in “slippage.” 

Indicator 16: The percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements. In FFY 2018 the Rhode Island Department of Education received 40 requests for mediation. Out of the 40 requests for mediation, 27 mediations were held. Out of those 27 mediations, 25 resulted in agreements, 1 being related to due process complaints. The FFY 2018 target was 91%. The FFY 2018 actual data percentage is 92.59% resulting in “No slippage.” 

Indicator 17: FFY 2019 target is 11.8%. 1.3% of Black or Hispanic students with learning disabilities in Grades 3–5 met or exceeded expectations on the RICAS mathematics assessment in 2019. Although this represents a 0.2 percentage point increase from 2018, it does not meet the target of 11.8% on the SiMR. With last year’s new baseline of 1%, performance for the SiMR population continues to be an area of significant need. The State engaged in technical assistance activities in 19 schools in 9 districts, representing sites from 3 cohorts. A leadership PLC occurs in addition to other training and coaching activities to support changes in systems and adult behaviors driven by site-based needs assessments and improvement plans.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
62
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

The General Supervision System in Rhode Island is managed by the Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE), Office of Student, Community & Academic Supports (OSCAS) as the State Education Agency (SEA) and is composed of three primary operations: Performance monitoring through the LEA Consolidated Resource Plan Application Differentiated Monitoring: School Support System (SSS) 
Rhode Island’s Collaborative System of Differentiated Monitoring: School Support System (SSS) incorporates a variety of instruments and procedures that are utilized to ensure performance and compliance with state and federal laws and regulations. The process is an ongoing and focused for LEAs and requires LEA self-assessment, data analysis, interviews, surveys and on-site visits. Combined with the Consolidated Resource Plan review and other SEA level reviews of data and district performance, the Differentiated Monitoring: School Support System provides an important accountability element which supports the continuous improvement philosophy of RIDE with each LEA. As a result, LEAs are in some level of monitoring continuously. On-site review occurs if performance and/or compliance data indicate a need for on-site review, RIDE will initiate such a review. FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR). Upon completion of an on-site review, RIDE will develop a corrective action/support plan that is directed at increasing student performance founded on proven practice. In addition, the support plan addressed findings of general supervision and appropriate corrective actions. The data sources utilized in the continuous review process are utilized for subsequent verification of compliance and improved LEA performance. Further information about Rhode Island’s Collaborative System of Tiered Monitoring: School Support System is available at; www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/SchoolSupportSystem.aspx. In addition, reports for recent on-site visits and support plans are available for public review. 

Dispute Resolution Center. Office of Community Academic and Students Supports (OSCAS) utilizes a number of formal and informal dispute resolution options that emphasizes collaborative relationships between families and schools in the interest of productive, shared decision-making that ensures FAPE for every child with a disability. A preventative approach, the system promotes an understanding that relationships and trust are the core of partnership; that conflict is not a necessary result of differences; and that differences in perspective and opinion among parents and professionals, within and beyond the IEP process, are not only expected but valuable when productively managed. OSCAS is committed to accurately overseeing and reporting on the local resolution process. At the same time, to reduce the need to rely on due process to ensure FAPE, the OSCAS addresses dispute resolution within the context of continuous improvement. Rhode Island’s model for continuous improvement and operation of an effective, high quality system of dispute resolution and due process in special education, the centerpiece of which is family-school partnership for FAPE. 

OSCAS operates a Special Education Call Center which has handled as many as 200 calls in one month to assist parents and school districts in resolving their differences amicably. However, there are times when issues may not be resolved and OSCAS offers and supports parents and districts in accessing the full array of dispute resolution options. Data collected from the Call Center and through other dispute options informs the formal communication and technical assistance to LEAs for meeting the general supervision requirements. More information about the Rhode Island dispute resolution options may be found at: hp://www.ride.ri.gov /StudentsFamilies/SpecialEducaon/WhenSchoolsandFamiliesDoNotAgree.aspx 
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.

The RI Department of Education, Office of Student, Community & Academic Supports (OSCAS) manages all technical assistance activities related to the implementation of IDEA Part B in Rhode Island. OSCAS defines technical assistance as the support necessary to effectively and efficiently implement the requirements of Part B. This support is provided to internal state departments, local education agencies, professional organizations, community-based organizations, The Parent Training and Information Center, other parent and disability organizations and individuals including professionals and parents. 

Some of the technical assistance activities are provided directly by OSCAS staff in particular areas of need and/or through the development of contracts with vendors for the delivery of specific technical assistance activities. In addition, the OSCAS team works closely with parent, advocacy, disability specific and professional organizations to leverage the hard work of these organizations in developing unifying communication to reduce redundancies and improve consistency of understanding. 

Examples of direct technical assistance provided by OSCAS staff includes: Direct assistance with LEAs to meet the requirements under Part B which includes: Addressing performance issues in an LEAs SPP indicator. Addressing compliance and subsequent verification of compliance issues. Assistance in communicating with parents and minimizing the need for formal dispute resolution options. Meeting reporting requirements for data and fiscal reporting. Submitting applications for IDEA part B funds and ensuring the appropriate use of the funds in including early intervening services. Partnerships with parent and advocacy organizations: Cosponsoring events and providing assistance with specific request for clarification of regulations and effective strategies to support students with disabilities. Participating on work groups to develop initiatives and grant applications. OSCAS staff serve on over 40 advisory committees statewide. Organizational support and communication (correspondence, web site support, etc.) for: RI State Special Education Advisory Committee (state advisory panel) RI Vision Services Advisory Board 

Each member of the OSCAS IDEA team (currently eight full time employees) is assigned to a number of LEAs as the primary contact for technical assistance. Each team member has an area(s) to which they are assigned based on a specific function in Part B. In addition to the OSCAS staff engaged in technical assistance, OSCAS maintains a number of contracts which deliver technical assistance and training statewide. 

Technical Assistance Sources and the Actions the State Took as a Result of the Technical Assistance 

Rhode Island (RI) has greatly benefited from a number of technical assistance entities and sources. All of which has informed and shaped our work. RI is part of the Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning (CASEL) Collaborating States Initiative. We have been receiving technical assistance from them throughout the year. This has involved attendance at national meetings, access to resources and consultants regarding Social and Emotional Learning (SEL). Research shows that students with SEL instruction have less discipline problems including suspension. The State has hosted SEL Community of Practice meetings to share information and highlight effective practices taking place throughout the state. The State has developed a statewide SEL Advisory Committee and a list serve for SEL to continue to share information and keep districts up to date on the latest SEL news and research 


RI has also received technical assistance from NCSI through the cross state learning collaborative monthly virtual meetings plus face to face meetings 2x a year. We've also participated in technical assistance with NCII and will continue to do so in upcoming years regarding data-based individualization and delivery of intensive instruction for children with persistent academic and behavioral needs. We're participants in CEEDAR technical assistance with a focus on special education teacher prep programs. As a result, we're redesigning our approach to build coaching capacity in schools in districts, improving capacity to implement intensive math instruction for children with disabilities through targeted technically assistance to schools, and supporting higher education teacher preparation programs to revise syllabi in special education preparation programs. Additional technical assistance comes from the IDEA Data Center which helps districts identify the root cause of disproportionality. 

Rhode Island’s 619 Coordinator sits on the Executive Council of NASDSE’s 619 Affinity Group. The Executive Council, through NASDSE, coordinates in an ongoing way with OSEPs Early Childhood technical assistance partners, including Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA) and the Early Childhood Personnel Center (ECPC). Rhode Island has benefited from such collaboration, especially in the areas of data quality and infrastructure of the early childhood systems. We will also participate in NASDE's legal and regulatory group which plans to meet later in the 2019 year. This group encourages cross state dialogue on regulatory systems and best practice structures. 

Further, the State receives technical assistance from the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) to support the improvement of secondary transition indicators. The State has participated in NTACT webinars, one to one consultation and attended at the National Capacity Building Institute. The State has received direct technical assistance from NTACT on the implementation of evidenced based practices to increase post-school outcomes for youth on IEPs (particularly Indicator 14) resulting in the development of a 'Transition Gradebook' to support data collection and tracking at the district level. The State continues to receive technical assistance on both the compliance and quality of secondary IEPs (Indicator 13) resulting in the continued implementation of an Indicator 13 rubric to measure IEP quality. The State has also received technical assistance from two other states regarding the collaboration of special education and career and technical education to support student's post school outcomes well as increased access and opportunity. The State has also received direct technical assistance from the Pacer Center and the University of Oklahoma to support increased parent engagement at the secondary level resulting in the development of an annual Transition Parent 101 Conference, inclusion of parent representation on district teams at the RI Statewide Transition Institute as well as increased parent training on secondary IEPs. 



 
Professional Development System
The mechanisms the State has in place to ensure that service providers have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabilities.


The Rhode Island Department of Education Strategic Plan calls for every student to have highly effective teacher in their classroom and every school to have highly effective leaders & support professionals. To this end, RIDE maintains a comprehensive professional development system for all educators. Information about current professional development may be viewed at the RIDE web site at: http://www.ride.ri.gov/TeachersAdministrators/ProfessionalDevelopment.aspx. 

Rhode Island has had a sufficient supply of qualified teachers for many years. There are currently no significant shortages in certified personnel in general education and special education. The areas where LEAs currently face the greatest strain in recruiting include math and science content teachers, EL teachers and occasionally teachers for low incidence disability populations. . In 2005, RIDE launched an aggressive effort to recruit and certify an adequate number of teachers of the visually impaired and has since met all current personnel demands for the blind and low vision population. 

Obviously, the building of professional capacity does not end with teachers being appropriately certified. Ongoing professional development is a priority of the agency and of the OSCAS team. Recent offerings have focused on the development of Common Core State Standards (CCSS) with specific training in the understanding of CCSS, scaffolding of the standards, recent work with the National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), of which Rhode island was one of five intensive technical assistance states and the integration of measurable CCSS goals into the IEP. In addition, RIDE, in partnership with TechACCESS of RI and the Sherlock Center at RI College, developed a new training for teachers and related service personnel to assess student’s ability to access digital learning through feature matching. This training has become very popular as the state moves toward blended learning and the use of online state assessments (PARCC). 

OSCAS also provided a number of direct training activities through the contracts described in the Technical Assistance section of the APR described in the previous section. Additional information on the RI educator certification requirements may be found on the RIDE web site at: hp://www.ride.ri.gov /TeachersAdministrators/EducatorCer?caon.aspx.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
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.

Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as follows. All indicators are a part of this reporting. http://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx and http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

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

Rhode Island (RI) has greatly benefited from a number of technical assistance entities and sources . All of which has informed and shaped our work. Rhode Island is part of the Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning
(CASEL) Collaborating States Initiative. We have been receiving technical assistance from them throughout the year. This has involved attendance at national meetings, access to resources and consultants regarding Social
and Emotional Learning (SEL). Research shows that students with SEL instruction have less discipline problems including suspension. The State has hosted SEL Community of Practice meetings to share information and highlight effective practices taking place throughout the state. The State has developed a statewide SEL Advisory Committee and a list serve for SEL to continue to share information and keep districts up to date on the latest SEL news and research Rhode Island has also received technical assistance from NCSI through the cross state learning collaborative monthly virtual meetings plus face to face meetings 2x a year. We've also participated in technical assistance with NCII and
will continue to do so in upcoming years regarding data based individualization and delivery of intensive instruction for children with persistent academic and behavioral needs. We're participants in CEEDAR technical assistance with a focus on special education teacher prep programs. As a result, we're redesigning our approach to build coaching capacity in schools in districts, improving capacity to implement intensive math instruction for children with disabilities through targeted technically assistance to schools, and supporting higher education teacher preparation programs to revise syllabi in special education preparation programs. Additional technical assistance comes from the IDEA Data Center which helps districts identify the root cause of disproportionality. Rhode Island’s 619 Coordinator sits on the Executive Council of NASDSE’s 619 Affinity Group. The Executive Council, through NASDSE, coordinates in an ongoing way with OSEPs Early Childhood technical assistance
partners, including Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA) and the Early Childhood Personnel Center (ECPC). Rhode Island has benefited from such collaboration, especially in the areas of data quality and infrastructure of the early childhood systems. We will also participate in NASDE's legal and regulatory group which plans to meet later in the 2019 year. This group encourages cross state dialogue on regulatory systems and best practice structures. Further, the State receives technical assistance from the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) to support the improvement of secondary transition indicators. The State has participated in NTACT
webinars, one to one consultation and attended at the National Capacity Building Institute. The State has received direct technical assistance from NTACT on the implementation of evidenced based practices to increase post-school outcomes for youth on IEPs (particularly Indicator 14) resulting in the development of a 'Transition Gradebook' to support data collection and tracking at the district level. The State continues to receive technical assistance on both the compliance and quality of secondary IEPs (Indicator 13) resulting in the continued implementation of an Indicator 13 rubric to measure IEP quality. The State has also received technical assistance from two other states regarding the collaboration of special education and career and technical education to support student's post school outcomes well as increased access and opportunity. The State has also received direct technical assistance from the Pacer Center and the University of Oklahoma to support increased parent engagement at the secondary level resulting in the development of an annual Transition Parent 101 Conference,
inclusion of parent representation on district teams at the RI Statewide Transition Institute as well as increased parent training on secondary IEPs. The Rhode Island Department of Education Strategic Plan calls for every student to have highly effective teacher in their classroom and every school to have highly effective leaders & support professionals. To this end, RIDE maintains a comprehensive professional development system for all educators. Information about current professional development may be viewed at the RIDE web site at: http://www.ride.ri.gov/TeachersAdministrators/ProfessionalDevelopment.aspx.
Rhode Island has enjoyed a sufficient supply of qualified teachers for many years. There are currently no shortages in certified personnel in general education and special education. The areas where LEAs currently face the greatest strain in recruiting include math and science content teachers, EL teachers and occasionally teachers for low incidence disability populations. However, RI has not faced a substantial shortage in special education since 2004-2005 with a shortage of Teachers of the Visually Impaired. In 2005, RIDE launched an aggressive effort to recruit and certify an adequate number of TVIs and has since met all current personnel demands for the blind and low vision population.
Obviously, the building of professional capacity does not end with teachers being appropriately certified. Ongoing professional development is a priority of the agency and of the OSCAS team. Recent offerings have focused on the development of Common Core State Standards (CCSS) with specific training in the understanding of CCSS, scaffolding of the standards, recent work with the National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), of which Rhode island was one of five intensive technical assistance states and the integration of measurable CCSS goals into the IEP. In addition, RIDE, in partnership with TechACCESS of RI and the Sherlock Center at Rhode Island College, developed a new training for teachers and related service personnel to assess student’s ability to access digital learning through feature matching. This training has become very popular as the state moves toward blended learning and the use of online state assessments (PARCC). OSCAS also provided a number of direct training activities through the contracts described in the Technical Assistance section of the APR described in the
previous section. Additional information on the RI educator certification requirements may be found on the RIDE web site at: h?p://www.ride.ri.gov/TeachersAdministrators/EducatorCertification.aspx. Rhode Island's SSIP is ongoing in its efforts. It will be summitted on April 1, 2020. This submission will include the SSIP prior FFY required actions.
Intro - OSEP Response

The State's determinations for both 2018 and 2019 were Needs Assistance.  Pursuant to section 616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), OSEP's June 20, 2019 determination letter informed the State that it must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance. The State provided the required information.

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.

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

The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2019 and 2020 is Needs Assistance.  In the State's 2020 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities.  The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance. The State must report, with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.
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
	2009
	58.70%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	61.90%
	62.90%
	63.90%
	64.90%
	65.90%

	Data
	59.22%
	59.98%
	67.57%
	59.38%
	62.98%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	66.90%
	67.90%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/

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
	1,043

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate
	1,672

	 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
	62.38%


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

	1,043
	1,672
	62.98%
	66.90%
	62.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

The Rhode Island Diploma System: Preparing all students for success in college, careers, and life 
Rhode Island has implemented a statewide diploma system to ensure access for all middle and high school students to rigorous, high quality, personalized learning opportunities and pathways. The awarding of a high school diploma in Rhode Island is a Local Education Agency (LEA) decision based on the authority granted by the Rhode Island Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education. Special education students meet the same proficiency requirements under the Rhode Island Diploma System as all students. Rhode Island does not offer a differentiated diploma system. 
The Diploma System: 
*Supports multiple viable pathways toward a high school diploma including career and technical education and blended or online learning.
*Provides each student with individual learning plans and a personalized learning environment to help them succeed. 
*Provides multiple opportunities and measures for students to demonstrate proficiency and graduation readiness. 
*Promotes an aligned system of state and local policies. 

Regulations and Guidance :
The Council on Elementary and Secondary Education 2016 Secondary Regulations set the framework for implementing the RI Diploma System. These regulations require all school districts to develop and implement a comprehensive secondary diploma system for middle and high schools that includes: student and teacher supports, local aligned policies, multiple learning opportunities for all students, and multiple measures for determining graduation readiness. These regulations reflect key design elements and principles that have been identified since the 2003 secondary school regulations including: proficiency-based graduation requirements; comprehensive supports to students including literacy, numeracy, and personalization; common planning time and professional development support for teachers. Two key concepts permeate the Regulations: proficiency and personalization. 
These concepts reflect the beliefs that: 
1) All students must attain an acceptable level of academic achievement in each of the six core academic areas, integrated with applied learning skills in order to be successful in college and careers; and (2) Effective instructional delivery demands an understanding of the needs of each individual student and supports that will help students attain at least the minimum level of proficiency.
*The Council on Elementary and Secondary Education Secondary School Regulations - February 2015 (Regulations in effect through the graduating class of 2020.) 
*The Council on Elementary and Secondary Education Secondary School Regulations - October 2016 (Regulations go into effect July 1, 2017 for the graduating class of 2021.) Graduation requirements are set at a level to provide students the skills and knowledge to successfully enter and complete a rigorous post-secondary academic or technical program, join the military, and/or obtain a job that leads to a rewarding and viable career. The Rhode Island Council on Elementary and Secondary Education, through the Secondary School Regulations set the minimum requirements for earning a RI high school diploma, including: 
*Rhode Island’s Board of Education adopted the state’s most innovative and collaborative strategic plan yet, 2020 Vision for Education: RI's Strategic Plan for PK-12 & Adult Education, 2015-2020. In the spirit of adopting the values and tenets of this strategic plan, RIDE has aligned our Secondary School Regulations and high school graduation requirements to be even more supportive of RI’s vision for successful graduates of our schools. 
Secondary School Regulations Revision Process: 
*Demonstrated proficiency in 6 core areas (English Language Arts, math, science, social studies, the Arts and technology)  
*Successful completion of 20 courses (at a minimum) 
*Completion of 2 performance assessments (exhibitions, portfolios and/or comprehensive course assessments)*Districts are required to communicate specific graduation expectations to families and students by October 1 of the ninth grade, or upon entrance or transfer to the school district.  
*The Secondary School Regulations strive to increase and improve equitable learning opportunities for every student through personalization, graduation by proficiency, and multiple pathways. All learning experiences should be facilitated in a way that allows students to find relevance and applicability to their own life, interests, and / or previous knowledge. Students should have opportunities for choice in how, when, and in what ways they learn and demonstrate their learning. Learning opportunities should be diverse, rigorous, and connected to the world outside the school. By ensuring that learning is relevant, students are more likely to find joy in the learning process and want to continue to learn throughout their lives. Further, by learning how to make well-informed decisions in the secondary grades, students will be more adept at advocating for themselves as adult learners and citizens. As part of the revised diploma system outlined in the Secondary School Regulations, the Council Designations serve as a means to personalize the diploma. Each Council Designation externally validates achievements of high school students, through flexible and personalized high school learning experiences, to allow public recognition of specific skills and to incentivize students to meet additional high standards beyond those needed to earn a high school diploma. The following three Council Designations have been adopted by the Council on Elementary and Secondary Education and will be made available to students who meet the defined criteria for each, beginning with the graduating class of 2021: The Commissioner’s Seal Council Designation certifies that a student is proficient in standards aligned to high school expectations in English Language Arts and Mathematics, as confirmed by external evidence. The Seal of Biliteracy Council Designation certifies that a student has demonstrated skill in the use of the English language and one or more other world languages. The Pathway Endorsement Council Designation certifies that a student has accomplished deep learning in a chosen area of interest and is prepared for employment or further education in a career path. 
*These minimum requirements are in effect through the graduating class of 2020.  
*Districts may include additional expectations or requirements such as additional coursework requirements or community service learning. 
Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Baseline for the percent of students in special education graduating with a regular high school diploma as established in 2007 APR at 55.9%. The target graduation rate for the 2017-2018 school year is 66.9%. Using the 4 year cohort, the target was not met, however, no slippage is reported from the previous year. Using the 5 year cohort at 70.4% graduation rate, Rhode Island exceeds the target by 3.5% percentage points. Additionally, the 2017-18 5 year graduation rate showed an increase of 2.7% from the 2016-17 school year with both years exceeding the four year target. Given the opportunity of a fifth year, more students with IEPs are graduating with a diploma. The Rhode Island High School regulations speak to the need for schools to create alternative pathways for students to meet proficiency in the RI High School Diploma System even if the student's pathway will require the student to remain enrolled beyond four years of high school. In special education, this continues to result in a variety of transition programs at the regional and local levels focused on students who require more than four years to achieve proficiency and graduate to self-sufficiency. The increase of students in special education remaining enrolled beyond four years could be a result of the alternative pathway programming. 
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

The State revised its targets for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
1 - Required Actions

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	27.11%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	22.70%
	21.70%
	20.70%
	19.70%
	18.70%

	Data
	17.15%
	15.74%
	12.03%
	7.33%
	8.19%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	17.70%
	16.70%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/

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)
	985

	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)
	100

	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)
	108

	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)
	83

	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)
	5


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

	83
	1,281
	8.19%
	17.70%
	6.48%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
For purposes of this collection, a dropout is defined as a student who: 
*Student was enrolled in school at some time during the school year and was not enrolled on October 1 of the following school year, or 
*Student was not enrolled on October 1 of the school year although was expected to be in membership (i.e., was not reported as a dropout the year before), and 
*Student has not graduated from high school or completed a state or district–approved educational program, a
*Student did not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions: *
*Transfer to another public school district, private school, or state– or district–approved educational program; 
*Temporary school–recognized absence due to suspension or illness; or death.
*Left school without diploma or other certification after passing age up to which the district was required to provide a free, public education. 
*Is gone; status is unknown. 
*Moved to another district in this or some other state, not known to be in school. 
*Is in an institution that is NOT primarily academic (military, possibly Job Corps, corrections, etc.) and does not offer a secondary education program. 
*Is NOT in school but known to be ill, NOT verified as legitimate. 
*Is NOT in school but known to be suspended or expelled and their term of suspension or expulsion is over. 
*Is NOT in school but known to be expelled with NO option to return. 
*Is in a nontraditional education setting, such as hospital/homebound instruction, residential special education, correctional institution, community or technical college where the program is classified as adult education that is not approved, administered or tracked by a regular school district
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The target dropout rate for the 2017-2018 school year is 17.7%.  For FFY 2018, Rhode Island's dropout rate is 6.48% exceeding the target by 11%.  
2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3B - Indicator Data

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

	A
	Grade 3
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Grade 4
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Grade 5
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	Grade 6
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	Grade 7
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	Grade 8
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	G
	Grade 11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2005


	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	A
	Grade 3
	
	Actual
	98.14%
	90.38%
	95.59%
	96.13%
	94.51%

	B
	Grade 4
	2005


	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	
	Actual
	98.46%
	90.02%
	94.83%
	96.84%
	96.13%

	C
	Grade 5
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	
	Actual
	99.28%
	91.03%
	95.41%
	95.24%
	96.86%

	D
	Grade 6
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	
	Actual
	99.30%
	86.62%
	94.62%
	96.28%
	96.77%

	E
	Grade 7
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	E
	Grade 7
	
	Actual
	98.67%
	86.43%
	94.33%
	94.72%
	96.22%

	F
	Grade 8
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	F
	Grade 8
	
	Actual
	98.10%
	83.23%
	91.64%
	94.20%
	94.87%

	G
	Grade 11
	2005


	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	G
	Grade 11
	
	Actual
	92.55%
	70.45%
	85.48%
	88.06%
	88.10%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	A
	Grade 3
	
	Actual
	98.01%
	90.57%
	95.42%
	96.26%
	95.17%

	B
	Grade 4
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	
	Actual
	98.46%
	90.55%
	94.65%
	96.72%
	96.62%

	C
	Grade 5
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	
	Actual
	99.28%
	91.59%
	95.13%
	95.49%
	97.65%

	D
	Grade 6
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	
	Actual
	99.17%
	86.53%
	94.57%
	96.22%
	97.01%

	E
	Grade 7
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	E
	Grade 7
	
	Actual
	98.74%
	86.69%
	93.91%
	94.67%
	96.68%

	F
	Grade 8
	2005
	Target ≥
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	F
	Grade 8
	
	Actual
	97.78%
	82.85%
	91.10%
	93.20%
	94.89%

	G
	Grade 11
	2005
	Target >=
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	G
	Grade 11
	
	Actual
	94.18%
	72.04%
	89.15%
	96.47%
	87.02%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Grade 3
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	Grade 4
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Reading
	C >=
	Grade 5
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Reading
	D >=
	Grade 6
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Reading
	E >=
	Grade 7
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Reading
	F >=
	Grade 8
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Reading
	G >=
	Grade 11
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Grade 3
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Math
	B >=
	Grade 4
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Math
	C >=
	Grade 5
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Math
	D >=
	Grade 6
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Math
	E >=
	Grade 7
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Math
	F >=
	Grade 8
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Math
	G >=
	Grade 11
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Grade 3
	1,861
	1,830
	94.51%
	100.00%
	98.33%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	1,664
	1,637
	96.13%
	100.00%
	98.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	1,654
	1,635
	96.86%
	100.00%
	98.85%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	1,774
	1,732
	96.77%
	100.00%
	97.63%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	1,725
	1,656
	96.22%
	100.00%
	96.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	1,733
	1,641
	94.87%
	100.00%
	94.69%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	G
	Grade 11
	1,389
	1,238
	88.10%
	100.00%
	89.13%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Grade 3
	1,861
	1,837
	95.17%
	100.00%
	98.71%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	1,664
	1,632
	96.62%
	100.00%
	98.08%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	1,660
	1,636
	97.65%
	100.00%
	98.55%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	1,774
	1,732
	97.01%
	100.00%
	97.63%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	1,731
	1,657
	96.68%
	100.00%
	95.73%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	1,735
	1,655
	94.89%
	100.00%
	95.39%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	G
	Grade 11
	1,389
	1,226
	87.02%
	100.00%
	88.26%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

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

The state has reported the number of children with disabilities who have participated in the regular assessment with accommodations here https://reportcard.ride.ri.gov/201819/StateAssessments when using the dropdown menu entitled “View Performance and Participation By:” and choose “Students with Disabilities.”
Additionally, this information can be found on this website: https://lms.backpack.education/public/ride when you click on interactive reports in the upper left hand of the screen, choose a test, choose the subgroup special education. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2019 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(f).  In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) for FFY 2018.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR 
https://lms.backpack.education/public/ride
When clicking on this link, in the upper left hand corner there are two tabs: one named "Quick Reports," and one named "Interactive Reports." Click on "Interactive Reports." Once there you can choose the test you would like to view and the subgroup "Special Education."  Finally, click "View Results" in the green box on the right side of the screen to view how many children with disabilities participated and how they performed on statewide assessments.
3B - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State within 90 days of the receipt of the State’s 2019 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). The State provided none of the required information.

The State did not provide a Web link demonstrating that the State reported publicly on the participation of children with disabilities on statewide assessments with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). Specifically, the State has not reported the number of children with disabilities participating in regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations (that did not result in an invalid score) in order to participate in those assessments at the State, district and school levels. The failure to publicly report as required under 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) is noncompliance.
3B - Required Actions
Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2020 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2017, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f).  In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) for FFY 2019.

Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2020 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2018, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f).  In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) for FFY 2019.
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

3C - Indicator Data

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

	A
	Grade 3
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Grade 4
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Grade 5
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	Grade 6
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	Grade 7
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	Grade 8
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	G
	Grade 11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2015
	Target >=
	39.00%
	10.00%
	10.50%
	14.00%
	15.00%

	A
	Grade 3
	11.83%
	Actual
	33.50%
	12.83%
	11.83%
	14.11%
	10.24%

	B
	Grade 4
	2015
	Target >=
	33.00%
	5.00%
	5.50%
	6.00%
	7.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	8.09%
	Actual
	25.44%
	8.19%
	8.09%
	7.65%
	6.80%

	C
	Grade 5
	2015
	Target >=
	32.00%
	4.50%
	5.00%
	6.00%
	8.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	8.51%
	Actual
	27.34%
	7.15%
	8.51%
	8.47%
	4.75%

	D
	Grade 6
	2015
	Target >=
	27.00%
	3.00%
	3.50%
	4.00%
	5.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	6.95%
	Actual
	30.10%
	5.95%
	6.95%
	7.02%
	4.29%

	E
	Grade 7
	2015
	Target >=
	26.00%
	6.00%
	6.50%
	7.00%
	7.50%

	E
	Grade 7
	8.29%
	Actual
	25.78%
	9.19%
	8.29%
	8.35%
	4.11%

	F
	Grade 8
	2015
	Target >=
	29.00%
	5.00%
	5.50%
	6.00%
	6.50%

	F
	Grade 8
	8.39%
	Actual
	34.61%
	8.04%
	8.39%
	6.60%
	5.87%

	G
	Grade 11
	2015
	Target >=
	27.00%
	5.50%
	6.00%
	7.00%
	8.00%

	G
	Grade 11
	7.06%
	Actual
	47.08%
	8.25%
	7.06%
	7.19%
	12.50%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2015
	Target >=
	37.00%
	12.00%
	12.50%
	13.00%
	14.00%

	A
	Grade 3
	17.27%
	Actual
	28.20%
	14.13%
	17.27%
	18.30%
	10.14%

	B
	Grade 4
	2015
	Target >=
	32.00%
	4.00%
	4.50%
	5.00%
	6.00%

	B
	Grade 4
	9.99%
	Actual
	25.24%
	6.55%
	9.99%
	7.84%
	5.56%

	C
	Grade 5
	2015
	Target >=
	30.00%
	3.50%
	4.00%
	5.00%
	6.00%

	C
	Grade 5
	7.26%
	Actual
	20.83%
	6.18%
	7.26%
	7.71%
	3.27%

	D
	Grade 6
	2015
	Target >=
	23.00%
	2.00%
	2.50%
	3.00%
	4.00%

	D
	Grade 6
	5.99%
	Actual
	18.68%
	5.06%
	5.99%
	4.57%
	2.49%

	E
	Grade 7
	2015
	Target >=
	21.00%
	2.50%
	3.00%
	4.00%
	5.00%

	E
	Grade 7
	7.56%
	Actual
	19.74%
	5.77%
	7.56%
	6.07%
	2.91%

	F
	Grade 8
	2015
	Target >=
	22.00%
	3.00%
	3.50%
	4.00%
	5.00%

	F
	Grade 8
	7.91%
	Actual
	17.79%
	6.35%
	7.91%
	7.62%
	3.45%

	G
	Grade 11
	2015
	Target >=
	9.00%
	2.00%
	2.50%
	3.00%
	4.00%

	G
	Grade 11
	4.83%
	Actual
	9.36%
	4.76%
	4.83%
	6.53%
	3.98%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Grade 3
	16.00%
	17.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	Grade 4
	9.00%
	11.00%

	Reading
	C >=
	Grade 5
	9.00%
	10.00%

	Reading
	D >=
	Grade 6
	8.00%
	11.00%

	Reading
	E >=
	Grade 7
	9.00%
	10.50%

	Reading
	F >=
	Grade 8
	9.00%
	11.50%

	Reading
	G >=
	Grade 11
	9.00%
	10.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Grade 3
	18.00%
	22.00%

	Math
	B >=
	Grade 4
	18.00%
	30.00%

	Math
	C >=
	Grade 5
	8.00%
	10.00%

	Math
	D >=
	Grade 6
	7.00%
	10.00%

	Math
	E >=
	Grade 7
	9.00%
	13.00%

	Math
	F >=
	Grade 8
	9.00%
	13.00%

	Math
	G >=
	Grade 11
	5.00%
	6.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

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

	A
	Grade 3
	1,830
	261
	10.24%
	16.00%
	14.26%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	1,637
	102
	6.80%
	9.00%
	6.23%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	1,635
	123
	4.75%
	9.00%
	7.52%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	1,732
	86
	4.29%
	8.00%
	4.97%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	1,656
	75
	4.11%
	9.00%
	4.53%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	1,641
	98
	5.87%
	9.00%
	5.97%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	G
	Grade 11
	1,238
	141
	12.50%
	9.00%
	11.39%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	Grade 4
	IN THE PAST FEW YEARS, RI HAS MOVED FROM THE NEW ENGLAND COMMON ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (NECAP) TO THE PARTNERSHIP FOR ASSESSMENT OF READINESS FOR COLLEGE AND CAREERS (PARCC) FOR STATE ASSESSMENT. RHODE ISLAND THEN SWITCHED FROM PARCC TO THE RHODE ISLAND COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM (RICAS). THIS IS RI’S SECOND YEAR WITH THE RICAS ASSESSMENT AND THE RAPID ASSESSMENT SYSTEM CHANGES COULD HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO THE SLIPPAGE.


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Grade 3
	1,837
	220
	10.14%
	18.00%
	11.98%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	1,632
	88
	5.56%
	18.00%
	5.39%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	1,636
	89
	3.27%
	8.00%
	5.44%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	1,732
	65
	2.49%
	7.00%
	3.75%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	1,657
	52
	2.91%
	9.00%
	3.14%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	1,655
	51
	3.45%
	9.00%
	3.08%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	G
	Grade 11
	1,226
	45
	3.98%
	5.00%
	3.67%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	Grade 4
	GROUP B SHOWS SLIPPAGE. IN THE PAST FEW YEARS, RI HAS MOVED FROM THE NEW ENGLAND COMMON ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (NECAP) TO THE PARTNERSHIP FOR ASSESSMENT OF READINESS FOR COLLEGE AND CAREERS (PARCC) FOR STATE ASSESSMENT. RHODE ISLAND THEN SWITCHED FROM PARCC TO THE RHODE ISLAND COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM (RICAS). THIS IS RI’S SECOND YEAR WITH THE RICAS ASSESSMENT AND THE RAPID ASSESSMENT SYSTEM CHANGES COULD HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO THE SLIPPAGE.

	F
	Grade 8
	GROUP F SHOWS SLIPPAGE. IN THE PAST FEW YEARS, RI HAS MOVED FROM THE NEW ENGLAND COMMON ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (NECAP) TO THE PARTNERSHIP FOR ASSESSMENT OF READINESS FOR COLLEGE AND CAREERS (PARCC) FOR STATE ASSESSMENT. RHODE ISLAND THEN SWITCHED FROM PARCC TO THE RHODE ISLAND COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM (RICAS). THIS IS RI’S SECOND YEAR WITH THE RICAS ASSESSMENT AND THE RAPID ASSESSMENT SYSTEM CHANGES COULD HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO THE SLIPPAGE.

	G
	Grade 11
	GROUP G SHOWS SLIPPAGE. IN THE PAST FEW YEARS, RI HAS MOVED FROM THE NEW ENGLAND COMMON ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (NECAP) TO THE PARTNERSHIP FOR ASSESSMENT OF READINESS FOR COLLEGE AND CAREERS (PARCC) FOR STATE ASSESSMENT. RHODE ISLAND THEN SWITCHED FROM PARCC TO THE RHODE ISLAND COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM (RICAS). THIS IS RI’S SECOND YEAR WITH THE RICAS ASSESSMENT AND THE RAPID ASSESSMENT SYSTEM CHANGES COULD HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO THE 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. 


1.)Assessment Results page on the RIDE website: http://www.ride.ri.gov/InstructionAssessment/Assessment/AssessmentResults.aspx and
https://iss.ride.ri.gov/AssessmentResults

The second link goes to a large excel file that includes subgroups on the tabs.

2.) PARCC Results dashboard: https://iss.ride.ri.gov/AssessmentResults


3.)2015 PARCC results pdf: http://www.eride.ri.gov/FileExchange/fredDetails.aspx?fileID=33605&download=no

There is also a 2016 report linked on the Assessment Results page of the RIDE website.

4.) http://www.ride.ri.gov/InstructionAssessment/Assessment/AlternateAssessments.aspx#3521150-results 

5.)https://reporting.measuredprogress.org/NECAPpublicRI/  
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.   
3C - Required Actions
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2016
	100.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	2.00%
	2.00%
	2.00%
	2.00%
	2.00%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	100.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	2.00%
	2.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
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.

60

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

	0
	0
	0.00%
	2.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A


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

"Significant discrepancy" is a comparison of the risk of a district's special education students to be suspended for more than 10 days to the risk of the district's general education students to be suspended for more than 10 days to obtain a risk ratio.  Districts with a risk ratio of 2.5 or higher for 2 consecutive years and a minimum cell size of 10 students with IEPs that are suspended greater than 10 days would be considered significantly discrepant. 
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.
No districts had a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspension and expulsion of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs so there was no review of policies, procedures and practices. 
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	
	
	
	


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-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.

60

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity
	Number of those districts that have policies procedure, or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements
	Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	0
	0
	0.00%
	0%
	
	N/A
	N/A


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

"Significant discrepancy" is a comparison of the risk of a district's students from a particular racial/ethnic group with disabilities to be suspended for more than 10 days to the risk of all general education students from that same district to be suspended for more than 10 days to obtain a risk ratio. Districts with a risk ratio of 2.5 or higher for 2 consecutive years and a minimum cell size of 10 students with disabilities in a particular racial/ethnic category suspended greater than 10 days would considered significantly discrepant.
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.

No districts had 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 so there was no review of policies, procedures or practices. 
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	
	
	
	


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	82.00%
	71.00%
	72.00%
	73.00%
	74.00%

	A
	65.00%
	Data
	70.75%
	71.05%
	69.51%
	69.69%
	70.11%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	9.50%
	14.00%
	13.50%
	13.00%
	12.50%

	B
	18.00%
	Data
	11.73%
	12.50%
	13.17%
	12.77%
	12.72%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	5.00%
	5.00%
	5.00%
	5.00%
	5.00%

	C
	4.50%
	Data
	6.11%
	5.11%
	5.63%
	5.25%
	4.86%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	75.00%
	76.00%

	Target B <=
	12.00%
	11.50%

	Target C <=
	4.00%
	3.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
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
	20,935

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	14,700

	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
	2,631

	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
	878

	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
	69

	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
	20


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

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

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

	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	14,700
	20,935
	70.11%
	75.00%
	70.22%
	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
	2,631
	20,935
	12.72%
	12.00%
	12.57%
	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]
	967
	20,935
	4.86%
	4.00%
	4.62%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	45.50%
	46.00%
	47.00%
	48.00%
	49.00%

	A
	42.72%
	Data
	42.26%
	44.97%
	46.96%
	48.40%
	49.02%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	20.00%
	19.00%
	18.00%
	17.00%
	16.00%

	B
	22.69%
	Data
	20.17%
	18.83%
	15.78%
	14.78%
	13.73%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	50.00%
	50.50%

	Target B <=
	15.00%
	12.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
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
	3,235

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	a1. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	1,586

	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
	376

	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
	31

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b3. Number of children attending residential facility
	0


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	
	Number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. A regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	1,586

	3,235
	49.02%
	50.00%
	49.03%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	407
	3,235
	13.73%
	15.00%
	12.58%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Outcomes:

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

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

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Progress categories for A, B and C:

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

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

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

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

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

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2016
	Target >=
	75.00%
	75.75%
	76.50%
	80.13%
	81.00%

	A1
	80.13%
	Data
	75.65%
	76.66%
	78.35%
	80.13%
	79.28%

	A2
	2016
	Target >=
	57.00%
	58.00%
	60.00%
	48.66%
	49.50%

	A2
	48.66%
	Data
	57.49%
	56.60%
	59.57%
	48.66%
	52.08%

	B1
	2016
	Target >=
	76.50%
	77.50%
	78.00%
	68.17%
	69.00%

	B1
	68.17%
	Data
	77.39%
	75.56%
	75.22%
	68.17%
	79.45%

	B2
	2016
	Target >=
	61.20%
	62.00%
	62.50%
	38.50%
	39.00%

	B2
	38.50%
	Data
	60.98%
	58.30%
	60.00%
	38.50%
	44.40%

	C1
	2016
	Target >=
	74.25%
	74.50%
	75.00%
	86.04%
	86.50%

	C1
	86.04%
	Data
	67.78%
	66.24%
	72.08%
	86.04%
	80.88%

	C2
	2016
	Target >=
	64.50%
	65.00%
	66.00%
	55.35%
	56.00%

	C2
	55.35%
	Data
	61.90%
	61.57%
	63.14%
	55.35%
	60.03%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	81.50%
	82.00%

	Target A2 >=
	50.00%
	50.50%

	Target B1 >=
	69.50%
	70.00%

	Target B2 >=
	39.50%
	40.00%

	Target C1 >=
	87.00%
	87.50%

	Target C2 >=
	56.50%
	57.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

1,099
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	11
	1.00%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	238
	21.66%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	318
	28.94%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	294
	26.75%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	238
	21.66%


	
	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)
	612
	861
	79.28%
	81.50%
	71.08%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	532
	1,099
	52.08%
	50.00%
	48.41%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


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

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

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	278
	25.30%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	399
	36.31%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	343
	31.21%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	76
	6.92%


	
	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)
	742
	1,023
	79.45%
	69.50%
	72.53%
	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)
	419
	1,099
	44.40%
	39.50%
	38.13%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	5
	0.45%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	190
	17.29%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	249
	22.66%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	327
	29.75%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	328
	29.85%


	
	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. 
	576
	771
	80.88%
	87.00%
	74.71%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	655
	1,099
	60.03%
	56.50%
	59.60%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A1
	FOR OUTCOME A1, THERE WAS AN 8.2% DIFFERENCE FROM THE FFY 2017 DATA. IN RI’S  3RD YEAR OF IMPLEMENTING THE ECO COS PROCESS, RIDE RECOGNIZED THE IMPORTANCE OF WORKING WITH DISTRICTS TO ENSURE THAT ALL ELIGIBLE CHILDREN WERE INCLUDED IN EACH DISTRICT’S REPORTING. 
IN FFY 2017 RIDE REPORTED 768 PRESCHOOL CHILDREN AGED 3 THROUGH 5 WITH IEPS THAT WERE ASSESSED USING THE COS PROCESS. PROVIDING BOTH TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TO ALL DISTRICTS DURING FFY 2018, RIDE WAS ABLE TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN ASSESSED BY 43.1%. THIS SIGNIFICANT INCREASE MAY ACCOUNT FOR THE SLIPPAGE.  

	A2
	FOR OUTCOME A2, THERE WAS A 3.68% DIFFERENCE FROM THE FFY 2017 DATA. IN RI’S  3RD YEAR OF IMPLEMENTING THE ECO COS PROCESS, RIDE RECOGNIZED THE IMPORTANCE OF WORKING WITH DISTRICTS TO ENSURE THAT ALL ELIGIBLE CHILDREN WERE INCLUDED IN EACH DISTRICT’S REPORTING. 
IN FFY 2017 RIDE REPORTED 768 PRESCHOOL CHILDREN AGED 3 THROUGH 5 WITH IEPS THAT WERE ASSESSED USING THE COS PROCESS. PROVIDING BOTH TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TO ALL DISTRICTS DURING  FFY 2018, RIDE WAS ABLE TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN ASSESSED BY 43.1%. THIS SIGNIFICANT INCREASE MAY ACCOUNT FOR THE SLIPPAGE.

	B2
	FOR OUTCOME B2, THERE WAS A 6.30% DIFFERENCE FROM THE FFY 2017 DATA. IN RI’S  3RD YEAR OF IMPLEMENTING THE ECO COS PROCESS, RIDE RECOGNIZED THE IMPORTANCE OF WORKING WITH DISTRICTS TO ENSURE THAT ALL ELIGIBLE CHILDREN WERE INCLUDED IN EACH DISTRICT’S REPORTING. 
IN FFY 2017 RIDE REPORTED 768 PRESCHOOL CHILDREN AGED 3 THROUGH 5 WITH IEPS THAT WERE ASSESSED USING THE COS PROCESS. PROVIDING BOTH TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TO ALL DISTRICTS DURING FFY 2018, RIDE WAS ABLE TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN ASSESSED BY 43.1%. THIS SIGNIFICANT INCREASE MAY ACCOUNT FOR THE SLIPPAGE.

	C1
	FOR OUTCOME C1, THERE WAS A 6.18% DIFFERENCE FROM THE FFY 2017 DATA. IN RI’S  3RD YEAR OF IMPLEMENTING THE ECO COS PROCESS, RIDE RECOGNIZED THE IMPORTANCE OF WORKING WITH DISTRICTS TO ENSURE THAT ALL ELIGIBLE CHILDREN WERE INCLUDED IN EACH DISTRICT’S REPORTING. 
IN FFY 2017 RIDE REPORTED 768 PRESCHOOL CHILDREN AGED 3 THROUGH 5 WITH IEPS THAT WERE ASSESSED USING THE COS PROCESS. PROVIDING BOTH TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TO ALL DISTRICTS DURING FFY 2018, RIDE WAS ABLE TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN ASSESSED BY 43.1%. THIS SIGNIFICANT INCREASE MAY ACCOUNT FOR THE 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.

Rhode Island uses the ECO COS process to determine Preschool Outcomes. RI’s Child Outcomes Procedures and Protocols, a link to RI’s online professional development modules, a family guide and a variety of other forms and resources for educators and families can be found at:
https://www.ride.ri.gov/InstructionAssessment/EarlyChildhoodEducation/EarlyChildhoodSpecialEducation/MeasuringChildOutcomes.aspx
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In FFY 2018 Rhode Island identified the need to ensure that every district reported on all preschool aged children with IEPS using the ECO COS Process. RIDE provided both professional development and technical assistance to all districts and was able to increase the number of children assessed by 43.1%. This significant increase in children assessed may account for RI not meeting all targets and experiencing slippage.
7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2006
	26.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	39.00%
	41.00%
	43.00%
	45.00%
	47.00%

	Data
	41.46%
	40.00%
	63.37%
	61.81%
	70.44%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	50.00%
	51.00%


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

	1,628
	5,074
	70.44%
	50.00%
	32.09%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
24,688

Percentage of respondent parents

20.55%

Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

The total number of responses to the survey increased although slippage resulted due to the number of the responses that reported that schools did not facilitate parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

This was the first year that all parents in Rhode Island received the same survey. Parents then self-reported if they were a parent/guardian of a child with an IEP. The goal of the survey distribution method was to allow for comparable data (families of students with IEPs v. families of students receiving general education services). 

Rhode Island calculated the mean score for each respondent, (generally, on the 1-5 strongly disagree/strongly agree scale), excluded participants who didn’t respond to any questions, and categorized each respondent as favorable or not based on whether or not their mean score was above 4.0 (an average score of 4 = "agree"). This year’s survey content was significantly different than years past and it included 32 questions as opposed to the 7 questions utilized last year.

There were 24,688 students with IEPs. All families had access to the survey.

Of the 24,688 respondents (families of students with and without IEPs):
Subgroup with no data - 501, 2%
Responses from families of students with IEPs - 5,074, 21%
Responses from families of students without IEPs - 19,108, 77%

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

The TOTAL response group included parents of students with disabilities of every grade level from Pre-Kindergarten to 12th grade within all districts. 

Total number of responses – 24,688 (parents of students receiving special education and parents of students receiving general education).

Please view the the "Family-School Relationship Survey" report in attachments.  

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

	If yes, provide a copy of the survey.
	ride+panorama-results-f8ff9bcf-7d9d-4c37-9c10-944795c7ab4e

	The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
	YES


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.

•
In order to meet the aforementioned federal reporting requirements, the Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) administered a parent survey in Spring 2019 to address Indicator #8, the “percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who reported that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.” 
•
Following the survey administration, response data were collected, imported, and analyzed. 
•
General response group characteristics are summarized below. The response group included parents of students with disabilities of every age group ranging from grades Pre-K in all districts across the state of Rhode Island.  
•
The response group included parents of students with disabilities of every grade level from Pre-Kindergarten to 12th grade within 61 school districts.   
•
This year, surveys were not directly mailed or emailed to families. Instead, we incorporated the survey program with the general family survey. Distribution was encouraged and highlighted at the individual school level to all families. Families indicated if they were responding on behalf of a student with an IEP in question 1. This led to a 73% increase from spring 2018 (2,936 responses ) to 2019 (5,074 responses) from parents of students with IEPs. 
•
Each survey included instructions for completing the survey in English, Spanish, and Portuguese. The percentage of paper surveys distributed in English was approximately 84%, the percentage of paper surveys distributed in Spanish was approximately 16%, and those completed in Portuguese was less than 1%.  
•
In addition to the general response group characteristics detailed above, survey data was disaggregated by the following variables that respondents identified on their surveys: parent race/ethnicity, parent/guardian gender and child gender. These disaggregated variables are summarized below. Notably, this year we did not ask parents whether their child qualified for free or reduced-price lunch or whether they were an English Language Learner due to sensitivity concerns.  
•
Parent survey responses were received from the following student racial/ethnic groups: American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, White, and “Two or more Races.” The percentage of surveys returned by racial/ethnic breakdown are as follows: 
•
American Indian or Alaska Native = Less than 1% 
•
Asian = 4%  
•
Black or African American = 6%  
•
Hispanic or Latino = 30%  
•
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander = Less than 1%  
•
Two or more races = 4%  
•
White = 45% 
•
No response or blank = 10% 
•
Respondents indicated that their among their children they were responding on behalf of: 
•
40% are Female 
•
56% are Male 
•
4% are “Prefer not to say/Other” 
•
Respondents indicated that for their own gender: 
•
78% are Female 
•
18% are Male, 
•
4% are “Prefer not to say/Other” 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Finally, data were categorized based on how parents responded to the items on the survey. The number of respondent parents who reported that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities was 1,628. The total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities was 5,074. The number of respondent parents who reported schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities divided by the total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities multiplied by 100 was 32%.
 
We calculated the mean score for each respondent, (generally, on the 1-5 strongly disagree/strongly agree scale), excluded participants who didn’t respond to any questions, and categorized each respondent as favorable or not based on whether or not their mean score was above 4.0 (an average score of 4 = "agree"). Please note that this year’s survey content was significantly different than year’s past and it included 32 questions as opposed to the 7 from last year. Therefore, the lower percentage of parents who reported favorably has some context to it and is not just a significant drop from last year.
8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	1.85%
	1.67%
	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.

2

	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

	4
	1
	60
	0.00%
	0%
	1.67%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

Changes in district leadership heralded changes in policies, procedures, and practice that adversely impacted identification of children with disabilities in one district. 
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). 
Disproportionate Representation is defined as a risk ratio of 2.5 or higher for three consecutive years with a minimum n size of 5 students (step one) plus evidence of policies, procedures, and/or practices which result in inappropriate identification (step two). Evidence was collected from multiple sources: record reviews, onsite visits, district submissions in the consolidated resource plan including the disproportionality report online, and records of complaints, mediations, and hearings.  

Step One: Using the criteria established above, the State determined that 4 school districts were identified as meeting the data threshold for disproportionate representation. While some districts did not meet the minimum cell size of 5 students of a particular race/ethnicity in special education, almost all districts met the n size for at least one race/ethnicity group in special education. Only 2 districts (both small, newer charter schools of a limited grade range) were excluded from examining disproportionate representation in special education and related services. There were 62 total districts and 2 were excluded due to cell size size. (Step One) 

Step Two: Determining if Disproportionate Representation is the Result of Inappropriate Identification  
The State reviewed the child find, evaluation (including re-evaluation), and eligibility policies, procedures, and practices of the 4 districts identified in step 1 of the FFY2018 data review as having disproportionate representation to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification. Evidence was collected from multiple sources:  

On-site record review of individual student files which occur both as part of the School Support System of focused Monitoring and also as part of additional probes in response to disproportionality data.  

Additional data probes in which districts reviewed individual student files for a group showing disproportionate representation to examine trends in age/grade of eligibility, current or former ELL status, mobility in and out of district, changes in eligibility category over time, and completion of a full and individual evaluation. 

Onsite visits in which district general education and special education leadership, building principals, special education and general education teaching staff including ESL/bilingual staff, related service providers, parents and students are interviewed regarding child find, evaluation/re-evaluation, and eligibility practices, procedures, and policies. Visits include the review of previous action plans for addressing disproportionality and accompanying revisions of policies, procedures, and practices. 

Review of required district submissions of a disproportionality root cause self-assessment and corresponding evidence documents in the June 2018 and 2019 Disproportionality Report of the Consolidated Resource Plans including updates to action plans and prevention and/or correction activities. District documents are uploaded for further review and may include forms, agendas, revised policies, new or revised procedures, etc.  

Review of complaints, mediations, and hearings during FFY2018 

As a result of its extensive verification process, the State found that 1 district was noncompliant with the eligibility and evaluation requirements. Accordingly, the State determined that 1 of the 4 districts had disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services due to inappropriate identification. File reviews did not yield child specific findings of noncompliance. 
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.


Step Two: Determining if Disproportionate Representation is the Result of Inappropriate Identification  
The State reviewed the child find, evaluation (including re-evaluation), and eligibility policies, procedures, and practices of the 4 districts identified in step 1 of the FFY2018 data review as having disproportionate representation to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification. Evidence was collected from multiple sources:  

On-site record review of individual student files which occur both as part of the School Support System of focused Monitoring and also as part of additional probes in response to disproportionality data.  

Additional data probes in which districts reviewed individual student files for a group showing disproportionate representation to examine trends in age/grade of eligibility, current or former ELL status, mobility in and out of district, changes in eligibility category over time, and completion of a full and individual evaluation. 

Onsite visits in which district general education and special education leadership, building principals, special education and general education teaching staff including ESL/bilingual staff, related service providers, parents and students are interviewed regarding child find, evaluation/re-evaluation, and eligibility practices, procedures, and policies. Visits include the review of previous action plans for addressing disproportionality and accompanying revisions of policies, procedures, and practices.  

Review of required district submissions of a disproportionality root cause self-assessment and corresponding evidence documents in the June 2018 and 2019 Disproportionality Report of the Consolidated Resource Plans including updates to action plans and prevention and/or correction activities. District documents are uploaded for further review and may include forms, agendas, revised policies, new or revised procedures, etc.  

Review of complaints, mediations, and hearings during FFY2018 

As a result of its extensive verification process, the State found that 1 district was noncompliant with the eligibility and evaluation requirements. Accordingly, the State determined that 1 of the 4 districts had disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services due to inappropriate identification. File reviews did not yield child specific findings of noncompliance. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
 Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018 (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator. The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the district identified in FFY 2018 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that was the result of inappropriate identification is in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

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

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	5.45%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	3.70%
	0.00%
	1.67%
	5.45%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Has the state established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

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

1

	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in 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

	7
	0
	61
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Disproportionate Representation is defined as a risk ratio of 2.5 or higher for three consecutive years with a minimum n size of 5 students (step one) plus evidence of policies, procedures, and/or practices which result in inappropriate identification (step two). Evidence was collected from multiple sources: record reviews, onsite visits, district submissions in the consolidated resource plan including the disproportionality report online, and records of complaints, mediations, and hearings.  

Step One: Using the criteria established above, the State determined that 7 school districts were identified as meeting the data threshold for disproportionate representation. While some districts did not meet the minimum cell size of 5 students of a particular race/ethnicity in special education, almost all districts met the n size for at least one race/ethnicity group in special education. Only 1 district (a small, newer charter school of a limited grade range) was excluded from examining disproportionate representation in special education and related services. There were 62 total districts and 1 was excluded due to cell size. (Step One)  


Step Two: Determining if Disproportionate Representation is the Result of Inappropriate Identification  
The State reviewed the child find, evaluation (including re-evaluation), and eligibility policies, procedures, and practices of the 7 districts identified in step 1 of the FFY2018 data review as having disproportionate representation to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification. Evidence was collected from multiple sources:  

On-site record review of individual student files which occur both as part of the School Support System of focused Monitoring and also as part of additional probes in response to disproportionality data.  

Additional data probes in which districts reviewed individual student files for a group showing disproportionate representation to examine trends in age/grade of eligibility, current or former ELL status, mobility in and out of district, changes in eligibility category over time, and completion of a full and individual evaluation. 

Onsite visits in which district general education and special education leadership, building principals, special education and general education teaching staff including ESL/bilingual staff, related service providers, parents and students are interviewed regarding child find, evaluation/re-evaluation, and eligibility practices, procedures, and policies. Visits include the review of previous action plans for addressing disproportionality and accompanying revisions of policies, procedures, and practices.  

Review of required district submissions of a disproportionality root cause self-assessment and corresponding evidence documents in the June 2018 and 2019 Disproportionality Report of the Consolidated Resource Plans including updates to action plans and prevention and/or correction activities. District documents are uploaded for further review and may include forms, agendas, revised policies, new or revised procedures, etc. 

Review of complaints, mediations, and hearings during FFY2018  

As a result of its extensive verification process, the State found that 0 districts were noncompliant with the eligibility and evaluation requirements. Accordingly, the State determined that 0 of the 7 districts had disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services due to inappropriate identification. File reviews did not yield child specific findings of noncompliance. 
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.

Step Two: Determining if Disproportionate Representation is the Result of Inappropriate Identification  
The State reviewed the child find, evaluation (including re-evaluation), and eligibility policies, procedures, and practices of the 7 districts identified in step 1 of the FFY2018 data review as having disproportionate representation to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification. Evidence was collected from multiple sources:  

On-site record review of individual student files which occur both as part of the School Support System of focused Monitoring and also as part of additional probes in response to disproportionality data.  

Additional data probes in which districts reviewed individual student files for a group showing disproportionate representation to examine trends in age/grade of eligibility, current or former ELL status, mobility in and out of district, changes in eligibility category over time, and completion of a full and individual evaluation. 

Onsite visits in which district general education and special education leadership, building principals, special education and general education teaching staff including ESL/bilingual staff, related service providers, parents and students are interviewed regarding child find, evaluation/re-evaluation, and eligibility practices, procedures, and policies. Visits include the review of previous action plans for addressing disproportionality and accompanying revisions of policies, procedures, and practices.  

Review of required district submissions of a disproportionality root cause self-assessment and corresponding evidence documents in the June 2018 and 2019 Disproportionality Report of the Consolidated Resource Plans including updates to action plans and prevention and/or correction activities. District documents are uploaded for further review and may include forms, agendas, revised policies, new or revised procedures, etc.  

Review of complaints, mediations, and hearings during FFY2018  

As a result of its extensive verification process, the State found that 0 districts were noncompliant with the eligibility and evaluation requirements. Accordingly, the State determined that 0 of the 7 districts had disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services due to inappropriate identification. File reviews did not yield child specific findings of noncompliance. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

NA
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
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 
	2008
	67.86%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.44%
	99.56%
	99.24%
	99.84%
	99.21%


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

	4,341
	4,313
	99.21%
	100%
	99.35%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

28

Account for children included in (a) but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.
In School year 2018-2019 there were (4341-4313=28) 28 children whose evaluations were not completed within 60 day timeline. These 28 children were included in (a) Number of children for whom parent consent to evaluate was received but not included in (b) Number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days. There were 28 children who did not receive a timely initial evaluation. 
The range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed was between 2 and 89 days over the 60 day timeline. The system requires local education agencies to provide an explanation for any child's "Date Last Assessment/Evaluation Was Completed" exceeds the 60 day time line. Explanations from the local education agencies were as follows: ‘Child was absent and summer break’, ‘Child hospitalized’, ‘Holidays, vacations, scheduling; delay for outsourced evaluation’, ‘Parent out of country’ and ‘Teacher error’. 
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. 

The Rhode Island Department of Education utilizes a web-based eRIDE Special Education Evaluation System to annually collect data for reporting purposes on Indicator 11. This system is inclusive of all applicable local education agencies. Data is not obtained by sampling. The eRIDE Special Education Evaluation System was modified to meet the simplified measurement of Indicator 11.
To ensure that the data is accurate, reliable and valid, the system has built in reports, tools and required documentation to assist the local education agencies with the reporting requirements. The system validates the data upon input into the system via data validation rules to ensure that the data is within system specifications. The system has built in maintenance reports, to ensure the data is cleaned, accurate and reliable. Rhode Island Department of Education provides local education agency personnel with technical assistance and professional development opportunities to ensure ease of use of the system and data reliability. 
The system has verifying mechanisms that were developed to ensure that local education agencies are reporting all relevant students and not only those students whose initial evaluation data falls within the 100% compliance rate. The first method starts with the current Special Education Census System (state wide database). The current school year’s Special Education Census is compared with the previous year’s Special Education Census. Any student who only appears in the current year’s Special Education Census (state wide database) and was not reported in the previous year’s Special Education Census, is listed on Maintenance Report 42. Report 42 captures students who are Not in the June 2018 Special Education Census and currently in the Special Education Census without an Evaluation Record. This maintenance report appears on the two separate systems- the current eRIDE Special Education Census as well as on the eRIDE Special Education Evaluation System (Indicator 11). All students on Maintenance Report 42 must be accounted for on the eRIDE Special Education Evaluation System by their local education agency. Until the local education agency accounts for all students on Report 42, by recording the student appropriately on the Special Education Evaluation System, the student will continue to appear on Maintenance Report 42. The logic behind this report is simple, any student who appears only on the current Special Education Census, most likely had an initial evaluation recently and was determined eligible for special education services, but was not recorded. 
Another feature of the Special Education Evaluation System is the quarterly reporting. The Special Education Evaluation System generates cumulative Local Education Agency Percentage Rate Report, the Randomly Selected Student Record Report and the Students Missing Data reports. The system automatically emails these reports to the appropriate personnel in each local education agency. Rhode Island Department of Education’s Data Manager is automatically sent a cumulative summary of all of these reports for review. These automated features have improved efficiency and serve as a reminder for the local education agency to review their data reporting and they are required to submit the appropriate documentation to Rhode Island Department of Education. The following requirements for each local education agency are as follows: 
1) Each local education agency must submit al District Action Plan to Rhode Island Department of Education. Each quarter the local education agency must review their District Action Plan. If the local education agency is not at 100% compliance, the local education agency must add or revise steps to the District Action Plan to explain what modifications or additional steps they will implement ensure 100% compliance. 
2. The Special Education Evaluation System generates an Indicator 11 report for each local education agency with their cumulative percentage rate of compliance at the close of each quarter. This report is automatically emailed to each local education agency for review. 
3. In turn, the local education agency is required to submit a Quarterly Report to Rhode Island Department of Education inclusive of their cumulative percentage rate at that point in time and status of their District Action Plan. If the local education agency has met 100% compliance, no revisions are required to their District Action Plan for that quarter. The local education agency simply records their percentage rate on the appropriate quarterly report and checks off a box that states “I have reached 100% compliance and will maintain my District Action Plan and will not add or revise any action steps this quarter”. If a local education agency has not met 100% compliance revisions to the District Action Plan are required. The local education agency simply records their percentage rate of noncompliance on the appropriate quarterly report, checks off the box that states “I have NOT reached 100% compliance and will revise my District Action Plan as follows by adding or revising the following steps” in order to meet 100% compliance. A local education agency is required to revise or add steps to their District Action plan each quarter as to ensure the local education agency is focused on the present data in the system and has a plan toward the target of 100% compliance on Indicator 11 by the close of the year. This Quarterly Report is dated and submitted to Rhode Island Department of Education by the Special Education Administrator from each local education agency at the end of every quarter. The local education agencies who were 100% compliance in the previous school year receive their Quarterly Report via email each quarter, but they are exempted from the Quarterly Report submitted to Rhode Island Department of Education. 
4. The Special Education Evaluation System generates and emails to each local education agency, a Student Record Verification report each quarter, which randomly selects students that were entered on the Special Education Evaluation System. The local education agency is required to submit a Quarterly Student Record Verification Sheet on the selected students to Rhode Island Department of Education, in order to verify the student information entered on the system. (Those local education agencies who were 100% compliant in the previous school year are exempt from this student record verification requirement.) The Student Record Verification Sheet submitted from the local education agency to Rhode Island Department of Education includes a summary of the student information for the selected students and the relevant supporting documentation. This verification method is utilized to ensure accuracy and reliability of the data on the system for the local education agencies. In addition, during Rhode Island Department of Education School Support System visits to the local education agencies, a number of student records are selected for review and verification. This verification of selected student records is another effort utilized to ensure a comprehensive and reliable data system. 
5. The Special Education Evaluation System generates and emails to the local education agency each quarter the Report of Students Missing Data. This report serves two purposes. It is a reminder that there are students on the system who are still in the process and their evaluations have not been completed or the data was not yet recorded on the system. The report displays the number of days since the ‘date of receipt of the parental consent’ to the date the report was generated. Local education agencies can use this report to ensure they are staying within the 60 day time line for each student. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The data is collected electronically via the eRIDE Special Education Evaluation System on July 30th to allow a month beyond the completion of the school year to ensure that all pertinent data is recorded. In a case where a child’s evaluation information has not been completed and the child’s data is still in process when the data is collected, their records are not closed out on the system, but carried forward until the evaluation process is completed and the completion date is entered into the Special Education Evaluation System. This useful function is built into the database itself. The data is reviewed by the Rhode Island Department of Education on a quarterly basis and reminders are sent to Special Education Administrators to address such scenarios. Special Education Administrators have access to their local education agency’s time line information on a daily basis via the eRIDE system. The eRIDE Special Education Evaluation System provides each local education agency with an Indicator 11 report which displays their percentage rate of compliance at any given time. This affords each local education agency to be apprised of their compliance rate at any time during the school year. 
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	9
	9
	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
There are no remaining findings of noncompliance from previous APR reporting periods. All noncompliance has been corrected within the required timeline. The state has verified that the local education agencies are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements of 34 CFR Section 300.301 (c)(1)(i.e. achieved 100%compliance) based upon the review of updated data subsequently collected through the eRIDE Special Education Evaluation data system and has completed the evaluation, although late, for any child whose initial evaluation was not timely, unless the child is no longer in the jurisdiction of the local education agencies, consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The State verified that the local education agency corrected each individual case of noncompliance through eRIDE Special Education Evaluation System. The State engaged in specific actions to verify the correction. The State provided a template for the District's Action Plan which specified technical assistance and training needed to enable the schools and district to correct policies and procedures for the identification of students with disabilities to determine eligibility for special education and related services within the 60 day evaluation timeline. Resources were identified and made available to the district to assist in carrying out the District's Action Plan. 
The system has verifying mechanisms that were developed to ensure that all individual cases in local education agencies are reported and all relevant students, not only those students whose initial evaluation data falls within 100% compliance rate are reported in the system. The current school year's special education census is compared with the previous year’s special education census. Any student who only appears in the current special education census (statewide data base) and was not reported in the previous year's special education census, is listed on Maintenance Report 42 which captures students who were not reported in the June 2018 special education census and currently in the special education census without an Evaluation Record. 
This Maintenance Report 42 appears on two separate systems; (1) the current eRIDE special education census, as well as, on the (2) eRIDE Special Education Evaluation System (Indicator 11). Each individual student on Maintenance Report 42 must be accounted for on the eRIDE Special Education Evaluation System by their local education agency. Until the local education agency accounts for each individual student listed on Maintenance Report 42 (by recording the student appropriately on the Special Education Evaluation System) the student will continue to appear on the Maintenance Report 42. The logic behind this report is simple; any student who appears only on the current special education census most likely had an initial evaluation recently and was determined eligible for special education services and was not recorded. 
Another feature of the Special Education Evaluation System is the quarterly reporting. The Special Education Evaluation System generates a cumulative Local Education Agency Percentage Rate Report, the Randomly Selected Student Record Report and the Student Missing Data Reports. The system automatically sends emails of these reports to the appropriate personnel in each local education agency. Rhode Island Department of Education's Data Manager is automatically sent a cumulative summary of all of the reports of each individual student to review. These automated features have improved efficiency and serve as a reminder for the local education agency to review their data reporting and they are required to submit the appropriate documentation to the Rhode Island Department of Education 
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	60.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.41%
	98.94%
	99.45%
	99.50%
	98.87%


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. 
	996

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	149

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	798

	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. 
	33

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	3

	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.
	 798
	811
	98.87%
	100%
	98.40%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

13

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.
The data below represents the 13 students from 4 LEAs who did not have an IEP developed and implemented by their 3rd birthdays.

(1) child was delayed 10-20 days due to late referral from EI to the LEA (the child was not found eligible for EI late)
(3) children were delayed 41-60 days due to late referral from EI to the LEA (the children were not found eligible for EI late) 
(4) children were delayed >60 days due to late referral from EI to the LEA (the children were not found eligible for EI late)

(1) child was delayed <10 days due to delayed consent to evaluate
  
(1) child was delayed 10-20 days due to child illness 

(1) child was delayed >60 days due to limited info from EI

(2) children were delayed >60 days due to scheduling due to parent refusal
Attach PDF table (optional)
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
State monitoring
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

The Department of Education continues to use the Preschool Performance Report, one of the LEA applications for federal funds, to collect data for this indicator. In 2007, an electronic Consolidated Resource Plan (CRP) was developed and implemented. It was specifically designed to collect the number of children whose transition from Part C to Part B was delayed and the reason for those delays. In 2009 the CRP was modified to more accurately align and report data regarding delay factors and corresponding lengths of delays. Again in 2012 the CRP was altered and separated into several more manageable applications, including today’s preschool performance report. The Executive Office of Health & Human Services (EOHHS), the current lead agency for Part C, shares LEA notification data on a monthly basis due to notification requirements and to assist RIDE in identifying students that were found eligible for Part C less than 90 days before their birthday. This data can now be paired with RIDE data and a unique student identifier (SASID) identified. This significantly decreased the necessary effort to identify the children who do not have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays and increased the reliability of the data collected and reported.
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

	5
	4
	1
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Each of the five (5) LEAs identified as out of compliance in the FFY 2017 findings were contacted individually and in writing by the Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE). The LEAs were required to conduct an analysis of barriers to compliance and to develop a corrective action plan addressing the quality of the data collection and prevention of delayed transitions. LEAs were required to submit these plans specifying goals, improvement activities, date of implementation and monitoring strategies. In addition, the Department of Education offered technical assistance to support the districts in identifying the barriers to 100% compliance, recognizing necessary changes in protocol, making use of a tracking form and coordinating with early intervention programs. These corrective action plans were reviewed and approved by the department. 
RIDE used the data available in the most recent preschool performance report (FFY 2018) to confirm that each district out of compliance in the previous year, is now implementing 34 CFR § 300.124 (b) and achieving 100% compliance. According to the FFY 2018 data, four (4) of the five (5) LEAs are correctly implementing 34 CFR § 300.124 (b) and have reached 100% compliance. The fifth LEA reached 92% compliance. 
Although one LEA continues to demonstrate non-compliance in the FFY 2018 data, it must be noted that the data was collected before the hiring of their new Early Childhood Coordinator and therefore prior to the implementation of the new transition protocol. Over the last year, this LEA has worked tirelessly with the Department of Education to improve their transitions from EI. The new coordinator, along with the district’s special education director, has created a detailed plan and associated action steps which include changes in protocol, making use of a tracking form and coordinating with early intervention programs. District efforts have been extensive and have led to significant improvements, with verified subsequent correction that 100% of children entering school this year having services implemented by their third birthday.  This data was reviewed by the LEA for the period between 7/1/2019 and 12/6/2019 and submitted to RIDE. RIDE will continue to work closely with the LEA to ensure continued success and compliance moving forward.  
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

RIDE used the data districts entered in the preschool performance reports to confirm that each individual case of noncompliance had been corrected. As reported, nine (9) children in the FFY 2017 were found eligible for Part B but did not have an IEP developed and implemented by their 3
birthdays due to delay factors not allowed by OSEP. The state verified through the data provided in the FFY 2017 preschool performance report that each of these LEAs corrected the individual cases of noncompliance. For any child with whom implementation was not timely, the districts are required to report the specific delay factor and the corresponding length of time until the individual IEPs were implemented. RIDE has verified that each individual case of noncompliance in the 2017 FFY findings were corrected, and that each child, although late, had an IEP developed and implemented.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2016
	1
	1
	0

	FFY 2015
	1
	1
	0

	
	
	
	


FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Each of the four (4) LEAs identified as out of compliance in the FFY 2016 findings were contacted individually and in writing by the Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE). The LEAs were required to conduct an analysis of barriers to compliance and to develop a corrective action plan addressing the quality of the data collection and prevention of delayed transitions. LEAs were required to submit these plans specifying goals, improvement activities, date of implementation and monitoring strategies. In addition, the Department of Education offered technical assistance to support the districts in identifying the barriers to 100% compliance, recognizing necessary changes in protocol, making use of a tracking form and coordinating with early intervention programs. These corrective action plans were reviewed and approved by the department. 
RIDE used the data available in the FFY 2017 preschool performance report to confirm that each district out of compliance in the previous year, was now implementing 34 CFR § 300.124 (b) and achieving 100% compliance. According to the FFY 2017 data, three (3) of the four (4) LEAs were correctly implementing 34 CFR § 300.124 (b) and have reached 100% compliance. The fourth LEA reached 99% compliance. 
Although one LEA continued to demonstrate non-compliance in the FFY 2017 data, it must be noted that the data was collected before the hiring of their new Early Childhood Coordinator and therefore prior to the implementation of the new transition protocol. Over the last year, this LEA has worked tirelessly with the Department of Education to improve their transitions from EI. The new coordinator, along with the district’s special education director, has created a detailed plan and associated action steps which include changes in protocol, making use of a tracking form and coordinating with early intervention programs. District efforts have been extensive and have led to significant improvements, with verified subsequent correction that 100% of children entering school this year having services implemented by their third birthday. This data was reviewed by the LEA for the period between 7/1/2019 and 12/6/2019 and submitted to RIDE.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

RIDE used the data districts entered in the preschool performance reports to confirm that each individual case of noncompliance had been corrected. As reported, four (4) children in the FFY 2016 were found eligible for Part B but did not have an IEP developed and implemented by their 3 birthdays due to delay factors not allowed by OSEP. The state verified through the data provided in the FFY 2016 preschool performance report that each of these LEAs corrected the individual cases of noncompliance. For any child with whom implementation was not timely, the districts are required to report the specific delay factor and the corresponding length of time until the individual IEPs were implemented. RIDE has verified that each individual case of noncompliance in the 2016 FFY findings were corrected, and that each child, although late, had an IEP developed and implemented.
FFY 2015

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Each of the three (3) LEAs identified as out of compliance in the FFY 2015 findings were contacted individually and in writing by the Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE). The LEAs were required to conduct an analysis of barriers to compliance and to develop a corrective action plan addressing the quality of the data collection and prevention of delayed transitions. LEAs were required to submit these plans specifying goals, improvement activities, date of implementation and monitoring strategies. In addition, the Department of Education offered technical assistance to support the districts in identifying the barriers to 100% compliance, recognizing necessary changes in protocol, making use of a tracking form and coordinating with early intervention programs. These corrective action plans were reviewed and approved by the department. 
RIDE used the data the FFY 2016 preschool performance report to confirm that each district out of compliance in the previous year, was now implementing 34 CFR § 300.124 (b) and achieving 100% compliance. According to the FFY 2016 data, two (2) of the three (3) LEAs are correctly implementing 34 CFR § 300.124 (b) and have reached 100% compliance. The third LEA reached 99% compliance. 
Although one LEA continued to demonstrate non-compliance in the FFY 2016 data, it must be noted that the data was collected before the hiring of their new Early Childhood Coordinator and therefore prior to the implementation of the new transition protocol. Over the last year, this LEA has worked tirelessly with the Department of Education to improve their transitions from EI. The new coordinator, along with the district’s special education director, has created a detailed plan and associated action steps which include changes in protocol, making use of a tracking form and coordinating with early intervention programs. District efforts have been extensive and have led to significant improvements, with verified subsequent correction that 100% of children entering school this year having services implemented by their third birthday. This data was reviewed by the LEA for the period between 7/1/2019 and 12/6/2019 and submitted to RIDE.

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

RIDE used the data districts entered in the preschool performance reports to confirm that each individual case of noncompliance had been corrected. As reported, three (3) children in the FFY 2015 were found eligible for Part B but did not have an IEP developed and implemented by their 3 birthdays due to delay factors not allowed by OSEP. The state verified through the data provided in the FFY 2015 preschool performance report that each of these LEAs corrected the individual cases of noncompliance. For any child with whom implementation was not timely, the districts are required to report the specific delay factor and the corresponding length of time until the individual IEPs were implemented. RIDE has verified that each individual case of noncompliance in the 2015 FFY findings were corrected, and that each child, although late, had an IEP developed and implemented.

12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	98.21%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.93%
	99.98%
	99.94%
	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

	5,145
	5,146
	99.90%
	100%
	99.98%
	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. 

Overview of Indicator 13: 
Rhode Island's Collaborative System of Tiered Monitoring: School Support System (SSS) incorporates a variety of instruments and procedures that are utilized to ensure compliance with state and federal laws and regulations. Currently, Rhode Island examines student records through this process and completion of the transition page of the Rhode Island Individualized Education Plan (IEP) is part of the record review. Reviewers will look at a sample of student records on monitoring visits and will record the completion of IDEA and state required information. If required information is missing, the district will be notified of non-compliance and improvement plans/corrective actions will be undertaken. Prior to IDEA 2004, Rhode Island required that the transition goals on the IEP be student driven (based on student's preferences and interest) and were linked to annual goals and objectives (where appropriate). Rhode Island did not centralize the collection of this specific data but would use the results in reporting to the district for compliance and improvement. Rhode Island has chosen not to utilize the SSS to obtain data for Indicator 13. There are simply not enough records reviewed annually in this small state to draw reasonable conclusions about all districts compliance on this indicator. However, RIDE utilizes the special education census as a means to monitor compliance with this indicator for all students. As the data is collected by each district's IEP forms and entered into the RIDE census data system, RIDE has been able to target LEAS's with poor compliance for this indicator and provide targeted interventions. Training and technical assistance has continued. Additional maintenance reports added to the special education census system are available to assist LEA's in assuring compliance with all measures of this indicator. 
(The Rhode Island state IEP form and instructions may be viewed at: http://www.ride.ri.gov/Portals/0/Uploads/Documents/OSCAS/RI-Secondary-IEP-form_4.pdf) 
(See Attachment- Rhode Island IEP Page Item Information reported)

Through the RIDE School Support System focused monitoring process, RIDE has always monitored LEAs for compliance with the secondary transition requirements of IDEA. This has been completed through record review, student and parent interview and on-site monitoring. LEAs with issues of noncompliance for the transition requirements are notified in the School Support report and are provided a deadline for compliance. RIDE schedules a follow-up verification review to ensure compliance with noncompliant items based on the nature of the issue, but no more than one year from the release of the report. For measures not included in the special education census for Indicator 13 such as the actual invitation of the student to the IEP meeting (form or letter) and parent/student consent for the representative of a participating agency to attend the IEP meeting (consent form); these will continue to be monitored through the School Support System focused monitoring process. 

Rhode Island continues to improve capacity to collect Indicator 13 data through the state special education census. The Regional Transition (Technical Assistance) Centers continue to assist the state in the collection of qualitative evidence on the LEAs results on I-13 in coordination with the state’s School Support System. The purpose of the on site evaluation of I-13 evidence is twofold; (a) to verify the data as reported in the special education census related to I-13, (b) identify possible technical assistance needs with the LEA. A rubric was developed based on the NTACT (formerly NSTAC) I-13 checklist and was piloted in the spring of 2010, revised in 2011 with full implementation starting in Fall 2012. LEA's report that the use of the rubric has effectively assisted in the quality analysis and improvement of student's IEPs. See RI IEP Page Item Information document in attachments.
FFY 2018 (2018 - 2019 SY):
For 2018-2019 SY, one record/finding was non-compliant in one or more transition requirements as of June 30, 2019. All records have been brought into compliance as of February 2020. This record/finding was corrected and verified as compliant by RIDE. The one affected district submitted an updated and corrected, compliant IEP for the initially non-compliant IEP. Based on subsequent collection and review for 2018-2019 SY every district is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements of 34 CFR 300.320 (b) and 300.321 (b), achieving 100% compliance. 
Compliance has been excellent, having progressed from 98.21% baseline to more than 99.9% in 2019. 










 
 


 
 



 



 
 






 




 






 















 



 
 


Assessment Tools - 


one or more assessment tool listed 


on IEP 


Yes/no 
 








specific in indicator 13 but a 


compliance item in IDEA) 
 



4 
 


Measurable Post-school goals - 


List one or more 


Yes/no 
 


“…coordinated, measurable, 


annual IEP goals…” (Ind. 13) 
 



5 
 


Transition services - 


List one or more 


Yes/no 
 


“…and transition services… 


(Ind. 13) 
 



6 


7 
 


Assurance of Transition Services - 


Assurance checked off with 


response 


Yes/no 


Program of Study 


List Program of Study 


Yes/no 
 


“… reasonable enable he 


student to meet the postsecondary 


goals.” (Ind. 13) 


Student agrees/disagrees 


"... including course of study" (Ind. 13 ) 
 
	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
Baseline data is only based on youth starting at age 16 to align with federal requirement
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

	5
	5
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The five records have been brought into compliance as of February 2019.  These records/findings were corrected and verified as compliant by RIDE.  The affected two districts were required to submit an updated and compliant IEP for the initially identified non-compliant IEP.  Based on subsequent collection and review for FFY 2017 every district is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements of 34 CFR 300.320 (b) and achieving 100% compliance. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The five records have been brought into compliance as of February 2019.  These records/findings were corrected and verified as compliant by RIDE.  The affected two districts were required to submit an updated and compliant IEP for the initially identified non-compliant IEP.  Based on subsequent collection and review for FFY 2017 every district is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements of 34 CFR 300.320 (b) and achieving 100% compliance. 
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


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
13 - State Attachments

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

[image: image3.emf]APR IEP page.docx


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 >=
	37.00%
	38.00%
	39.00%
	40.00%
	41.00%

	A
	33.00%
	Data
	32.27%
	30.42%
	31.33%
	28.43%
	29.03%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	71.00%
	72.00%
	73.00%
	74.00%
	75.00%

	B
	67.00%
	Data
	68.90%
	69.71%
	64.70%
	70.01%
	69.43%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	82.00%
	83.00%
	84.00%
	85.00%
	86.00%

	C
	78.00%
	Data
	81.51%
	84.73%
	84.44%
	80.49%
	79.47%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	42.00%
	43.00%

	Target B >=
	76.00%
	77.00%

	Target C >=
	87.00%
	88.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
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
	855

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	274

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	285

	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)
	47

	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).
	54


	
	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)
	274
	855
	29.03%
	42.00%
	32.05%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	559
	855
	69.43%
	76.00%
	65.38%
	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)
	660
	855
	79.47%
	87.00%
	77.19%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	RI continues to increase opportunities for youth to access particular pathway programs in high school that partner with postsecondary institutions to foster continued learning in that career pathway. In addition the RI Promise Scholarship that was implemented in 2017 to make it more affordable for youth to pursue a postsecondary credential has also bolstered enrollment to postsecondary. This may be a reason that there was slippage in Measurement B Competitive Employment and an increase in Measurement A Higher Education. 

	C
	Other postsecondary education or training and other employment- 
Although RI saw a slight slippage of 2% in Measurement C, which excludes higher education, Measurement A increased by 3% from the previous year suggesting that efforts to improve access and pathways to higher education for students with disabilities may be promising. 


Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

	If yes, attach a copy of the survey
	transition survey


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
See NPSO Response Calculator regarding Representativeness under Attachments- Use of the NPSO Response Calculator indicates that the response data is representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they exited school. Additionally, post school outcomes by geographic location was also analyzed (see attachment). RI is a small state with the northern and providence regions accounting for 54% of the state's respondent group. The response data is representative of all four geographic regions within the state.
	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? 
	YES


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
14 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
14 - Required Actions
14 - State Attachments

The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

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

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

	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
	6


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

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	42.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	51.00%
	52.00%
	53.00%
	54.00%
	55.00%

	Data
	57.14%
	60.00%
	75.00%
	53.85%
	57.14%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	56.00%
	57.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	3.1 Number of resolutions sessions
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	6
	11
	57.14%
	56.00%
	54.55%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Rhode Island reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2017. The state is not required to meet its target until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held. During FFY 2018, there were 11 resolution sessions, 6 of which were resolved through settlement agreements. This resulted in a 2.59% slippage from the previous year.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	27

	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
	1

	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
	24


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

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets. 

Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) first compiled and analyzed data for the development of the State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) utilizing the expertise of internal personnel. A draft along with the data was reviewed with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC). RISEAC (a) advises the Commissioner and Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education on matters concerning the unmet educational needs of children with disabilities; (b) comments publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by the State regarding the education of children with disabilities; (c) advises the Rhode Island Department of Education in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the Secretary under section 618 of the IDEA; (d) advises RIDE in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in Federal Monitoring Reports under Part B of the IDEA; and (e) advises the RIDE in developing and implementing policies relating to the coordination of services for children with disabilities. Membership of the committee is composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. Parents of children with disabilities birth through 26 maintain the majority of the Committee Membership. The Membership also includes individuals with disabilities, teachers, representatives of institutions of higher education, private schools, charter schools, state and local education officials, administrators of programs for children with disabilities foster care and homelessness, vocational, community or business organizations, juvenile and adult corrections and State Child Serving Agencies. The RISEAC reviews the draft and provides suggestions and input. These are considered and, as appropriate, incorporated into the final copy of the SPP. Progress and slippage in meeting the targets in the SPP are discussed in detail regarding each indicator submitted to OSEP. All indicators are publicly available on the RIDE website at the following link: https://www.ride.ri.gov/InformationAccountability/Accountability/StatePerformancePlan.aspx Each year RIDE publicly reports per 34 CFR 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). Per OSEP, this typically occurs the first week of June. The link for accessing Rhode Island’s public reporting information, which details the performance of each LEA on the targets in the SPP is as: http://www.eride.ri.gov/SPED_PublicReporting/
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	79.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	86.00%
	87.00%
	88.00%
	89.00%
	90.00%

	Data
	100.00%
	80.95%
	82.50%
	74.07%
	85.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	91.00%
	92.00%


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
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1
	24
	27
	85.00%
	91.00%
	92.59%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

Name: 

Susan Wood, PhD
Title: 
Senior Administrator, Quality Assurance Services
Email: 
Susan.Wood@ride.ri.gov
Phone:
401-222-8992
Submitted on:
04/29/20  4:15:51 PM 
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A. Summary of Phase III, Year 4 
In 2014, the Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) established the State-identified 
Measurable Result (SiMR) to improve mathematics achievement (on the statewide assessment) 
by 4% for students with specific learning disabilities (SLDs) who are Black or Hispanic/Latino in 
Grades 3–5 by 2018–19. The SiMR aligns to one facet of RIDE’s Every Student Succeeds Act 
plan, which delineates ambitious improvements in mathematics outcomes for students with 
disabilities, as well as students who are Black or Hispanic/Latino. To address the SiMR, RIDE 
awarded the American Institutes for Research (AIR) a 5-year contract to support the State 
Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) implementation and evaluation activities (contract period 
2017–2022)—which resulted in the development of the Intensive Math Intervention Project 
(hereafter, Math Project). During the Phase III, Year 4 (April 2019–March 2020) reporting cycle, 
AIR engaged in technical assistance activities in 19 schools in nine districts, representing sites 
from three cohorts (Table 1). The third cohort represents the final cohort of sites that will 
engage in the 2-year implementation cycle described in last year’s submission (i.e., Year 1 
focused on core instruction, Year 2 on intensifying instruction).  


Table 1. Participating Sites by Cohort 


Cohorts Elementary 
school sites 


Middle 
school sites a 


District 
models b 


Total 


Cohort 1 (participation started in the 2016–17 school 
year) 


4 2 0 6 


Cohort 2 (participation started in the 2017–18 school 
year) 


5 2 0 7 


Cohort 3 (participation started in the 2018–19 school 
year) 


3 1 2 6 


Total 12 5 2 19 


a Middle school sites in Rhode Island often serve students in Grade 5, and many students identified in 2014 for the 
SiMR are now in middle school. b For the district model, local education agencies (LEAs) identify a cohort of 
educators across the district that may include a combination of administrators, mathematics coaches and 
coordinators, special education leads, and multitiered system of supports (MTSS) or response to intervention (RTI) 
leads. 


This report details implementation and evaluation activities involved in the Math Project since 
the last reporting period (April 2018–March 2019) and communicates key findings resulting 
from the ongoing evaluation of the project. As discussed in last year’s report, Rhode Island 
began implementing a new statewide assessment (the Rhode Island Comprehensive 
Assessment System or RICAS) in Grades 3–8 in English language arts (ELA) and mathematics in 
2018. We examine statewide assessment data for 2018–19, including RIDE’s progress toward its 
SiMR, in this report (see Section C.1.f.). 
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1. Theory of Action or Logic Model for the SSIP, Including the SiMR 
Previous submissions detailed refinements to the theory of action (Figure 1) and logic model 
(Figure 2), based on stakeholder feedback and actual implementation. The language changed 
from broad language related to MTSS implementation to data-based decision making to inform 
intensive, individualized instruction in mathematics. The change in language better articulates 
the nature of the SSIP work, including how the theory of action drives the implementation to 
ensure successful outcomes for the SiMR population. In this reporting cycle, no changes were 
made to the theory of action or the logic model. The theory of action and logic model continue 
to guide the activities and outputs to help RIDE achieve the intended outcomes and the SiMR. 


Figure 1. RIDE SSIP Theory of Action  
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Figure 2. RIDE SSIP Logic Model 


SiMR: Improve the mathematics achievement for Hispanic and Black students with specific learning disabilities in Grades 3–5 by 4% by fiscal year 2018 
(2018–19) on the statewide assessment. 
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2. Coherent Improvement Strategies or Principal Activities Employed During the 
Year, Including Infrastructure Improvement Strategies 


a. Coherent Improvement Strategies Employed 


As discussed, the Math Project brought on a third cohort of sites this year, while continuing to 
provide training and ongoing coaching support to sites in the first two cohorts. The third cohort 
has four school-level sites and two district-level, cross-school implementation teams (i.e., 
district model). With the increased number of sites and personnel supported by the Math 
Project, an additional coach was hired to support implementation activities. In addition, given 
that the Math Project is currently in Year 4 of 5, a priority for all sites this year and next is on 
scaling and sustaining implementation. The principal activities employed by the Math Project to 
address this priority are as follows:  


• A book study and self-paced, online training series focused on evidence-based practices 
(EBPs) in mathematics (see Section 3.a.) 


• A leadership professional learning community (PLC; see Section 3.a.)  


• A district model for implementation (see Section 3) 


The book study and leadership PLC occur in addition to other training and/or coaching activities 
outlined by site-level action plans, allowing the Math Project to have broader reach to 
personnel who are not members of sites’ core teams. The book study and PLC provide the Math 
Project team with an additional way to align ongoing professional learning with the theory of 
action. Each activity provides LEAs and school leadership with supports and tools so that they 
can work toward changing systems and adult behaviors to increase their capacity to improve 
mathematics outcomes. Section C.1.c. discusses the results of these activities.  


Regarding engaging families related to SSIP implementation and evaluation, RIDE has regular 
meetings with the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory Committee (RISEAC) to facilitate its 
input and feedback. Staff from the Rhode Island Parent Information Network (RIPIN; the Office 
of Special Education Programs-funded Parent, Training, and Information Center) are members 
of RISEAC, serve as members of the SSIP core team, and are integral to informing decisions 
about implementation strategies. In addition, RIPIN has a subcontract award on the Math 
Project to help achieve the outcomes related to parent and family awareness and 
understanding of DBI.  


Infrastructure Improvement Strategies 
During this reporting period, RIDE continued working to align other state-level initiatives by 
identifying common goals. Specifically, infrastructure initiatives were leveraged to ensure that 
the SSIP project’s (i.e., Math Project) core team is building on the success of various 







  Phase III Report 


 


Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) 5 


implementation efforts, including the state’s systems of support (SOS) contract focused on 
MTSS, the Collaboration for Effective Educator Development, Accountability, and Reform 
(CEEDAR) Center, and the National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII). The core team 
includes RIDE staff from across departments, project staff working directly with the school sites, 
stakeholders (described later), and key personnel from other RIDE initiatives. The SSIP core 
team made connections across the initiatives to (a) ensure consistency in how DBI, a process 
that integrates assessment and intervention for individual students—as a part of an MTSS 
model—is communicated; (b) revise implementation plans based on lessons learned; 
(c) connect with key personnel from existing RIDE initiatives on a regular basis; and (d) share 
ongoing updates with RIDE to facilitate a continuous feedback loop.  


RIDE also made some infrastructure changes, which included new state rules on LEA adoption of 
high-quality curricular materials (HQCM) in mathematics and ELA. In response to the new state 
rules, RIDE leadership developed a cross-office state team to support LEAs with their selection 
and implementation of HQCM in mathematics. In addition, they recently received two grants: 
the School Climate Transformation grant and the Comprehensive Literacy State Development 
grant. In tandem, these grants and the Math Project provide a mechanism for RIDE to ensure 
that LEAs receive ample opportunity to focus professional learning efforts in the targeted areas 
of need. The SSIP mathematics focus also fostered increased collaboration between staff at 
RIDE’s Office of Student, Community and Academic Supports (OSCAS) and the Office of 
Instruction, Assessment & Curriculum, on not only the Math Project for the SSIP but also general 
education mathematics initiatives and statewide curriculum work. (See Section B.2.b. for 
additional discussion.) 


3. Specific Evidence-Based Practices Implemented to Date 
To date, three cohorts of schools are engaged in the Math Project. Cohort 1 includes six schools 
that began participating in the project during the 2016–17 academic year and continue to 
receive project support. Cohort 2 includes seven schools that joined the project during the 
2017–18 academic year and continue to receive project support. Cohort 3 includes four schools 
that joined the project in summer 2019. In addition to the four schools, Cohort 3 also includes 
the two districts engaged in the district model.  


For the district model, each district identified a group of educators across the district that 
included a combination of the following personnel: administrators, mathematics 
coaches/coordinators, special education leads, MTSS or RTI leads, and/or curriculum or 
instructional leads. In this model, participants received training and coaching from a Math 
Project coach, a mini-grant award to support implementation activities for 2 years, and access 
to the Math Project’s professional learning modules. The training/coaching focused on ensuring 
access for all learners, including increasing participant knowledge of universal design for 



https://mtssri.org/

http://ceedar.education.ufl.edu/

http://ceedar.education.ufl.edu/

https://intensiveintervention.org/intervention-resources/mathematics-strategies-support-intensifying-interventions

https://www.ride.ri.gov/InsideRIDE/RIDEOffices/Student,CommunityAcademicSupports.aspx

https://www.ride.ri.gov/InsideRIDE/RIDEOffices/Instruction,AssessmentCurriculum.aspx

https://www.ride.ri.gov/InsideRIDE/RIDEOffices/Instruction,AssessmentCurriculum.aspx
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learning, differentiation, and scaffolding in mathematics instruction. Participants in the district 
model also received training on how to support students with solving word problems by 
learning “attack” strategies and schema-based instruction. 


All cohorts will continue to participate in the Math Project through June 2022, focusing on 
different aspects of implementation (e.g., learning and implementing EBPs in mathematics and 
DBI and then scaling and sustaining efforts) based on their implementation “phase.” For 
example, Cohort 1 and 2 sites are focusing on scaling and sustaining implementation, whereas 
Cohort 3 sites are implementing the 2-year professional learning cycle with attention given to 
scale-up and sustainability from the onset. Before implementation activities began, all school 
sites completed a needs assessment process (see previous submission for examples). The 
results drive the development of a site-level action plan, which is reviewed annually and 
considers site-level fidelity data (i.e., DBI Pulse Check, summarized in Section C.2.b.). Action 
plans prioritize two to three goals for the academic year related to not only increasing 
knowledge and implementation of Common Core–aligned EBPs in mathematics across the tiers 
(see Table 2) but also the structural changes (i.e., teaming processes) required to achieve 
results. Action plan goals align to the short-term and intermediate outcomes in the logic 
model. 


Table 2. Example Evidence-Based Practices Across MTSS Tiers 


 Relevance 


Examples of EBPs in mathematics Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 


Concrete-representational-abstract X X X 


Using manipulatives in Base 10 X X X 


Visual schematic diagramming (e.g., Frayer model, place value thinking squares) X X X 


“Attack” strategies and schema-based instruction for word problem solving  X X X  


Peer-assisted learning strategies (PALS) in mathematics X X  


Corrective mathematics  X X 


DBI process (includes evidence-based intensification strategies)   X 


Note. We may add EBPs to this list as sites identify additional skill deficit areas that require instruction or 
intervention. 


Common areas of need that are the focus of site-level action plans include inconsistent 
procedures for teaming structures in mathematics to support data-based decision making, a 
lack of diagnostic tools and processes for students who are struggling, gaps in current 
instructional delivery processes, and an overall recognition of a need to improve the 
implementation of EBPs in mathematics across the tiers.  
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a. Training in Evidence-Based Practices  


All site action plans include goals related to improving knowledge and implementation of EBPs 
in mathematics across the tiers. The Math Project team continues to leverage the online 
learning modules described in last year’s report as a part of its ongoing professional learning. In 
addition, Math Project staff continue to provide coaching support to ensure implementation 
fidelity of learned EBPs (e.g., PALS) and instructional strategies geared at increasing student 
dialogue in the mathematics classroom (e.g., Number Talks) to promote alignment with 
mathematical content and practice standards. 


As previously mentioned, a book study was used to increase the Math Project’s “reach” to 
additional educators across cohorts, providing a structure for scaling EBPs. Participants from 
across all cohorts used Teaching Elementary Mathematics to Struggling Learners (Witzel & Little, 
2016) in the book study. During the book study, all participants read one chapter per week 
during the course of 9 weeks. The participants also completed corresponding learning modules.1 
After reading each chapter and viewing each learning module, participants completed reflection 
questions via SurveyMonkey and engaged in discussion board questions with other educators 
across the state via Padlet. (See the results summary in Section C.1.c.) Participants who 
completed all activities received nine professional learning unit credits that their districts could 
approve for educators’ certification renewal. For school sites across the three project cohorts, 
the rationale for creating a book study allowed educators to have ownership of their own 
learning and increase the Math Project’s “reach” beyond core team members. The book study 
also is a mechanism for districts and schools to use after the Math Project’s termination. 


For book study participants from the district models, the goal is to build the capacity of internal 
personnel to lead/facilitate future book studies with other educators in their districts. This 
approach aligns with the Math Project’s theory of action and long-term outcomes; it provides 
a mechanism for LEAs to build their internal capacity, take ownership of professional learning 
activities, and work toward sustaining practices across time. The book study approach has been 
favorably received and addresses a concern raised in last year’s submission related to middle 
school participants’ completion of training related to EBPs in mathematics.  


Leadership PLC Training Activities 
This year’s PLC sessions focused on topics identified by primary stakeholders (i.e., district or 
school staff from implementing sites). Sessions occurred in June 2019, September 2019 
(“makeup” to June’s session), January 2020, and February 2020. The June and September 
sessions walked school and district leaders through the DBI process, focusing on how to use 


 
1 Book study participants completed the following modules: Features of Core Instruction Part 1 and Part 2, Delivering High-
Quality Instruction, Effective Instruction to Support Language Development in Mathematics, and Effectively Planning 
Mathematics Instruction.  
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student-level formative assessment data to inform instructional intensification. The January 
and February sessions focused on conducting an item-analysis of RICAS items to inform 
instructional changes in areas where students did not perform as well, with attention given to 
strategies for students with disabilities and multilingual learners (MLLs).  


b. Training Participation 


To support the alignment of training activities to the SiMR population, Math Project staff 
encouraged sites to select educators to participate in trainings in Grades 2–5 at the elementary 
level and Grades 5–8 at the middle school level. Many sites elected to focus training 
participation at one grade level and based their decision on screening data, which indicated a 
need for improving core instruction at that grade level. As previously mentioned, the book 
study approach allowed sites that previously focused implementation at a single grade level to 
involve other educators in knowledge-building activities (further demonstration of progress 
toward short-term outcomes).  


General education teachers were the primary audience for all training activities—including 
participation in the book study and completion of online, self-paced learning modules. 
However, many special educators and/or interventionists working across grade levels 
participated in the training activities to ensure instructional alignment across MTSS tiers and 
the achievement of short-term and intermediate project outcomes. During this submission 
period, we increased the number of special educators and/or interventionists in professional 
learning activities because of the flexibility and self-paced nature of the book study. Table 3 
details which sites have completed which training modules to date. Completion of training 
modules occurred in one of three ways:  


• Ongoing professional learning activities supported by coaching  


• Completion of the book study and aligned online, self-paced learning modules 


• Participation in leadership PLC activities  


Table 4 details the number of participants across all three cohorts that participated in the book 
study (n = 100). 
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Table 3. Site Trainings 


Elementary 
school sites 


Number 
Talks 


Features of 
core 


instruction 
(Part 1) 


Features of 
core 


instruction 
(Part 2) 


Effective instruction 
to support language 


development in 
mathematics 


Features of 
fidelity 


Features of 
assessment 


Universal 
design, 


scaffolding 


Suburban 
elementary 


Attended/ 
scaled 


Attended Attended Attended Attended PLC Attended PLC Attended 


Urban ring 
elementary  


attended Attended Attended N/A N/A N/A N/A 


Urban 
elementary 


Attended/ 
scaled 


N/A N/A Attended Attended N/A N/A 


Urban ring 
elementary 


Attended Attended Attended Attended Attended PLC Attended PLC Attended 


Suburban 
elementary 


Attended/ 
scaled 


N/A N/A N/A Attended PLC Attended PLC N/A 


Urban ring 
elementary 


Attended/ 
scaled 


Attended Attended Attended N/A N/A Attended 


Urban 
elementary 


Attended Attended N/A Attended Attended PLC Attended PLC N/A 


Suburban 
elementary 


Attended/ 
scaled 


Attended/ 
scaled 


Attended/ 
scaled 


N/A Attended PLC Attended PLC Attended 


Urban ring 
elementary 


Attended N/A Attended N/A Attended PLC Attended PLC N/A 


Urban ring 
elementary 


N/A N/A N/A N/A Attended PLC Attended PLC N/A 


Urban ring 
elementary 


N/A Attended Attended Attended Attended PLC Attended PLC Attended 


Urban 
elementary  


Attended N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 


 


Middle 
school sites 


Number 
Talks 


Features of 
core 


instruction 
(Part 1) 


Features of 
core 


instruction 
(Part 2) 


Effective 
instruction to 


support language 
development in 


mathematics 


Features 
of fidelity 


Other 
(STAR 
goals; 


Fraction 
Face-Off) 


Features of 
assessment 


Universal 
design, 


scaffolding 


Urban ring 
middle 


N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A Attended N/A N/A 


Urban ring 
middle 


N/A Attended Attended Attended Attended N/A Attended 
PLC 


Attended 


Urban 
middle 


Attended N/A N/A N/A Attended N/A N/A N/A 


Suburban 
middle 


N/A N/A N/A N/A Attended 
PLC 


Attended Attended 
PLC 


N/A 


Suburban 
middle 


N/A N/A N/A N/A Attended 
PLC 


N/A Attended 
PLC 


N/A 
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District 
models 


Number 
Talks 


Features of 
core 


instruction 
(Part 1) 


Features of 
core 


instruction 
(Part 2) 


Effective instruction 
to support language 


development in 
mathematics 


Features 
of fidelity 


Other 
(STAR 
goals; 


Fraction 
Face-Off) 


Features of 
assessment 


Universal 
design, 


scaffolding 


Urban ring 
district 


Attended Attended Attended Attended PLC N/A N/A N/A Attended 


Suburban 
district 


N/A Attended Attended Attended Attended 
PLC 


N/A Attended 
PLC 


Attended 


“N/A” indicates that the content was either not relevant for the site, based on their needs assessment results, or 
the site will complete the module in the future. “Attended” indicates that at least a team of educators or one 
grade level completed the module. “Attended/scaled” indicates that a team or a grade level first completed 
module, but then the site scaled the module and implementation to an additional grade level or schoolwide. 
“Attended PLC” indicates that participants from a site engaged in the content during a leadership PLC) session.  


Table 4. Book Study Participation 


Summer book study Fall book study 


Individual participants from 


• School sites: 22 


• District model: 5 


Total: 27 


Individual participants from 


• School sites: 51 


• District model: 22 


Total: 73 
 


c. Coaching Activities 


Rather than recruiting and training external personnel to serve as coaches, Math Project staff 
provide coaching supports to all participating sites. One site-level coach is a former 
mathematics interventionist from Rhode Island, who joined AIR as a full-time employee and 
currently works with 12 school sites (five Cohort 1 sites, five Cohort 2 sites, and two Cohort 3 
sites) and two district models. A second site-level coach, with expertise in MTSS and supporting 
English learners, works with three sites in the same district, one site from each cohort. The 
third site-level coach, with expertise in educational systems, bilingual education, and teacher 
and instructional development, works with two sites in the same district, one site in Cohort 2 
and the other in Cohort 3. An additional member of the Math Project team leads the leadership 
PLC activities and supports another coach with the district models. All Math Project staff meet 
internally to ensure coaching alignment across sites, discuss challenges and solutions, and 
identify any additional training or coaching needs across sites.  


Cohort 1 Coaching Activities 
Since the last reporting period (March 2019) through February 2020, Cohort 1 sites received 
188 hours of ongoing coaching support from Math Project staff. Coaching support involved 
conducting classroom observations and providing feedback related to mathematics instruction 
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and Number Talks implementation, modeling Number Talks and/or PALS implementation, 
supporting data meetings, and examining screening and progress monitoring measures to 
support data-based decision making and readiness for DBI implementation. In addition, Math 
Project coaches supported teams with identifying individual students for a DBI case study. 


Cohort 2 Coaching Activities 
Since the last reporting period (March 2019) through February 2020, Cohort 2 sites received 
174.5 hours of ongoing coaching support from Math Project staff. Coaching support involved 
leading a book study on mathematics instruction; attending professional development sessions 
with site personnel delivered by RIDE’s Office of Instruction, Assessment & Curriculum; 
conducting classroom observations; providing feedback related to mathematics instruction and 
Number Talks implementation; modeling Number Talks and/or PALS implementation; 
supporting data meetings; and examining screening and progress monitoring measures to 
support data-based decision making and readiness for DBI implementation. In addition, Math 
Project coaches supported teams with identifying individual students for a DBI case study. 


Cohort 3 Coaching Activities 
Since the last reporting period (March 2019) through February 2020, Cohort 3 sites received 
156 hours of ongoing coaching support from Math Project staff. Coaching support involved 
launching kickoff meetings for incoming school sites; conducting classroom observations of 
mathematics core instruction; leading action planning meetings; discussing core mathematics 
instruction and coaching on assessment and screening materials; facilitating book study 
discussions and intervention inventories; and training grade levels on effectively planning 
mathematics instruction: universal design for learning, Number Talks, and concrete-
representational-abstract. In addition, Math Project coaches supported teams with identifying 
individual students for a DBI case study.  


4. Brief Overview of the Year’s Evaluation Activities, Measures, and Outcomes 
The project’s evaluation activities and measures align with logic model outcomes to help 
demonstrate the Math Project’s impact on the SiMR. Causality, however, is not implied; our 
evaluation does not include a comparison group, and we did not control for extraneous 
variables. A discussion of evaluation data results is in Section E.3. 


a. Evaluation Activities and Measures (Short-Term Outcomes)  


• Collected and analyzed data on quality, relevance, and usefulness of training modules 


• Conducted qualitative analysis of book study participant survey and discussion board 
responses 
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b. Evaluation Activities and Measures (Intermediate Outcomes) 


• Conducted DBI case studies to determine educator-level outcomes related to DBI 
implementation 


• Collected Web traffic data on intensive intervention toolkits  


• Conducted fidelity checks on PALS and Number Talks implementation activities 


• Conducted stakeholder engagement sessions to inform potential changes to the SiMR 


c. Evaluation Activities and Measures (Long-Term Outcomes) 


Conducted DBI case studies to determine student-level outcomes on formative assessments 
(i.e., progress monitoring measures) 


Collected and analyzed data on MTSS/DBI implementation fidelity through “pulse checks” with 
school sites 


Collected and analyzed universal screening and benchmarking data 


5. Highlights of Changes to Implementation and Improvement Strategies 
During this reporting period, the major shifts in implementation and improvement strategies 
were the book study and the district model. See Section 3.a. for a description of these activities. 
Participants in the district model also completed the book study while working through three or 
four online, self-paced learning modules (depending on when participants completed the book 
study). Once the initial group of educators completed the book study, they then led and 
facilitated the same book study with additional educators from their respective districts. The 
purpose of the district model and book study, as previously described, was to address bringing 
EBPs to scale (long-term outcome).  


B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP  


1. Description of the State’s SSIP Implementation Progress  
All cohorts continue to make progress toward short-term outcomes related to increasing their 
knowledge of core mathematics instruction and data-driven processes to appropriately identify 
students in need of intensive intervention. Participants from all cohorts are completing training 
(i.e., module professional development sessions) and actively participating in coaching activities 
focused on mathematics instructional progressions and EBPs across the tiers. In addition to the 
training opportunities described throughout this report, the Math Project funded 26 educators 
to attend the 2019 regional conference of the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics in 
Boston, Massachusetts.  
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Presently, Cohorts 1 and 2 are making progress toward the logic model’s intermediate 
outcome, applying learned skills to student-level DBI case studies. The coaching activities 
focus on multiple aspects of the DBI process, based on site-level action plans and areas of need. 
These activities include effectively analyzing screening and progress monitoring data, setting 
ambitious growth goals for students, and developing an understanding of using progress 
monitoring data diagnostically to identify students’ strengths and deficits in mathematics. 
Cohort 3 will learn about the DBI process in the second year of the 2-year implementation 
cycle. 


During this reporting year, the Math Project continued implementing its PLC for district and 
building leadership, including administrators, interventionists, or instructional coaches. 
Improving LEA capacity to support, scale, and sustain improvement efforts is a long-term 
outcome in the RIDE logic model and directly aligns to the theory of action (i.e., change systems 
and adult behaviors). This year’s PLC sessions focused on topics identified by primary 
stakeholders (i.e., district or school staff from implementing sites). Sessions occurred in June 
2019, September 2019 (“makeup” to June’s session), January 2020, and February 2020 (see 
Section C.1.c.).  


In relationship to improving communication, coordination, collaboration, and alignment of 
RIDE initiatives, the Steps for Understanding Mathematics (SUM) initiative was a focus for 
collaboration between RIDE’s Office of Instruction, Assessment & Curriculum, OSCAS, the SOS 
contract, and the SSIP Math Project. A team from across these initiatives supported the training 
and adoption of the SUM diagnostic assessment. As a team, the SUM initiative further 
supported an elementary school in the implementation of the diagnostic assessment, including 
its integration into the DBI process. The school team worked with their RTI/MTSS team leaders, 
a math interventionist, a special educator, and a general educator to refine their practice of 
setting specific targets for learners who were struggling and use quantifiable data (rather than 
just qualitative) to measure progress across time. This collaboration led to an expansion of our 
efforts in supporting the integration of the SUM diagnostic into MTSS systems in three 
additional schools. In addition, those same RIDE offices began additional areas of collaboration 
and alignment with the Office of College and Career Readiness. Initial conversations focused on 
middle and high school algebra readiness, college math readiness intervention pilots, and the 
new online early warning system that can help reorient districts to data-based decision-making 
resources developed through the MTSS work. 


Building family awareness of DBI and intensive intervention continues to be a relevant 
outcome. Many sites indicated that they would like to learn strategies to better engage parents 
and families. AIR continues to work with the Rhode Island Parent Information Network (RIPIN) 
as a partner on the Math Project. This year, RIPIN posted two toolkits related to intensive 
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intervention on its website’s resources page. The first toolkit, for educators, highlights 
resources that educators can use when communicating about DBI and intensive intervention 
with families. The second toolkit, for parents and families, provides access to resources that can 
support parents and families with understanding DBI and intensive intervention. We shared 
links to both toolkits with educators through training and coaching activities, as well as the 
leadership PLC.  


a. Extent to Which the State Carried Out Its Planned Activities With Fidelity—What 
Was Accomplished, What Milestones Were Met, and Whether the Intended Timeline 
Was Followed  


Table 5 captures the state’s SSIP implementation progress by the primary implementation 
areas. Overall, the state carried out its planned activities for fall 2019 with fidelity. The planned 
activities for spring 2020 are underway. Section E.2. presents an in-depth discussion of the 
fidelity of site-level implementation activities.  


Table 5. Overview of March 2019–February 2020 Implementation Progress 


Implementation area Activities Status of 
implementation 


Project planning and 
coordination 
General activities necessary 
for the management of the 
SSIP 


Conduct informational meeting/kickoff with Cohort 3 sites. Complete 


Complete needs assessments with Cohort 3 sites. Complete  


Draft and finalize the memorandum of understanding and 
mini-grant process with Cohort 3 school sites. 


Complete 


Implement action plans with Cohorts 1 and 2 sites. Ongoing 


Have Cohort 3 sites prioritize needs assessment results and 
develop action plans. 


Complete 


Training 
Activities associated with 
delivering professional 
development for educators 


Schedule trainings for Cohorts 1, 2, and 3. Complete 


Conduct trainings, as scheduled. In progress 


Coaching 
Activities associated with 
technical assistance support 


Identify objectives and targets for the school year. Complete 


Administer evaluation protocols and instruments, including 
fidelity assessments (evaluation methods vary by cohort). 


Ongoing 


Conduct site observations and team meetings. Ongoing 


Support teams with selecting DBI case studies (i.e., DBI case 
study). 


Complete  


Model EBPs with schools. Ongoing, as 
needed 


Family engagement 
Activities associated with 
improving family engagement 
in intensive intervention 


Collaborate with RIPIN to develop family engagement 
protocols. 


Complete 


Develop toolkit and present to PLC and/or sites In progress  



https://ripin.org/resources/

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1NkxX_cAeq3fXK-6Ac6f4xO76aExtYl4hRvE0QQm-4T8/edit

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1NkxX_cAeq3fXK-6Ac6f4xO76aExtYl4hRvE0QQm-4T8/edit
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Implementation area Activities Status of 
implementation 


Stakeholder engagement a 
Activities involved both 
peripheral and primary 
stakeholders 


SSIP briefing from at the September 28, 2019, RISEAC Strategic 
Planning Day. 


Complete 


An update from the OSCAS director and request for feedback 
survey completion on efforts to support stakeholder 
engagement with the SSIP during the December 19, 2019, 
RISEAC meeting. 


Complete 


Feedback from the SSIP update during the May 16, 2019, 
RISEAC meeting. 


Complete 


SSIP briefing to the Rhode Island team of the CEEDAR Center 
during the December 16, 2019, state leadership team in-
person meeting.  


Complete 


SSIP update to the Rhode Island team of the CEEDAR Center 
during the February 24, 2019, state leadership team virtual 
meeting.  


Complete 


NCII stakeholder meeting with Math Project coach’s 
participation in January 2020. 


Complete 


Develop and administer stakeholder engagement surveys. Complete 


Collaboration between RIDE 
initiatives 
Activities associated with RIDE 
collaboration 


Develop and administer collaboration surveys. Complete 


Supported the initial implementation of RIDE’s Office of 
Instruction, Assessment & Curriculum’s SUM training and 
coaching. 


Complete 


Attended professional development sessions on SUM and Ed 
reports to ensure alignment of our project’s training with 
other RIDE departments. 


Complete 


LEA capacity to support 
diverse students in urban 
settings 
Activities associated with 
increasing LEA capacity 


Develop PLC. Complete 


a Descriptions of stakeholder engagement activities are further described in Sections A.3.a., A.3.b., B.2.a., and 
B.2.b. 


b. Intended Outputs Accomplished as a Result of the Implementation Activities  


This year, the Math Project brought on a third cohort—four school sites and two district 
models. For the third cohort, recruitment, needs assessment interviews, and action planning 
have occurred. All Cohort 3 sites signed an official memorandum of understanding with the 
project (activities and outputs described in the logic model). The 2-year implementation cycle 
for Cohort 3 began in the 2019–20 school year and will extend through the 2020–21 school 
year. Action plans focus on building core instructional strategies and teachers’ knowledge of 
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conceptual understanding, improving planning mathematics lessons to meet the needs of all 
learners, and establishing a common language around core instruction and best practices.  


In addition, project staff are consistently using a technical assistance tracking template and 
coaching logs to document training, coaching, and technical assistance activities. We shared the 
toolkits developed in collaboration with RIPIN with the Cohort 3 sites to help facilitate school-
to-parent communications. At the state level, active collaboration across RIDE departments 
resulted in the implementation of the SUM initiative.  


2. Stakeholder Involvement in SSIP Implementation  


a. How Stakeholders Have Been Informed of the Ongoing Implementation of the SSIP 


Two groups of stakeholders are associated with SSIP implementation. Primary stakeholders 
include school staff and DBI core team members involved in the ongoing implementation 
efforts. Peripheral stakeholders, including SSIP core team members, are those who are not 
engaged in ongoing implementation efforts but have a broader interest in statewide intensive 
intervention. 


Primary stakeholders participate in the ongoing implementation of the SSIP. These stakeholders 
play a significant role in determining the course of technical assistance activities by 
codeveloping the final action plans and goals for the academic year and/or providing feedback 
on training content or coaching resources prior to broader dissemination or use with other 
participants. 


Peripheral stakeholders received periodic updates from the RIDE director of OSCAS. The 
number of schools participating in the technical assistance, along with district-, school-, and 
classroom-level data from the Math Project, have been shared. Stakeholders expressed their 
support in continuing the state’s efforts with outreach to families and community members. In 
addition, the OSCAS director meets monthly with the executive board and presents regularly at 
the general membership meetings of the Association of Rhode Island Administrators of Special 
Education, RISEAC, the CEEDAR Center state leadership team, and statewide special education 
director meetings. At these meetings, the director presents an update regarding the work of 
the office, which includes updates on the Math Project (May, September, and December 2019). 
RIDE also regularly updates its website with pertinent information related to the Math Project 
and SSIP for stakeholders, including resources to support families. The SSIP project’s module 
content and EBP one-pagers are available on this website as well.  



http://www.ride.ri.gov/StudentsFamilies/SpecialEducation/SpecialEducationRegulations.aspx
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b. How Stakeholders Had a Voice and Were Involved in Decision Making Regarding 
Ongoing SSIP Implementation 


Primary stakeholders partner with Math Project staff (i.e., site coaches) to make decisions 
about which training and coaching opportunities to prioritize during the calendar year. Core 
team members regularly check in with staff to discuss intensive mathematics interventions and 
communicate concerns. For example, the Math Project team received feedback from summer 
2019 book study participants to reduce the number of mini-modules because of the 
redundancy to concepts covered in the text. In response, the Math Project team worked to 
reduce the number of mini-modules required for the book study from four to three and created 
a new mini-module about effectively planning mathematics instruction to extend participants’ 
understanding of text material.  


The SUM initiative provided peripheral stakeholders—including personnel from other RIDE 
offices—an opportunity to determine how to best align the SUM initiative and the Math 
Project. A Cohort 1 school with the Math Project participated in SUM training. Rather than 
implementing the work separately, we aligned the initiatives and facilitated a structure for the 
site to integrate SUM into its existing DBI process, helping refine the site’s implementation.  


C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes  


1. How the State Monitored and Measured Outputs to Assess the Effectiveness 
of the Implementation Plan 


a. How Evaluation Measures Align With the Theory of Action 


As noted earlier, the theory of action articulates that if supports are provided for data-based 
decision making to inform intensive, individualized instruction in mathematics throughout the 
state, then adult behavior at the local level will change, which will help achieve positive 
outcomes in mathematics proficiency for Black and Hispanic students with SLDs in Grades 3–5. 
The evaluation measures are aligned with the theory of action by assessing how educators in 
schools use data-based decision making to intensify mathematics interventions.  


Table 6 depicts alignment across the theory of action and maps the logic model outcomes to 
key measures and the data sources for each. Data and evidence are collected at various time 
points in the implementation cycle. For example, all cohort sites’ needs assessments initiate 
their involvement with the Math Project. Other measures (i.e., surveys and evaluations) are 
collected either before or after training activities. Formative and summative data are collected 
at meaningful time points for sites (i.e., after the administration of spring benchmarking or 
statewide assessments).  
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Table 6. Evaluation Questions and Evidence by Logic Model Outcome Measure 


Logic model outcome Evaluation question Data/evidence 


Increased educator knowledge of 
DBI for mathematics (short term) 


To what extent did educator knowledge of DBI 
change? 


Needs assessment  


End-of-year (EOY) pulse 
check  


Increased educator beliefs of DBI 
for mathematics (short term) 


To what extent did educator beliefs about 
mathematics instruction change? 


Math Beliefs Survey  


Data-Driven Instruction 
Survey  


Increased educator application of 
skills related to DBI for 
mathematics (intermediate) 


To what extent have intensive mathematics 
intervention and instructional practice 
changed adult behavior and practice in 
participating schools? 


Training evaluation 


Observational tool  


EOY pulse check 


Training implementation 
survey 


Improved formative assessment 
outcomes for students receiving 
intensive mathematics 
interventions (long term) 


To what extent have the implementation of 
intensive mathematics intervention and 
instruction practices improved student results? 


Universal screening data 


Progress monitoring data on 
student-level plans 


Improved fidelity of school-level 
implementation of DBI in 
mathematics (long term) 


To what extent did schools implement DBI in 
mathematics with fidelity? 


Needs assessment  


EOY pulse check  


Observational tool  


Improved LEA capacity to 
support, scale, and sustain 
improvement efforts in urban 
settings and with diverse 
populations (long term) 


To what extent did LEAs increase their capacity 
to support, scale, and sustain improvement 
efforts related to high-quality mathematics 
instruction? 


PLC capacity survey 


Increased parent or family 
awareness of intensive 
intervention and how to support 
their child (short term) 


To what extent do families report they are 
aware of their child’s mathematics instruction? 
To what extent do families report that they 
understand how to support their child’s 
mathematics instruction? 


Needs assessment 


EOY pulse check 


Site-level dissemination of 
toolkit resources 


RIPIN Web traffic 


Effective communication, 
coordination, and collaboration 
among and between RIDE 
initiatives (short term) 


To what extent was communication effective 
among and between RIDE staff? 


Collaboration survey 
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Logic model outcome Evaluation question Data/evidence 


Improve the mathematics 
achievement for Hispanic and 
Black students with SLDs in 
Grades 3–5 by 4% by FY2018 


To what extent did the intervention improve 
the mathematics achievement for Hispanic and 
Black students with SLDs in Grades 3–5 by 4% 
FY2018 (schools with target population) 


Universal screening data 


State assessment data 


Stakeholder engagement 
(peripheral) 


How have stakeholders been informed and 
involved in decision making regarding ongoing 
implementation and evaluation of the project? 


Stakeholder engagement 
survey 


Stakeholder engagement 
(primary) 


To what extent do school-level stakeholders 
report feeling engaged in the ongoing 
implementation and evaluation of the project? 


EOY pulse check 


 


a. Data Sources for Each Key Measure 


Table 7 describes each data and evidence type presented in Table 6. 


Table 7. Description of Data/Evidence  


Data/evidence Description 


Needs assessment  The needs assessment is completed during the initial interview that sites undergo with 
project staff at the beginning of technical assistance. Responses on the needs 
assessment serve as a pretest to understand the degree to which the site implements 
mathematics instruction and data-based decision making across the tiers at the onset of 
participation.  


EOY pulse check The pulse check is the annual follow-up from the needs assessment. Responses on the 
pulse check serve as a posttest to explore the changes in DBI implementation at the end 
of each academic year. 


Math Beliefs Survey  This survey was adapted from the Teacher Beliefs About Math Survey developed by 
Deborah Stipek et al. (2001) and used to assess teacher beliefs or misconceptions about 
mathematics instruction. Educators receive a pretest and a posttest each academic year. 


Data-Driven Instruction 
Survey 


This survey is an internally developed source to assess educator beliefs about using data 
to inform instruction. Multiple sources were used to develop the survey, including 
Nancy Harris’s (2011) Data-Driven Instruction Survey. Educators receive a pretest and a 
posttest each academic year. 


Training evaluation  Training attendees evaluate each training with a short survey to assess training quality, 
relevancy, and the potential to influence educator practice.  


Training 
implementation 
protocols (including an 
observational tool) 


As a follow-up to trainings, implementation protocols will be designed to determine the 
degree to which educators implemented with fidelity the skills attained during training. 
Implementation protocols will be developed in the next reporting period. 


Universal screening 
data 


Screening is conducted to identify students who may be at risk for poor learning outcomes 
so that early intervention can occur. Screening assessments typically are brief and 
administered with all students at a grade level. Some schools use a gated screening 
system, in which universal screening is followed by additional testing or short-term 
progress monitoring to confirm a student’s risk status before intervention occurs. 
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Data/evidence Description 


Progress monitoring 
data on student-level 
plans 


Progress monitoring assesses a student’s performance, quantifies his or her rate of 
improvement or responsiveness to intervention, adjusts the student’s instructional 
program to make it more effective and suited to the student’s needs, and evaluates the 
effectiveness of the intervention. 


PLC capacity survey The PLC survey assesses LEA capacity to support, scale, and sustain improvement 
efforts. Capacity is defined in the survey for participants as “organizational structures 
and processes support sustained change that ultimately leads to improved 
child/student outcomes” (National Center for Systemic Improvement [NCSI], 2016, p. 1).  


RIPIN toolkit 
dissemination and use 


RIPIN will develop a toolkit with guides for educators and parents/families about how to 
use the content for raising awareness of intensive intervention. The toolkit will be 
shared broadly across sites. Web traffic data will be gathered. Parent interviews will be 
revisited as a strategy. 


Stakeholder 
engagement survey  


Leading by Convening: A blueprint for authentic engagement developed by the IDEA 
Partnership and the National Association of State Directors of Special Education was 
adapted to assess the engagement of peripheral stakeholders. 


Coordination and 
collaboration survey 


Leading by Convening: A blueprint for authentic engagement developed by the IDEA 
Partnership and the National Association of State Directors of Special Education was 
adapted to assess coordination and collaboration across RIDE initiatives and departments. 


State assessment  State assessment data are used to monitor progress toward the SiMR. 
 


b. Description of Baseline Data for Key Measures 


The Math Project team previously reported on baseline data from site needs assessments, 
educator beliefs about mathematics and data-driven instruction (Cohorts 1 and 2), training 
evaluations, stakeholder engagement, coordination and collaboration across RIDE initiatives, 
pulse checks, and screening. This report includes baseline data on (a) Web traffic to the 
intensive intervention toolkits, (b) LEA capacity, (c) student-level DBI case studies, (d) book 
study participants’ knowledge, and (e) Cohort 3’s beliefs about mathematics and data-driven 
instruction. (See Math Beliefs and Data-Driven Instruction Surveys for more information.)  


Parent and Family Awareness  
As described in last year’s submission, parent and family awareness of intensive intervention 
was hard to measure given the focus of our site’s professional development, training, and 
coaching on core mathematics instruction. Because we anticipated shifting many of our sites to 
focusing on Targeted (Tier 2) and Intensive (Tier 3) intervention, we worked with the RIPIN to 
develop online toolkits covering content related to intensive intervention—one intended for 
use by educators and the other intended for use by parents and families. This report presents 
baseline website analytics from last reporting period through January 31, 2020.  


Across the two toolkits, 14 resources are available, with 215 unique pageviews across the 
resources. The resource with the highest number of pageviews (n = 27) was Intensive 
Intervention: A Practitioner’s Guide for Communicating With Parents and Families (Marx, 



https://ncsi.wested.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/ResourceList-ToolsforBuildingMeasuringCapacity.pdf
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Peterson, Donovan, Belanger, & Klein, 2018). Users spent an average of 44.81 seconds during 
their pageviews. Although this may seem low, the intention is for educators and/or parents to 
access downloadable resources rather than use the toolkit resources directly from the website. 
The resources that users averaged longer times on the page were as follows: (a) Homework: A 
Helpful Overview and (b) How You Can Support Intensive Intervention: Tips for Families. Given 
that this was the first year the resources were available—and our project’s primary focus on 
mathematics core instruction—we expected the low pageview rate. In the future, we plan to 
leverage more dissemination across our participating cohorts and will measure change in 
website traffic across time.  


LEA Capacity 
A survey measuring LEA capacity was sent to the listserv for the leadership PLC to measure 
progress toward the Math Project’s long-term outcome (improved LEA capacity to support, 
scale, and sustain improvement efforts in urban settings and with diverse populations). The 
purpose of the survey was to gain a self-reported, retrospective understanding of LEA capacity 
(defined as “organizational structures and processes support sustained change that ultimately 
leads to improved student outcomes” [NCSI, 2016, p. 1]) related to data-driven, tiered 
mathematics instruction. At least one representative per participating LEA responded to the 
survey (n = 18). For the question, “Our participation in Math Project activities has resulted in 
[less/same/more] internal capacity to support core mathematics instruction when compared to 
our work prior to participating in the Project,” 77.78% of participants chose “more.” For the 
question, “Our participation in Math Project activities has resulted in [less/same/more] internal 
capacity to support struggling learners in mathematics (e.g., students with disabilities or 
different abilities, students within RTI/MTSS interventions, multi-lingual learners) when 
compared to our work prior to participating in the Project,” 88.89% of participants chose 
“more.” For the question, “Our participation in Math Project activities has resulted in 
[less/same/more] internal capacity to support data-based decision making in mathematics 
when compared to our work prior to participating in the Project,” 83.33% of participants chose 
“more.” Across the questions, no respondent selected “less.” Two respondents indicated 
“same” as their responses across the three items: (a) One respondent is from an LEA that is not 
formally participating with the project but has engaged with the leadership PLC activities, and 
(b) the other respondent came from a site that has had high leadership turnover since its 
participation on the Math Project.  


Student-Level DBI Case Studies 
As part of its summative evaluation, the Math Project’s external evaluator, Evergreen 
Evaluation & Consulting Inc. (EEC), analyzed data to measure progress toward the Math 
Project’s intermediate outcome (increased educator application of skills related to DBI for 
math) and long-term outcome (improved formative assessment outcomes for students 
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receiving intensive math intervention). EEC examined data reported by schools from two 
cohorts. These data were collected using a standard template to build a student-level case. 
Nine schools identified students for the case study; however, only seven schools provided 
complete data. This report summarizes these seven student-level DBI case studies initiated in 
the 2018–19 school year. 


Student Demographics. Across sites, we tried to identify case-study students who reflected the 
SiMR population to demonstrate progress toward the Math Project’s long-term outcome 
related to improved formative assessment outcomes for students receiving intensive 
mathematics intervention. The students selected for the case studies attended schools from 
Cohorts 1 and 2, of which six were elementary schools and one a middle school. Four students 
were in Grade 3, two students were in Grade 4, and one student was in Grade 6. Five students 
were male, and two students were female. Table 8 summarizes information about the case 
study students’ demographic profiles. 


Table 8. Student Demographics 


Student  Gender  Grade Race/ethnicity MLL status IEP status  


1 Female  3 White No Yes 


2 Male 6 Other (Portuguese) No Referred for eligibility 


3 Male 4 Hispanic Yes No 


4 Male 3 White No  No  


5 Female  4 White No  Yes 


6 Female  3 Hispanic /Native American No No  


7 Male  4 Black  No  No  


Note. IEP = individualized education program; MLL = multilingual learner. 


Case Study Protocol. The case study protocol included (a) identification of mathematics skill 
deficit areas based on screening or progress monitoring results, (b) strategies identified to 
address instruction and behavior, (c) progress monitoring tools used, and (d) results achieved by 
the students on formative assessments. Table 9 summarizes identified skill deficit areas for the 
students. (Note: Students may have been identified as having more than one skill deficit area.) 


Table 9. Identification of Mathematics Skill Deficient Areas 


Identified mathematics skill deficit area Number of students 


Operations 4 


Computation 2 


Fluency 2 
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Identified mathematics skill deficit area Number of students 


Specific mathematical areas of study (e.g., geometry) 2 
 


Instructional and Behavioral Decisions (intermediate outcome). Educators developed a 
hypothesis from which to move forward in addressing students’ areas of need. Educators 
described the differentiation, scaffolds, and accommodations provided for the case study 
students in Tier 1 instruction. These included educators working one-to-one with the students, 
having the students engage in small groups to work on specific skills, allowing extended time to 
finish assignments, using manipulatives, and providing directions for tasks in multiple ways 
(e.g., reading aloud). Educators also described strategies related to managing students’ 
behavior during mathematics instruction. One noted incorporating movement breaks into the 
lesson design, and another described seating the student away from peers to help the student 
focus on the activities. 


To support their students, educators then selected a Tier 2 intervention to implement with 
fidelity. Some of the interventions described were specific strategies, such as writing multiples 
on sentence strips, using arrays, and daily practice with subtraction regrouping within the 
mathematical problem. Several educators noted instructing in small-group settings as a 
strategy, and others used specific interventions, such as PALS, to support student learning. 


Family Engagement (short-term outcome). As part of the case study for each student, 
educators reflected on how families might be engaged in supporting their student’s learning. 
Four case studies provided information about strategies related to involving families. Two case 
studies reported how specific tools would be used. One case study described how educators 
provided flashcards to help parents work on their child’s fluency, and another described how a 
self-management tool used in the classroom would be used in the home setting to extend the 
student’s learning outside the classroom. Other educators reported strategies related to 
homework (e.g., requiring fewer problems than peers) based on a discussion with the family. 


Progress Monitoring Results (long-term outcome). A critical component of the student case 
study was to select and implement a progress monitoring tool to track growth in the student’s 
mathematical skills and abilities. Tools used to monitor students’ progress were AIMSweb, STAR 
Math, and Monitoring Basic Skills Progress (MBSP). The frequency with which the assessments 
were conducted varied according to the student deficit areas being targeted and the progress 
monitoring measure’s administration recommendations. For example, MBSP is administered 
weekly, whereas STAR Math typically is administered monthly. The following summarizes 
student progress toward ambitious goals (i.e., more than a year’s worth of growth in a year to 
close gaps). Additional information related to the outcomes of the DBI case study process in 
relationship to the project’s logic model outcomes appears later in Section 3.  
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• Student 1 (suburban elementary) made ambitious growth on the first measure and met the 
targeted benchmark three consecutive times. The team began using the next grade-level 
measure, where the student again met with ambitious growth. Finally, the team assigned a 
new goal based on word problems because the student exceeded her computation goal and 
was working on grade level. 


• Student 2 (suburban middle school) made moderate growth toward the benchmark but did 
not make ambitious growth. Ambitious growth is needed to maintain gap closing, especially 
for a student at the middle school level. 


• Student 3 (urban elementary), was approaching meeting the ambitious goal at the end of 
the school year. Based on the progress monitoring data and the qualitative meeting notes, 
“Student has high motivation and puts in effort; student is more verbal now, has more 
confidence. Fluency has increased significantly—both in computation and verbal fluency.” 


• Student 4 (urban ring elementary) demonstrated ambitious growth with the STAR Math 
score.   


• Student 5 (suburban elementary) made ambitious growth and met the benchmark three 
consecutive times. The team then reset the target goal for the next grade level, and the 
student continued to make ambitious growth. 


• Student 6 (urban ring elementary) demonstrated ambitious growth in both measures for 
computation and concepts and application but not on the broad-spectrum computer-based 
STAR Math assessment. 


• Student 7 (suburban elementary) demonstrated ambitious growth from fall to winter. 
Progress monitoring data were not reported in the case study from winter to spring. 


Book Study Participants’ Knowledge 
2019 Summer Book Study. A survey was administered to educators after they completed the 
initial book online training modules and the text Teaching Elementary Mathematics to 
Struggling Learners. Survey and reflection questions asked teachers about their current 
mathematics teaching practices and encouraged them to reflect and plan for improving their 
mathematics instruction based on the content of the book study and modules. Twenty-six 
Rhode Island teachers responded to some or all questions. Data from the book study survey 
suggest that respondents already possessed broad knowledge of strategies and approaches for 
supporting students struggling with mathematics and were applying these methods in their 
classrooms. All respondents identified areas where they could improve their core mathematics 
instruction, however, by implementing validated interventions and performing data collection 
and progress monitoring. Respondents also explained how they will apply information and skills 
learned from the book and training modules to better support students who are struggling to 
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learn mathematics. Teachers who completed this book study and training module are well 
positioned to more fully and successfully implement DBI in mathematics for Tier 1 students. 


2019 Fall Book Study. A survey was administered to educators, and the results were used to 
address progress toward SSIP outcomes related to increased educator knowledge and 
application of skills related to DBI. Survey and reflection questions asked teachers about their 
current mathematics teaching practices and encouraged them to reflect and plan for improving 
their mathematics instruction based on the content of the book study. Eighty-eight Rhode 
Island teachers responded to some or all questions in the fall survey. Data from the book study 
survey suggest that respondents already possessed broad knowledge of strategies and 
approaches for supporting students struggling with mathematics and were applying these 
methods in their classrooms. All respondents identified areas where they can improve their 
core mathematics instruction, both by implementing validated interventions. Respondents also 
explained how they will apply information and skills learned from the book study and training 
modules to better support students who are struggling to learn mathematics. Teachers who 
completed this book study and training module are well positioned to more fully and 
successfully implement DBI in mathematics for Tier 1 students. 


c. Data Collection Procedures and Associated Timelines 


After finalizing the appropriate data sources to assess logic model outcomes, the project team 
established data collection procedures and timelines (Table 10). AIR leads the effort to collect 
all data on a consistent and timely basis. Prior to reporting submissions, the external evaluator 
(i.e., EEC) provides supports by aggregating and analyzing the data.  


Table 10. Timeline for Data Collection 


Data/evidence Timeline 


Needs assessment  Frequency: once  
Timeline: fall  


EOY pulse check Frequency: annually 
Timeline: April–May 


Math Beliefs Survey  Frequency: pre-assessment once/post-assessment annually 
Timeline: prior to coaching or training/late spring 


Data-Driven Instruction Survey Frequency: pre-assessment once/post-assessment annually 
Timeline: prior to coaching or training/late spring 


Training evaluation  Frequency: after each training 
Timeline: ongoing 


Observation/fidelity tool Frequency and timeline to be determined during the next reporting period 


Universal screening data Frequency: annually 
Timeline: ongoing throughout the school year 
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Data/evidence Timeline 


Progress monitoring data on 
student-level plans 


Frequency: annually 
Timeline: ongoing throughout the school year 


PLC capacity survey Frequency and timeline to be determined during the next reporting period 


Parent and family awareness 
activities (i.e., site-level 
dissemination and tracking of 
toolkit downloads) 


Frequency: annually 
Timeline: winter 


Stakeholder engagement survey  Frequency: annually 
Timeline: winter 


Coordination and collaboration 
survey 


Frequency: annually 
Timeline: fall 


State assessment data Frequency: annually 
Timeline: late spring 


 


d. Sampling Procedures [If applicable] 


Regarding the SiMR target population, no sampling procedures are used. Black and Hispanic 
students with SLDs represent a small number of students throughout the state, and the focus 
on improving their mathematics outcomes remains relevant to RIDE, SSIP implementation sites, 
and stakeholders. 


e. Planned Data Comparison [If appropriate] 


We will compare across time data on individual students who are tracked through the case-
study approach using the DBI process to determine if students are making progress toward the 
intervention goals. Case-study students are identified in nine sites and will be identified in the 
other Math Project sites by the start of the 2019–20 school year.  


Examining RICAS performance statewide from the 2018 to 2019 administration (Figure 3), 2.9% 
more Black students and 2.1% more Hispanic students met or exceeded expectations. Both 
increases represent a significant difference. In 2019, 15% of Black and Hispanic students met or 
exceeded expectations on RICAS in Grades 3–8. In 2019, 5.02% of students with disabilities met 
or exceeded expectations. Of the 13 participant schools, 12 schools show an increase in the 
percentage of students overall meeting or exceeding expectations in mathematics, and two of 
the 12 schools have statistically significant increases. In reviewing the growth index across the 
2 years on district accountability report cards, one middle school earned three stars (i.e., 
greater than 1.10 growth index), which is the highest rating, for students with disabilities, 
whereas nine other project schools earned two stars (i.e., between 0.85 and 1.10 growth index) 
for students with disabilities. Five of the schools exceeded the 0.96 marker for average growth 
for similarly performing peers statewide. 







  Phase III Report 


 


Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) 27 


Figure 3. RICAS Math Growth Index 


 


Note. The 1.10 growth index is the goal. The goldenrod line represents a growth index of 0.85. 


f. How Data Management and Data Analysis Procedures Allow for Assessment of 
Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements 


As data are collected and analyzed, the regular structure of SSIP core team meetings continues 
to support the review of the results and decision making needs to continue effective 
implementation of SSIP activities. Student-level assessment data are matched with enrollment 
and IEP census demographics using the state-assigned student identification, a unique ID 
number assigned to each Rhode Island public school student. Data analysis begins with the 
Office of Data and Technology Services and the Office of Instruction, Assessment & Curriculum 
in consultation with IDEA Partnership staff to create data files consistent with those produced 
in prior years. Data are reviewed and further analyzed by the SSIP core team and shared at 
OSCAS staff meetings and RIDE leadership meetings. Agency improvements to increase nimble 
data access and disaggregated reports have facilitated more efficient data meetings, cross-
office sharing, and stakeholder engagement. 
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2. How the State Has Demonstrated Progress and Modified the SSIP 
(As Necessary) 


a. How the State Reviewed Key Data That Provide Evidence Regarding Progress 
Toward Achieving Intended Improvements to Infrastructure and the SiMR 


Students with learning disabilities (Figure 4) continue to represent the smallest percentage of 
students meeting or exceeding expectations on RICAS mathematics assessment (2%) compared 
with students with autism (7%), emotional disturbance (4%), other health impairments (4%), or 
speech language impairments (8%).  


Figure 4. RICAS Math 2019 Grades 3–8 


 
 


Of students in Grades 3–5 with learning disabilities who attend regular class at least 80% of the 
time, 3% met or exceeded proficiency on the 2019 RICAS mathematics assessment. When 
disaggregated by race rather than placement, 1.3% of Black or Hispanic students with learning 
disabilities in Grades 3–5 met or exceeded expectations on the RICAS mathematics assessment 
in 2019. Although this represents a 0.2 percentage point increase from 2018, it does not meet 
the target on the SiMR. White and Asian students with learning disabilities demonstrated an 
increase of 0.9 percentage points in 2019. Statewide, all grades, races, and students, both with 
and without IEPs, increased by only 2.5 percentage points on the RICAS mathematics 
assessment from 2018 to 2019.  







  Phase III Report 


 


Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) 29 


Figure 5. RICAS Math 2019 Percentage Meeting or Exceeding Expectations Grades 3–5 


 
Note. Meeting expectations is score 3; exceeding expectations is score 4. 


With last year’s new baseline of 1% of Black and Hispanic students in Grades 3–5 with SLDs 
meeting or exceeding expectations on RICAS, performance for the SiMR population continues 
to be an area of significant need. RIDE will continue to engage a variety of stakeholder groups 
with this new baseline data within the context of the larger Math Project data to inform 
implementation of the work. 


The Math Project team (site coaches and formative evaluation lead) meets on a weekly basis to 
provide site-level updates so that coaches can learn from one another about any successes 
and/or challenges faced in implementation, which allows the evaluation coordinator to ensure 
the timeliness of data collection. In addition, during the school year, the SSIP core team 
collaborates to review any recent data and determine if any midcourse corrections are needed 
for implementation and/or evaluation activities. RIDE and AIR also analyze additional data 
available on RIDE’s accountability report card to look for patterns across SSIP participating sites, 
as well as more broadly across the state. Interesting and relevant findings for the SSIP are 
shared with the leadership PLC to help generate discussion about ways to continuously improve 
and align this work with other state-level work. 


b. Evidence of Change to Baseline Data for Key Measures 


The key measures evaluated this reporting period and compared with baseline data from last 
year’s submission include the following:  


• Math Beliefs and Data-Driven Instruction Survey  
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• Training evaluations 


• Peripheral Stakeholder Engagement Survey 


• Collaboration and Communication Survey (internal RIDE survey) 


• Pulse check 


• Screening 


Math Beliefs and Data-Driven Instruction Surveys 
Aligned with the SSIP theory of action, changes in adult behaviors include their beliefs about 
mathematics and better understanding of how to use data. The Math Project administers a 
Math Beliefs Survey, which includes 39 items designed to assess the level of agreement 
regarding educators’ mathematics beliefs using an agreement scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 
(strongly agree). Based on research conducted at the University of California–Los Angeles 
Graduate School of Education (Stipek et al., 2011), the survey includes items in six domain areas:  


• Mathematics as a set of operations versus a tool for thought 


• Correct answers versus understanding as the primary goal 


• Teacher control versus child autonomy in classroom lessons 


• Entity versus incremental view of intellectual ability (i.e., a fixed versus growth mind-set) 


• Confidence in teaching mathematics 


• Enjoyment of mathematics 


Within each domain, items varied in terms of whether a positive belief represented strong 
agreement or strong disagreement. For example, within the “enjoyment of mathematics” 
domain, “mathematics is my favorite subject to teach” would be one for which a strong 
agreement would indicate positive belief, and for “I don’t enjoy doing mathematics,” strong 
disagreement would indicate positive belief.  


The Math Beliefs Survey has been administered to educators across the SSIP sites for the past 
3 years, with 2017 serving as the baseline data point. Fifty-five educators completed the survey 
this year. For the purpose of SSIP reporting, we compared the results for those who took the 
survey in 2017 and this year (2019) to determine progress from the baseline for the measure. 
Seven educators had scores that could be matched for this analysis. The results indicate that all 
of those who took the survey in both years (100%) improved on at least one of their ratings. 
The level of improvement ranged from one educator who improved on only six items to one 
who improved on 27 items. Tables 11 and 12 present details of the level of improvement—in 
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this case, the number of survey items on which educators improved—as well as the domains in 
which the educators improved. 


Table 11. Math Beliefs Survey Results by Number of Items Improved/Maintained/Decreased 
2017 to 2019 


Improved in ratings 


1–9 items 10–19 items 20–29 items 30–39 items 


2 educators 4 educators 1 educator 0 educators 
 


Maintained ratings 


1–9 items 10–19 items 20–29 items 30–39 items 


2 educators 2 educators 3 educators 0 educators 
 


Decreased in ratings 


1–9 items 10–19 items 20–29 items 30–39 items 


4 educators 2 educators 1 educator 0 educators 
 


As described in Table 11, each educator demonstrated improved ratings from 2017 to 2019. To 
further explore the data, we conducted an analysis of the Math Beliefs Survey results by 
domain area (Table 12). The domain area on which the highest percentage of educators 
improved their ratings was “teacher control versus child autonomy in classroom lessons” 
(43.5%). The domain addressing “enjoyment of mathematics” is the one in which fewer 
educators made improvements on their ratings (20.6%). 


Table 12. Average Percentage of Educators Who Improved Their Ratings by Domain (2017 to 
2019) 


Math Beliefs Survey item domain Average percentage of educators with improved 
ratings from 2017 to 2019 (progress from baseline) 


Teacher control versus child autonomy in classroom lessons 43.5% 


Correct answers versus understanding as primary goal  36.7% 


Mathematics as a set of operations versus a tool for thought  32.1% 


Entity versus incremental view of intellectual ability (i.e., a 
fixed versus growth mind-set) 


30.2% 


Confidence in teaching mathematics 30.2% 


Enjoyment of mathematics 20.6% 
 


In addition to analyzing progress from the baseline for the Math Beliefs Survey results, we 
conducted an analysis of progress from 2018 to 2019 (year to year) for those who completed the 
survey in each year. Table 13 summarizes the results for the 13 educators included in this set. 
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Table 13. Average Percentage of Educators Who Improved Their Ratings by Domain (2018 to 
2019) 


Math Beliefs Survey item domain Average percentage of educators with improved 
ratings from 2018 to 2019 (year to year progress) 


Teacher control versus child autonomy in classroom lessons 30.4% 


Correct answers versus understanding as primary goal  49.0% 


Mathematics as a set of operations versus a tool for thought  45.6% 


Entity versus incremental view of intellectual ability (i.e., a 
fixed versus growth mind-set) 


46.0% 


Confidence in teaching mathematics 30.6% 


Enjoyment of mathematics 31.7% 
 


For those educators who completed the Math Beliefs Survey for the first time this school year 
(n = 33), we conducted an analysis on the items in which they scored most positive and least 
positive. Table 14 displays those results, with Figure 6 providing the item-response averages. 
Overall, the responses suggest that educators lack confidence in their knowledge of the 
mathematics content they are teaching, have more “fixed” mind-sets, and believe in more 
“traditional” approaches to assessing student learning (e.g., having students complete assigned 
tasks rather than observing students and listening to how they arrived at an answer). These 
responses are consistent with current research and responses from educators participating in 
the project at their baseline. In the coming year, the results of those who responded to the 
survey again will be tracked and reported as part of progress on the performance measure. 


Table 14. Math Beliefs Survey Results for Respondents for 2019 


Domain areas on which educators’ responses were least and most positive 


Item domain Least positive average belief (among 
responding educators) 


Most positive average belief (among 
responding educators) 


Mathematics as a set of 
operations versus a tool for 
thought  


In mathematics, answers are either 
right or wrong. 


In mathematics, you can be creative and 
discover things on your own. 


Correct answers versus 
understanding as primary goal  


It doesn’t matter whether students get 
the right answer as long as they 
understand the mathematical 
concepts inherent in a problem. 


Students who produce correct answers 
have a good understanding of the 
mathematical concepts. 


Discussing students’ efforts with the 
class is a good strategy for enhancing 
students’ understanding. 
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Domain areas on which educators’ responses were least and most positive 


Item domain Least positive average belief (among 
responding educators) 


Most positive average belief (among 
responding educators) 


Teacher control versus child 
autonomy in classroom 
lessons 


To understand mathematics, students 
need to work independently on 
assignments. 


To assess students’ mathematics 
understanding, it is important to 
observe them while they are working 
and listen to their mathematical 
conversations. 


Entity versus incremental 
view of intellectual ability 
(i.e., a fixed versus growth 
mind-set) 


Mathematical ability remains relatively 
fixed throughout a person’s life.  


Mathematical ability is something 
people have a certain amount of, and 
there isn’t much they can do to 
change it. 


Confidence in teaching 
mathematics 


When my answer to a mathematical 
problem doesn’t match someone 
else’s, I usually assume that my answer 
is wrong. 


I feel confident that I understand the 
mathematical material I teach. 


I’m not strong enough in mathematics 
to teach it beyond the current grade 
level in which I teach. 


Enjoyment of mathematics Mathematics is my favorite subject to 
teach. 


I enjoy encountering situations in my 
everyday life (e.g., sewing, carpentry, 
finances) that require me to use 
mathematics to solve problems. 


 


Figure 6. Data-Driven Instruction Survey Item-Response Averages (n = 53) 
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The results from the 2019–20 Data-Driven Instruction Survey indicate that educators 
responding from 11 LEAs are using the data they collect to inform instruction in their 
classrooms. The items related to having clear criteria for determining success and knowing 
what instructional changes to make when the data show students are not successful had lower 
ratings, but the average ratings for these items were still high (4.3 and 4.5, respectively). 


Training Evaluations 
Between March 2019 and February 2020, the Math Project offered several online learning 
opportunities for general and special educators. These learning opportunities included a 
module on delivering high-quality core instruction, a module on effective instruction to support 
language development in mathematics, and a module on effectively planning mathematics 
instruction. General and special educators also had the opportunity to use online learning 
modules on Number Talks and the features of core instruction (Part 1).  


For each module, a common evaluation form was used to collect data on the quality and 
relevance of the session as well as the extent to which participants gained understanding of the 
skills addressed in the session and their intent to apply those skills in their daily practices. 
Respondents rated their level of agreement with statements using strongly agree, agree, 
disagree, or strongly disagree. For the purposes of analysis, we calculated an overall agreement 
percentage by aggregating the item responses of strongly agree and agree for each professional 
learning session. For the item, “Based on the information shared in the module, I feel better 
equipped with various strategies to support my struggling learners,” 95.1% of educators agreed 
with the statement. For the item, “I understand how to incorporate the training module 
content into core math instruction,” 97% of educators agreed or strongly agreed with the 
statement. For the item, “After completing the self-paced training module, I feel confident in 
various strategies to promote the content from the module,” 99% of educators agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement. Respondents also rated the level of relevance of module 
content with statements using very relevant, relevant, slightly relevant, or not at all relevant. 
For the item, “How relevant was this training module to your current need in enhancing core 
math instruction,” 96% of educators rated the module content as relevant or very relevant.  


Peripheral Stakeholder Engagement Survey 
To further assess the relationship and enhance the understanding between broader 
environmental awareness of the SSIP and student performance, the Math Project in this cycle 
sent out a Stakeholder Engagement Survey. 


Data to inform the performance measure regarding peripheral stakeholder engagement was 
collected via a survey to assess the extent to which RIDE engages relevant stakeholders—those 
who broadly have an interest in/awareness of the SSIP but may not work closely with 
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implementation/evaluation activities. The survey was sent to a broad range of stakeholders in 
late December 2019, and 31 responses were received from representatives from LEAs, schools, 
charter schools, and advisory council members. 


The possible ratings for each survey item were strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and 
strongly disagree. For the analysis, we combined the ratings of strongly agree and agree into an 
overall agreement percentage and the ratings of strongly disagree and disagree into an overall 
disagreement percentage. As depicted in Figure 7, a high number of stakeholders agreed that 
they had opportunities to engage in SSIP efforts (80.6%). Almost three quarters of the 
stakeholders agreed that they had opportunities for feedback as part of that engagement 
(74.2%).  


Figure 7. 2019–20 Ensuring Relevant Participation Responses by Percentage 
Agreement/Disagreement/Neutral (n = 31)  


 
 


These results are higher than those of the 2017 and 2018 stakeholder surveys (Figure 8). For all 
three survey administrations, little disagreement occurred about the aspects of relevant 
participation; however, several respondents indicated neutral, which was particularly true for 
the item regarding “evolving leadership roles” that had a higher percentage of neutral 
responses in each survey administration. There may be potential to clarify this aspect of 
stakeholder engagement in SSIP activities moving forward. 
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Figure 8. 2017, 2018, and 2019 Ensuring Relevant Participation Responses by Percentage 
Agreement/Disagreement/Neutral 


 
 


The stakeholders also rated their perception of the level of engagement related to SSIP 
activities. The item response options were informing, networking, collaborating, and 
transforming, with each option defined for the respondents. The results for this survey item 
appear in Figure 9, as is the definition of each response item. It is clear that many stakeholders 
(12) perceived that they are informed about SSIP efforts. Nearly half of the responses (14) 
indicate that stakeholders consider they are listened to (n = 7), and engagement related to SSIP 
efforts is valuable (n = 7). 
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Figure 9. 2019–20 Perception of Engagement (n = 31) 


 
 


Communication and Collaboration Among and Between RIDE Initiatives 
In December 2019, a survey was sent to personnel from several departments within RIDE, 
including OSCAS, where the SSIP work is housed. Nineteen staff members completed the 
survey. The survey addressed the performance measure regarding effective communication 
and coordination of SSIP activities and various RIDE initiatives. Details about the departments 
or organizations represented by the respondents and their general roles are in Tables 15 and 
16. Please note that a direct comparison to personnel who previously participated in the survey 
is not possible. In addition, RIDE experienced significant turnover agency-wide at the specialist 
and leadership levels, which may have resulted in different/lower scores than in previous years. 


Table 15. Respondents by Department 


Respondents by department Total 


Office of College and Career Readiness 1 


Office of Educator Excellence & Certification 3 


OSCAS 9 


Assessment 3 


System of Support 2 


School Improvement 1 


Total responses 19 
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Table 16. Respondents by Role 


Respondents by role Total 


Specialist 16 


Other 3 


Total responses 19 
 


The survey included items addressing the extent to which personnel agreed that they were 
informed and engaged in SSIP activities and the extent to which an understanding of diverse 
perspectives and evolving leadership was facilitated throughout the process. The possible 
ratings for each survey item were strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly 
disagree. For the purpose of analysis, we combined the ratings of strongly agree and agree into 
an overall agreement percentage, and we combined the ratings of strongly disagree and 
disagree into an overall disagreement percentage. As depicted in Figure 10, most respondents 
agreed with these aspects of ensuring relevant participation in the SSIP activities. The highest 
agreement levels were related to facilitating understanding of diverse perspectives and 
opportunities to engage in SSIP efforts (78.9% and 57.9%, respectively). The percentage of 
neutral responses was higher regarding opportunities to provide feedback or to engage in a 
leadership role (36.8% and 42.1%, respectively). There may be opportunity in the coming year 
for RIDE to examine these aspects to determine if there is clarity among their collaborative 
partners regarding how they engage in the SSIP, especially with new RIDE personnel. 
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Figure 10. 2019 Ensuring Relevant Participation Responses by Percentage 
Agreement/Disagreement/Neutral (n = 19) 


 
 


Figure 11 summarizes the responses from the three collaborator survey administrations. 
Overall, the 2019 results reflect lower agreement levels than in previous years. The item 
regarding opportunities to provide feedback had the lowest agreement rating and had higher 
disagreement than in previous years, which may be the result of personnel turnover at the 
agency level. The item regarding facilitating understanding of diverse perspectives remained 
the highest rated each year (85.7%, 86.7%, and 78.9%, respectively). 
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Figure 11. 2017–2019 Ensuring Relevant Participation Responses by Percentage 
Agreement/Disagreement/Neutral 


 
 


Respondents also rated their perception of the level of engagement at RIDE regarding the SSIP 
activities. The response options were informing, networking, collaborating, and transforming, 
with each option defined for the respondents. The results, as well as the definition for each 
option, appears in Figure 12. 
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Figure 12. 2019 Perception of Engagement Level by Number of Responses (n = 19) 


 
 


Pulse Check 
As part of the support and planning to cohort sites, Math Project staff conducted an EOY pulse 
check at each site to explore the changes in DBI implementation. The pulse check included 
measured short-term and intermediate outcomes in the following domains: (a) educator 
knowledge of DBI, (b) school implementation of tiered mathematics intervention, (c) educator 
application of skills related to DBI, and (d) family awareness/understanding of 
instructional/intervention support. Within this narrative, we present a comparison of EOY pulse 
check results from baseline, shown as cohort averages across items. These data appear in 
Figure 13. See Appendix A for a detailed display of all items measured through the EOY pulse 
check.  


A slight increase occurred in educator knowledge of DBI for both Cohorts 1 and 2 (short-term 
outcome). For the short-term outcome of school implementation of tiered mathematics 
intervention, a drastic increase occurred among Cohorts 1 and 2. For the intermediate outcome 
of educator application of skills related to DBI, an increase also was evident among both 
Cohorts 1 and 2. For the long-term outcome of family awareness/understanding of 
instructional/intervention support, Cohorts 1 and 2 increased.  
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Figure 13. EOY Pulse Check Results From Baseline, Shown as Cohort Averages Across Items 


 
 


Screening 
Using the screening data collection tool described in previous submissions, we calculated the 
percentage of students in each instructional tier, and percentage changes between fall 2018, 
winter 2018, and spring 2019. Data are reported for all participating sites, except for one urban 
ring elementary school. Elementary school performance in Grades 3–5 (Figure 14) 
demonstrates an upward trend, with a 6% increase from fall to winter and a 1% percent 
increase from winter to spring within Tier 1 (core mathematics instruction). Performance 
decreased by 3% from fall to winter and winter to spring within Tier 2 (targeted intervention). 
Interestingly, performance decreased by 4% decrease from fall to winter but increased by 3% 
increase from winter to spring within Tier 3 (intensive intervention). The percentage change in 
Tier 1 in middle schools (Figure 15) reveals an upward trend as well, with a 5% increase from 
fall to winter and a 2% increase from winter to spring. Tier 2 had a performance decrease of 2% 
decrease from fall to winter and a 1% decrease from winter to spring. For Tier 3, performance 
decreased by 4% from fall to winter, with no change between winter and spring. See Appendix 
B for a detailed display of all items measured by tier and subgroup.  
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Figure 14. Elementary School Percentage Changes Across Tiers From Fall 2018 to Spring 2019 


 


 


Figure 15. Middle School Percentage Changes Across Tiers From Fall 2018 to Spring 2019 


 


Because the tool we used to collect baseline screening data asked only for fall and spring 
benchmarks and was piloted with only a select number of sites, we are currently reporting on a 
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matched comparison of school sites’ screening implementation in Figure 16 for elementary 
schools and Figure 17 for middle schools. This comparison is between 2017–18 (baseline) and 
2018–19 (current reporting period) screening results for sites with data across the school years. 
We plan to continue data comparisons across years with all sites participating in the project in 
the coming year.  


Figure 16. Comparison to Baseline: Elementary School Percentages in Each Tier  


 
 


Figure 17. Comparison to Baseline: Middle School Percentages in Each Tier  
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c. How Data Support Changes Made to Implementation and Improvement Strategies 


As discussed in last year’s report, the leadership PLC serves as a mechanism for cross-district 
and cross-site leadership to further discuss implementation and help sustain practices 
throughout the state. In response to survey data from PLC participants, the content emphasis 
changed from focusing solely on targeted (Tier 2) and intensive (Tier 3) intervention to address 
questions related to the connections between instruction, intervention, and assessment—
especially the statewide assessment. As a result, the most recent PLC sessions focused on the 
RICAS assessment. In addition, we made connections to RICAS and the new state rules related 
to LEA adoption of HQCM and instructional practices for students who are struggling, including 
students with disabilities and/or language learning needs (i.e., SiMR population). 


In many sites, we also supported educators with revisiting the types of progress monitoring 
measures used in mathematics to help them shift from overuse/reliance of/on computer-based 
measures that do not allow for adequate analysis of student-level data for diagnostic purposes 
within DBI. The shift in progress monitoring measures has helped build educators’ skills related 
to data use to drive effective instruction, including error analysis of student-level data. 


The district model also emerged as a way to increase scale-up and sustainability of EBPs in 
mathematics. This change to our traditional, site-level implementation was in direct response 
to requests from two districts that saw value in including additional educators from across 
multiple school sites to promote increased buy-in. The book study—which initially began to 
support the district model—included more site-level educators in response to the favorable 
evaluation results for the approach. These implementation and improvement strategies also 
allowed our project staff to provide more comprehensive, broader reaching support to a 
greater number of educators in the state.  


d. How Data Are Informing Next Steps in the SSIP Implementation 


Currently, the target population is not represented in the sites participating in the project as 
well as we planned. Although two urban core districts are part of Cohort 1, both are small 
districts. Two additional urban ring districts are participating, and the remaining participants 
are suburban. We recruited the largest urban core district in the state for the project, but the 
district declined to participate. Of the districts in Cohort 3, two are in an urban ring district, one 
is in a suburban district, and the final district is an urban ring district with sites that have a 
larger percentage of Black or Hispanic students with SLDs in Grades 3–5. Statewide, fewer than 
800 students with SLDs are Black or Hispanic. At the site level, the Math Project encourages the 
student-level DBI case-study students to reflect the SiMR population to the extent possible; this 
is supporting us with refining our local-level collection of formative assessment data to ensure 
that we can demonstrate progress toward the short- and long-term outcomes. 
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During the reporting period, the Math Project reached more educators across the state through 
the book study. The survey data collected from participants will continue to help us refine the 
book study—including the identification of another text to help educators continue to build 
their knowledge, skills, and beliefs about mathematics. We plan to use data gathered through 
the LEA capacity survey to identify focus areas for training and coaching related to scaling and 
sustaining practices.  


Because parent and family awareness has been a hard construct to measure, and because the 
focus of our project (based on our theory of action) is to change adult behaviors, we plan to 
collaborate with RIPIN to add additional resources to help support educators with sustaining 
practices related to family engagement within intensive intervention that they highlighted in 
their student-level DBI case studies. We plan to examine existing assessment tools related to 
school-level family engagement strategies to determine if/how they measure parent and family 
engagement within tiered instructional frameworks. The assessment will be shared with our 
sites and added as a resource for the educator toolkit.  


e. How Data Support Planned Modifications to Intended Outcomes (Including the 
SiMR)—Rationale or Justification 


Planned modifications to the intended outcomes, including the SiMR, are under review with 
stakeholder feedback and will be reported in the 2021 submission. Statewide assessment 
results reveal that the SiMR population is still a relevant population to support (even after the 
baseline reset from PARCC [Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers] to 
RICAS). The improvements in educators’ beliefs, positive trends in RIDE collaborations, and the 
active engagement of both primary and peripheral stakeholders support the SSIP’s 
implementation.  


3. Stakeholder Involvement in the SSIP Evaluation  


a. How Stakeholders Have Been Informed of the Ongoing Evaluation of the SSIP 


Primary stakeholders—district and school staff from implementation sites—are informed of the 
ongoing evaluation of the SSIP. At the onset of site-level participation with the Math Project, 
school personnel learned about the project’s short- and long-term outcomes, including the goal 
of improving mathematics achievement for the SiMR target population. We also discussed 
training evaluation results with school personnel, including leadership who may not be present 
for training/professional development. At many sites, leaders offered anecdotal evidence 
confirming the positive training evaluation data gathered thus far.  


As noted earlier, peripheral stakeholders (individuals who have a broad interest in state 
intensive intervention efforts but do not have regular engagement in the SSIP) were engaged in 
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the SSIP activities during the CEEDAR February state leadership team. At this meeting, RIDE 
staff gave a presentation about the SSIP, and state leadership team members were asked if the 
SSIP should consider resetting the SIMR and initial targets. All members agreed that the SSIP 
should add consideration of growth index along with the percentage proficient for the target, 
and most members agreed that measurement of the SiMR should be expanded to Grades 3–6 
or Grades 3–7.  


b. How Stakeholders Have Had a Voice and Been Involved in Decision Making 
Regarding the Ongoing Evaluation of the SSIP 


Initially, Rhode Island set a SiMR goal (i.e., outcome measure for Indicator 17) to raise 
the mathematics achievement of Hispanic or Black students with SLDs (percentage proficient) 
by 4% and met that goal 2 years ahead of schedule. Having completed the test change 
transition from last reporting period, Rhode Island has growth data to examine and could 
consider resetting the SiMR and targets using growth data rather than the percentage 
proficient. This information was presented to active and peripheral stakeholders during the 
May 2019 RISEAC meeting, the June 2019 leadership PLC, and the CEEDAR February 2020 state 
leadership team. During these meetings, stakeholders provided verbal and/or written feedback 
to the following questions:  


1. Should Rhode Island continue to set targets based on the percentage proficient, add 
consideration of the growth index to the SiMR, or use only the growth index and not the 
percentage proficient?  


2. Should the state continue to focus on Grades 3–5 and students with learning disabilities for 
our SiMR or widen the scope and include additional disability categories?  


Several recurring themes were evident in their feedback, described in the following 
subsections. 


Feedback on Set Targets Based on Percentage Proficient 


• Percentage proficiency alone will not show or account for growth. It is not sensitive enough 
to see improvements that occur.  


• The state should continue to set targets based on the percentage proficient as an indicator, 
but it will take a long time to move the needle for the state. It also can serve as a target 
comparison to all.  


Feedback on Adding Consideration of Growth Index 


• A growth index gives a better picture of an individual’s success. It is a better representation 
and can be used to talk about the need for intensification.  







  Phase III Report 


 


Rhode Island Department of Education (RIDE) 48 


• The growth index is a true value-added measure that widens the scope of measurement to 
see how and if students are progressing, not just the normal target of meeting proficiency.  


• It is the best way to show student growth for those who are low end of not meeting the 
goal to those who are almost meeting the goal.  


• A growth index indicates growth regardless of score. Consider digging into how growth is 
calculated to make sure you are comfortable with it as a measure.  


• Add the growth index along with the percentage proficient because we know we will have 
the measure moving forward if the assessment stays consistent.  


• If the growth index is included, we would have to expand grade levels to report cohorts of 
growth across time. 


Feedback on Continuing to Focus on Grades 3–5 for the SiMR 


• Would like to include Grades 3–8, thinking it would provide time and better data to look at 
growth. It is important to see if the students are on target for high school.  


• Should keep it Grades 3–5 because these are the critical grades to ensure student progress 
and proficiency in the future.  


• Focusing on elementary grades will benefit middle school educators.  


• There is curiosity to see what happens between Grades 6–8 and Grades 5–6. It might be 
helpful because it is the foundation, and educators need to understand what is and is not 
working at these grade levels.  


Feedback on Continuing to Focus on Students With Learning Disabilities for the SiMR 


• Should widen the scope to all disabilities as preparation for those students will be the same. 
Looking at all areas of disability might provide better data for improvement. 


Feedback on Widening the Scope and to Include Additional Disability Categories  


• Add emotional disturbance? It often is a “catch-all” if it cannot adequately address 
behavioral issues. It also would account for many out-of-district placements, notably Black 
and Hispanic students. Maybe add other health impairment because it is the “White catch-
all” category?  


• It should not include students identified under speech because they are typically below the 
target grade levels.  


• It should include students with autism because they are in the high frequency category.  


• It should include students with disabilities that take RICAS. 
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• Widening the scope might increase the proficiency with other disability categories and 
provide better data for improvement.  


The Math Project core team will consider this information, as well as conduct additional 
stakeholder sessions this year, as it looks to identify new targets for its SiMR for the submission 
in February 2021.  


D. Data Quality Issues: Data Limitations That Affected Reports 
of Progress in Implementing the SSIP and Achieving the SIMR 


1. Concerns or Limitations Related to the Quality or Quantity of the Data Used 
to Report Progress or Results 


The SSIP aims to use local assessments to provide a more in-depth understanding of student 
progress. One major area of concern is that sites use different local assessments and tools to 
collect universal screening and ongoing progress monitoring data. The data collection tool we 
refined after pilot use has been helpful as we look across various screening results from 
different measures. The student-level DBI case studies also reflect schools’ use of different local 
assessments. This reporting year is the first year in which we aggregated formative assessment 
data at the student level gathered through the student-level DBI case studies. Only seven case-
study students had complete data, which limits the Math Project’s ability to determine if the 
progress they made toward ambitious, individualized goals in targeted areas of need would 
extend to other students in the schools. 


2. Implications for Assessing Progress or Results 
Reviewing progress on the SiMR from Phase I through the April 2019 submission has been 
challenging with two state assessment changes and two baseline resets. Examination of local 
data, implementation data, and other evaluation measures as described previously continue to 
be vital to understanding progress in improving outcomes for the target population. 


3. Plans for Improving Data Quality 
Examination of the SiMR population performance statewide on RICAS in consecutive years 
moving forward will produce more meaningful year-to-year comparisons for statewide 
assessment. To address the data quality issues raised in the previous year’s report related to 
the lack of common assessments to screen and progress monitor students, the Math Project 
created a screening data collection tool. Continued training of school-level participants to 
extract universal screening data by disability category and race will improve future outcome 
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measures. In addition, continuing to expand the case-study approach to examine progress 
monitoring data for specific disabilities and races will strengthen data quality in the evaluation.  


In last year’s submission, we discussed how the shift to the online training modules led to our 
inability to monitor participants’ completion of the training evaluations. However, an 
unanticipated benefit of the book study model was that participants—to earn professional 
learning unit credits—had to complete surveys about the text that they read, participate in an 
online discussion board, and evaluate the training modules they completed. This provided us 
access to additional data to help us measure participant knowledge of EBPs in mathematics. We 
plan to continue the book study model, perhaps with a different text, and will require 
participants to complete similar data sources so that we can access quality data.  


E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements 


1. Infrastructure Changes That Support SSIP Initiatives: How System Changes 
Support Achievement of the SiMR, Sustainability, and Scale-Up 


At RIDE, more frequent cross-division (Educator Quality, Instruction and Assessment, School 
Improvement, and OSCAS) meetings are now occurring. The overarching goal of these meetings 
is to align practices and initiatives at the state level to reduce confusion for LEAs about 
potentially competing initiatives from across divisions. This approach to changing RIDE’s 
infrastructure has the potential to reduce barriers related to initiative overload on LEAs, thus 
resulting in more sustainable, scalable efforts.  


To produce greater cross-office collaboration, OSCAS staff have been included in curriculum 
work at RIDE. The focus also is on more active collaboration instead of information sharing. For 
example, mathematics specialists have opened core mathematics training preparation to 
OSCAS staff and Math Project partners for feedback and input. OSCAS staff also have 
participated in new curriculum teamwork in the department, with the outcome to support 
districts with tools for choosing a quality core mathematics curriculum along with technical 
assistance to provide professional learning support for the implementation of any new 
materials. RIDE personnel, including mathematics specialists, curriculum specialists, and 
assessment specialists, work alongside one another in the same office space; those specialists 
are now in the same division as OSCAS staff. Overall, the focus of leadership has been on 
ensuring infrastructural changes to support collaboration across RIDE initiatives. 


RIDE continues to align projects to support continuous improvement in DBI and tiered systems 
of support, as evidenced by its investment in the SOS contract. SOS personnel created a website 
and are populating it with a variety of training, coaching, and professional resources that Rhode 
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Island educators can access through different modalities (i.e., online, self-paced, hybrid, 
request for in-person training and coaching). To Rhode Island educators, this site is known as 
BRIDGE-RI; it serves as the “hub” for LEAs to access ongoing professional learning. Elements of 
DBI are embedded into BRIDGE-RI courses and content. In addition, SOS and Math Project staff 
are conversing about how to transition Math Project content (e.g., mini-modules, book study 
resources) to BRIDGE-RI to ensure sustainability. Rhode Island also continues to receive 
intensive technical assistance from NCII (extending previous efforts). NCII’s technical assistance 
to Rhode Island includes scaling up DBI practices across initiatives and LEAs to support 
sustainability, considering the frequency with which LEA staff move around the state.  


2. Evidence That SSIP’s Evidence-Based Practices Are Being Carried Out With 
Fidelity and Having the Desired Effects 


Implementation fidelity of EBPs continues to be a focus of the Math Project. Multiple fidelity 
monitoring tools are used to track EBP implementation (i.e., teacher self-report, 
implementation logs, and observations). Although self-report is not always a reliable source of 
fidelity data, it is an efficient method (Center on Response to Intervention, n.d.). Conversely, 
observations are more reliable but a less efficient method (Center on Response to Intervention, 
n.d.). Because the goal for our sites is to sustain practices across time, we aimed to create 
structures and/or processes that will make fidelity monitoring more feasible and likely to occur 
separate from project coaching activities. An example of this is our Number Talks fidelity form, 
which includes a fidelity checklist and a space for educators to report formative assessment 
data. In that way, the form has a dual purpose. Also, many sites have established structures for 
leadership to conduct observations and/or “instructional rounds,” where teachers can observe 
each other’s implementation using a fidelity monitoring tool (either a tool that comes with an 
intervention or a created form with essential elements of the intervention).  


a. PALS Math Fidelity Through Observations  
The training activities in this reporting period have focused on developing participants’ 
knowledge of evidence-based, core mathematics instructional strategies and PALS Math aligned 
with the Common Core State Standards. PALS Math has fidelity monitoring tools included with 
the teacher handbooks. The Math Project has addressed implementation fidelity of PALS Math 
across sites that are implementing the intervention. In an urban ring middle school seventh-
grade class, we monitored PALS Math intervention fidelity through observation in spring 2019. 
During an initial observation, the leadership team went together to observe and then calibrated 
the observations. Approximately 40% of the student behaviors (identified on the PALS Math 
fidelity monitoring tool) were met, and 25% of teacher behaviors were met. These data led to 
conversations about which integral components of the intervention were not implemented as 
intended. The first component addressed for improvement was student use of the PALS Math 



https://mtssri.org/
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intervention’s coach’s question sheet and self-talk. The second component addressed was the 
educator’s active monitoring of student pairs to ensure student coaches were providing 
immediate corrective feedback. The final component of fidelity addressed was the use of the 
intervention’s point sheet/motivation system. Although teachers had a motivation system in 
place, it did not engage the students and educators as active participants throughout the entire 
lesson. In response to these data, the site’s coach provided a refresher training to educators 
and staff, modeling the integral parts of the PALS Math intervention, including how to actively 
use the PALS points and then how to “re-train” students on using the coaching sheet and 
providing corrective feedback to their partner. After this refresher, the leadership team 
conducted a post-observation: Teacher behaviors increased to 73% observed, and student 
behaviors increased to approximately 75%. 


b. Number Talks Fidelity Through Self-Report  
In relationship to implementation fidelity of Number Talks, data include educator self-
assessments using a checklist or observations of teachers implementing learned practices. In 
some instances, sites developed an “instructional round” approach, during which peers observe 
other teachers implementing a learned strategy and provide feedback. In November 2019, 
educators in Grades K–8 engaged in professional development to learn about implementing 
Number Talk. The teachers were asked to implement a Number Talks session with students and 
reflect on the experience to share with their grade-level group at a February 2020 professional 
development session. Of the 69 educators who participated in the trainings, 43 completed the 
self-reflection and/or shared student responses to the math problems posed during their 
Number Talks. Of the 43 that completed the implementation with the self-reflection form, 81% 
implemented a Number Talks session where mental math played an integral part, and 19% 
implemented a Number Talks session that involved the application of mathematics in word 
problem contexts. Mental math and the application of mathematics are both appropriate areas 
of focus for Number Talks sessions with students. All educators implemented Number Talks 
with high fidelity (at least 80% accuracy) across key areas (e.g., short, student-led sessions; 
hand signals to promote wait time, expectations and procedures were made clear, teacher as 
facilitator).  


At another project site, the project coach and the school’s principal conducted instructional 
rounds in fall 2019 using the Number Talks observational tool. The coach and the principal 
observed eight teachers at different grade levels. Teachers ranged from 60% to 90% adherence 
to implementation fidelity across the sessions, with an average of 75% adherence. In slightly 
more than one third of the classrooms (n = 3), mental math was not yet an integral part of the 
Number Talks, a core element of fidelity. Each teacher received, via e-mail, individualized, 
targeted feedback written collaboratively between the Math Project coach and the school 
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leader. We plan a second round of observations for spring 2020 to examine teachers’ growth 
across time.  


c. Fidelity to Student-Level DBI Case Studies Through Logs 
Fidelity to student-level plans (e.g., implementation logs) and the DBI process more generally 
(e.g., EOY pulse check) help the Math Project demonstrate progress toward the project’s 
intermediate outcome related to increased educator application of skills related to DBI in 
mathematics. For the seven case-study students (see Section C.1.c. for more detailed 
information), implementation fidelity data were reported for four students. Attendance and 
student engagement during intervention were the most frequently reported measures of 
fidelity. Students attended sessions and were actively engaged 67%–71% of the implemented 
sessions. Educators’ fidelity to intervention delivery was reported for two students (fidelity may 
have been assessed during Number Talks or PALS Math but not embedded as a data source 
within students’ DBI case-study documentation); in both instances, the educators implemented 
the students’ interventions as intended—and documented through intervention fidelity logs. 
One student’s team also assessed fidelity of the student’s engagement during progress 
monitoring administrations. The student’s engagement was monitored during three monthly 
progress monitoring administrations; the student was engaged during each session. Fidelity to 
student engagement during progress monitoring administrations and during intervention 
sessions will continue to be monitored. 


3. Outcomes Regarding Progress Toward Short-Term and Long-Term Objectives 
That Are Necessary Steps Toward Achieving the SiMR 


The collective evidence, described in the following statements about outcomes, supports the 
Math Project’s theory of action, that changes to adult behaviors result in student-level 
improvements. 


a. Book Study and Training Outcomes (Short-Term)  
The analyses of both the summer and fall book studies indicate that participating educators are 
enhancing their knowledge related to supporting their students, and they also describe how 
they may apply their learning from the book study in their classrooms. Educators reported their 
understanding and use of strategies related to (a) addressing nonstrategic learner 
characteristics, (b) success with differentiation and application of instructional methods, 
(c) supporting students’ mathematical language, (d) supporting English learners, and 
(e) implementing modifications and accommodations. 


b. Math Beliefs and Data-Driven Instruction Outcomes (Short-Term)  
An examination of year-to-year progress from 2017 to 2019 affirms overall growth in 
mathematical beliefs for those educators completing the survey at two points in time. In all but 
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one domain, these gains are greater for those responding to the 2018 and 2019 survey 
administrations. These results are in Table 17. 


Table 17. Average Percentage of Educators Who Improved Their Ratings by Domain (Year to 
Year) 


Math Beliefs Survey item domain Average percentage of educators with 
improved ratings from year to year 


 2017 to 2018 2018 to 2019 


Correct answers versus understanding as primary goal  36.7% 30.4% 


Mathematics as a set of operations versus a tool for thought  34.2% 49.0% 


Enjoyment of mathematics 31.7% 45.6% 


Entity versus incremental view of intellectual ability (i.e., a fixed 
versus growth mind-set) 


30.6% 46.0% 


Confidence in teaching mathematics 27.5% 30.6% 


Teacher control versus child autonomy in classroom lessons 26.3% 31.7% 
 


We analyzed the responses for those educators who completed the DBI Survey at multiple 
points in time during the project to determine trends (Figure 18). Seven educators completed 
all three survey administrations from 2017 to 2019. These respondents represent five 
participating districts. Of the 12 items on the survey, educators rated 10 items higher or the 
same from 2017 to 2019. The two items where ratings slightly decreased were related to using 
data to make changes to instruction and setting instructional targets and goals for students.  
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Figure 18. Data-Driven Instruction Survey Item-Response Averages (n = 53), from 2017 to 
2019 


 
 
 


For the 16 educators who completed the DBI survey in 2018 and 2019, average ratings on seven 
of the 12 survey items increased or remained the same (Figure 19). The items with the greatest 
gain were about using assessment data to identify students who are having difficulty learning 
math, verifying hypotheses about the causes of student behavior and math performance, and 
confidence in communicating data to colleagues and parents. Average ratings for each item 
increased by .31 from 2018 to 2019. 
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Figure 19. Data-Driven Instruction Survey Item-Response Averages (n = 53), from 2018 to 
2019 


 
 
 


c. Parent and Family Awareness Outcomes (Short-Term)  
In this submission, we reported on website traffic and pageview times as a baseline measure of 
parent and family awareness of intensive intervention. As discussed in Section C.1.c., the initial 
release of the online toolkits resulted in a very small number of pageviews across the 14 posted 
resources (n = 215). We hope to increase the number of pageviews as we add additional 
resources and increase our dissemination of the online toolkits now that our sites are focusing 
more on intensive mathematics intervention in addition to core mathematics instruction. We 
also may revisit this outcome to determine how best to continue measuring parent and family 
awareness.  


d. Stakeholder Engagement and RIDE Collaboration Outcomes (Intermediate 
Outcomes)  
In comparing this year’s results to the previous years (see Figure 20), a consistently high 
number of stakeholders indicated that they are informed about the SSIP (6, 14, and 12, 
respectively). The results reflect a steady increase each year in the number of stakeholders who 
indicate they are meaningfully engaged (asked for their thoughts and then listened to [4, 5, and 
7, respectively]). 
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Figure 20. Peripheral Stakeholder Perception of Engagement Across Time  


 
 
 


In analyzing this year’s results from past 3 years (see Figure 21), it is clear that RIDE’s 
collaborating partners know about SSIP activities. Many stakeholders selected the collaborating 
level, indicating that they are not only informed but also view the SSIP efforts as valuable. 
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Figure 21. RIDE Collaboration: Perception of Engagement Across Time 


 
 
 


e. DBI Pulse Check Outcomes (Intermediate and Long-Term Outcomes)  
The DBI pulse checks measure educators’ perceptions related to their school sites’ 
implementation of DBI (long-term outcome). Based on information reported by school 
personnel participating in DBI pulse checks this reporting cycle, we noticed increases in 
educators’ responses across all pulse check items compared with previous years. In addition, 
the overall ratings remained high for pulse check items related to educators’ knowledge of DBI 
and educators’ application of skills in DBI (intermediate outcomes). For both the 2018 and 
2019 Pulse Check Survey administrations, the item regarding the difference between progress 
monitoring and diagnostic assessment data had the highest rating (4.3 in 2018 and 4.2 in 2019). 
The greatest increase in ratings from 2018 to 2019 related to understanding what sources of 
data to include for diagnostic purposes if/when progress monitoring data cannot be used. A set 
of items on the Pulse Check Survey addressed the composition of the intensive mathematics 
intervention team as well as their meeting processes. All schools rated the item regarding team 
composition (i.e., team includes staff with the needed expertise to develop, monitor, and adapt 
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intensive mathematics intervention plans) highest in both 2018 and 2019. The outcomes 
related to effectively identifying students in need of intensive intervention and using data to 
guide decisions regarding the interventions also were in the Pulse Check Survey. Team 
members rated seven items related to these outcomes. The ratings across all items indicate 
strong gains from 2018 to 2019. Regarding the extent to which students with disabilities who 
receive intensive mathematics intervention planning and support have those integrated into 
their IEP, the average ratings each year were slightly lower than other items related to the data 
use outcome area. As in 2018, Cohort 2 ratings were slightly lower that Cohort 1 ratings across 
the data use items. The average ratings for the three items related to implementing intensive 
mathematics interventions for all the school teams completing the pulse check process were 
relatively similar in each survey administration. Both Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 teams had higher 
ratings in 2019 across all the items. In relationship to the Math Project’s outcome related to 
family awareness of practices to support students, the average ratings from 2018 to 2019 
across all schools increased.  


f. LEA Capacity Outcomes (Long-Term)  
The LEA capacity survey results (see Section C.1.c.) demonstrate that LEA leaders perceive that 
their internal capacity related to supporting core mathematics instruction, students who are 
struggling to learn mathematics, and supporting data-based decision making in mathematics 
increased as a result of their participation in the Math Project’s activities (long-term 
outcomes). Participants shared how the Math Project supported their LEA’s capacity related to 
data-driven, tiered mathematics instruction. One participant explained how their participation 
in Math Project activities helped their school create and facilitate a mathematics intervention 
classroom as well as support staff for preparing classroom instruction by using released RICAS 
and STAR Math data. Other participants discussed how their participation helped clarify and 
refine educators’ practices related to delivering mathematics interventions and progress 
monitoring. Because of their participation in Math Project activities, LEAs have been able to 
implement decision-making processes to determine Tier 1 and Tier 2 interventions of support. 


g. Screening Outcomes (Long-Term Outcomes) 
The reporting cycle does not align with the assessment cycle, making our progress toward long-
term outcomes seem delayed. This is the first reporting period that we can provide information 
about Cohort 1 and 2’s performance across multiple time periods. The comparison of screening 
data (see Section C.2.b.) demonstrates slight increases in the percentage of students at Tier 1 
(core mathematics instruction), which provides evidence toward improved student outcomes 
on formative assessments (long-term outcome). In addition, these data support the Math 
Project’s shift to a 2-year implementation cycle (which allowed greater focus on core 
instructional strategies). In our next submission, we will have additional time points to 
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compare, as well as additional information about Cohort 3’s baseline performance on their 
screening measures.  


h. Student-Level DBI Case-Study Outcomes (Intermediate and Long-Term Outcomes) 
By engaging in student-level DBI case studies, educators at the SSIP school sites had an 
opportunity to apply skills and knowledge (intermediate outcome) they gained through the 
Math Project’s training and coaching support. Based on the student-level DBI case-study 
analysis, educators took concepts they learned and applied them into their practice with 
fidelity (long-term outcome), which led to improved student outcomes on formative 
assessments. All seven case-study students made moderate to ambitious growth toward 
progress monitoring goals (long term-outcome; see Section C.1.c. for additional detail as well as 
Appendix B for graphed student-level data).  


One educator provided illustrations of gains made by her student in addition to reporting the 
results of progress monitoring. She described the positive change in mindset from fall to spring: 
“[A] sense of self confidence has pushed the student to be okay with making mistakes and 
process through why the mistakes occurred. Earlier in the school year, the student was self-
conscious and would cry when making a mistake.” She also noted skill areas that had improved: 
“Fluency has increased significantly—both in computation and verbal fluency. The student is on 
grade level for computation, according to the MBSP results.” 


4. Measurable Improvements in the SiMR in Relation to Targets 
Because the 3 years of PARCC data collection did not match the implementation timeline of the 
SSIP, direct causation to the current Math Project is not feasible. Math Project implementation 
began January 2017 after a fall 2016 recruitment and needs assessment process. PARCC data 
collected in spring 2017 likely did not reflect those initial implementation efforts but may 
reflect prior pilot work, MTSS, and NCII project work. RICAS 2018 was the first administration 
but measured only 1 year of the 2-year implementation cycle. The RICAS 2019 administration is 
the first opportunity we had to assess the SSIP implementation efforts. RIDE is currently 
examining state assessment performance of students with SLDs who are Black or Hispanic from 
participating districts compared with nonparticipating districts and will report on findings once 
multiple years of RICAS data corresponding to the 2-year implementation cycle become 
available. As mentioned previously, of the 13 project participant schools, 12 schools show an 
increase in the percentage of students overall meeting or exceeding expectations in 
mathematics and two of the 12 schools have statistically significant increases. In reviewing the 
growth index across the 2 years on district accountability report cards, one middle school 
earned three stars (i.e., greater than 1.10 growth index), which is the highest rating, for 
students with disabilities, whereas nine other project schools earned two stars (i.e., between 
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0.85 and 1.10 growth index) for students with disabilities. Five of the schools exceeded the 0.96 
marker for average growth for similarly performing peers statewide. 


F. Plans for Next Year  


1. Additional Activities to Be Implemented Next Year, With Timeline 
Table 18 provides an overview of the additional activities to be implemented next year, with 
the timeline delineated by project activity. 


Table 18. Implementation Plan and Timeline 


Project 
implementation 


areas 


Completed activities Planned activities Timeline for 
implementation 


Project planning 
and 
coordination 


Conduct informational meeting/kickoff 
with Cohort 3 sites. 


Implement action plans with 
Cohort 1, 2, and 3 sites. 


Ongoing 


Complete needs assessments with 
Cohort 3 sites. 


Draft and finalize the memorandum of 
understanding and mini-grant process 
with Cohort 3 school sites. 


Implement action plans with Cohort 1 
and 2 sites. 


Have Cohort 3 sites prioritize needs 
assessment results and develop action 
plans. 


Training and 
coaching 


Identify objectives and targets for school 
year. 


Identify objectives and targets 
for school year, including 
objectives and targets in 
relationship to scaling and/or 
sustaining project work as 
supports are gradually faded. 


Summer and 
early fall 2020 


Schedule and implement trainings for 
Cohorts 1, 2, and 3. 


Schedule and implement 
trainings for Cohorts 1, 2, and 3. 


Fall 2020–spring 
2021 


Administer evaluation protocols and 
instruments, including fidelity 
assessments (evaluation methods vary by 
cohort).  


Administer evaluation protocols 
and instruments, including 
fidelity assessments (evaluation 
methods vary by cohort). 


Ongoing 


Conduct site observations, including data 
team meetings. 


Conduct site observations, 
including data team meetings 
and model with a site-level 
facilitator how to conduct data-
team meetings.  


Ongoing 
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Project 
implementation 


areas 


Completed activities Planned activities Timeline for 
implementation 


Support teams with selecting DBI case 
studies. 


Support teams with taking 
ownership of the DBI case-study 
process. 


Ongoing  


Model EBPs with schools. Scale the book study to more 
educators and districts. 


Ongoing 


 


2. Planned Evaluation Activities, Including Data Collection, Measures, and 
Expected Outcomes 


As the training, coaching, and technical assistance are implemented, the Math Project team will 
continue to put into action data collection instruments to gather data on quality, knowledge 
gain, and fidelity of implementation. These tools will include a standard end-of-training survey, 
a needs assessment and a beliefs assessment, protocols for reviewing action plans and other 
documentation to assess fidelity of implementation, screening data collection tools and case 
studies, and protocols for interviews and focus groups with SSIP participants and stakeholders. 
We will explore additional measures with stakeholders (i.e., RIPIN) to meaningfully examine 
increases in parent and family awareness of intensive intervention.  


3. Anticipated Barriers and Steps to Address Those Barriers  
Given that the contract that funds the Math Project will terminate in June 2021, sites are 
moving into the final 18 months of support from an external provider (i.e., AIR; Math Project). 
We anticipate that Cohorts 1 and 2 sites will need support with developing processes and 
procedures to continue scaling and sustaining the work. We will address this by (a) modeling 
how to conduct the case-study process; (b) releasing data-team meeting facilitation 
responsibilities to site-level personnel; and (c) supporting sites with developing guidance 
related to EBP implementation, fidelity monitoring, and how to use the book study and online, 
self-paced professional learning modules independent from the Math Project’s requirements.  


The Math Project has developed a myriad of resources that educators will likely want to access 
after the Math Project’s termination. The Math Project will continue to work with other initiatives 
in the state (e.g., SOS contract) to transfer content into more sustainable formats (i.e., BRIDGE-RI 
learning management system), as well as identify ways to engage other RIDE departments with 
taking ownership of Math Project materials, as deemed necessary. Also, RIDE may want to 
continue supporting the Math Project to leverage the lessons learned from the work and identify 
how to fund a similar initiative, should the focus continue to be a relevant priority for the state.  



https://bridgeri.moonami.com/

https://bridgeri.moonami.com/
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4. Additional Support and/or Technical Assistance Needed  
Currently, RIDE and the state core team participate in the NCSI Evidence-Based Practices Cross-
State Learning Collaborative—a new collaborative that will extend the prior years’ learning from 
the Mathematics Cross-State Learning Collaborative. To date, the Mathematics Cross-State 
Learning Collaborative has been a very effective resource for developing the design decisions for 
the Intensive Math Intervention Project, examining evidence-based research and providing 
support for implementation challenges. We expect that this new collaborative will continue to 
serve as a helpful tool for the SSIP. In addition, RIDE will leverage CEEDAR Center, NCII, and IDEA 
Data Center technical assistance to continue development and implementation of the SSIP.  
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Appendix A. Pulse Check Report Aggregated Data 


Figure A1. Intensive Intervention Process and Team  


 
 


Figure A2. Scheduled Team Meetings  
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Figure A3. School Procedures and Practices to Support Mathematics Intervention  


 
 


Figure A4. Diverse Students and Parent Involvement  
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Figure A5. Identification and Data Use  


 
 


Figure A6. Interventions  
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Figure A7. Intensive Intervention Knowledge  
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Appendix B. Screening Data by Tier by Subgroups 


Figure B1. Pilot Elementary Schools  


 
 


Figure B2. Pilot Middle Schools  
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		Math Beliefs and Data-Driven Instruction Surveys

		Training Evaluations

		Peripheral Stakeholder Engagement Survey

		Communication and Collaboration Among and Between RIDE Initiatives

		Pulse Check

		Screening



		c. How Data Support Changes Made to Implementation and Improvement Strategies

		d. How Data Are Informing Next Steps in the SSIP Implementation

		e. How Data Support Planned Modifications to Intended Outcomes (Including the SiMR)—Rationale or Justification



		3. Stakeholder Involvement in the SSIP Evaluation

		a. How Stakeholders Have Been Informed of the Ongoing Evaluation of the SSIP

		b. How Stakeholders Have Had a Voice and Been Involved in Decision Making Regarding the Ongoing Evaluation of the SSIP

		Feedback on Set Targets Based on Percentage Proficient

		Feedback on Adding Consideration of Growth Index

		Feedback on Continuing to Focus on Grades 3–5 for the SiMR

		Feedback on Continuing to Focus on Students With Learning Disabilities for the SiMR

		Feedback on Widening the Scope and to Include Additional Disability Categories







		D. Data Quality Issues: Data Limitations That Affected Reports of Progress in Implementing the SSIP and Achieving the SIMR

		1. Concerns or Limitations Related to the Quality or Quantity of the Data Used to Report Progress or Results

		2. Implications for Assessing Progress or Results

		3. Plans for Improving Data Quality



		E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements

		1. Infrastructure Changes That Support SSIP Initiatives: How System Changes Support Achievement of the SiMR, Sustainability, and Scale-Up

		2. Evidence That SSIP’s Evidence-Based Practices Are Being Carried Out With Fidelity and Having the Desired Effects

		a. PALS Math Fidelity Through Observations

		b. Number Talks Fidelity Through Self-Report

		c. Fidelity to Student-Level DBI Case Studies Through Logs



		3. Outcomes Regarding Progress Toward Short-Term and Long-Term Objectives That Are Necessary Steps Toward Achieving the SiMR

		a. Book Study and Training Outcomes (Short-Term)

		b. Math Beliefs and Data-Driven Instruction Outcomes (Short-Term)

		c. Parent and Family Awareness Outcomes (Short-Term)

		d. Stakeholder Engagement and RIDE Collaboration Outcomes (Intermediate Outcomes)

		e. DBI Pulse Check Outcomes (Intermediate and Long-Term Outcomes)

		f. LEA Capacity Outcomes (Long-Term)

		g. Screening Outcomes (Long-Term Outcomes)

		h. Student-Level DBI Case-Study Outcomes (Intermediate and Long-Term Outcomes)



		4. Measurable Improvements in the SiMR in Relation to Targets



		F. Plans for Next Year

		1. Additional Activities to Be Implemented Next Year, With Timeline

		2. Planned Evaluation Activities, Including Data Collection, Measures, and Expected Outcomes

		3. Anticipated Barriers and Steps to Address Those Barriers

		4. Additional Support and/or Technical Assistance Needed



		G. References

		Appendix A. Pulse Check Report Aggregated Data

		Appendix B. Screening Data by Tier by Subgroups
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Rhode Island  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


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


78.75 Needs Assistance 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 15 62.5 


Compliance 20 19 95 


2020 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


91 2 


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


87 1 


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


17 0 


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


88 1 


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


35 2 


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


90 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


91 2 


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


88 1 


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


34 0 


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


93 1 


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


17 0 


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


95 1 


 
1 For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and 


Determination were calculated, review "How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Part B." 







 


2 | P a g e  


Exiting Data Elements 


Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 6 2 


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


77 1 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator2 Performance
(%)  


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2017 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and 
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to 
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
specified requirements. 


0 N/A 2 


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


1.67 N/A 2 


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


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 99.35 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


98.4 Yes 2 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 99.98 Yes 2 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 92.86  1 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 100  2 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 100  2 


Longstanding Noncompliance   2 


Special Conditions None   


Uncorrected identified noncompliance None   


 


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


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


2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 
https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303 



https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303
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Rhode Island
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 21
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 13
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 9
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 13
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 0
(1.2) Complaints pending. 0
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 8


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 40


(2.1) Mediations held. 27
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 1
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 1


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 26


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 24


(2.2) Mediations pending. 0
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 13


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 21
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 11
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 6


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 2
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 1
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 1
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 2
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 17


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 0


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


Comment:    Resolution sessions entered include resolution session agreements before and after Hearing Officer is
assigned.
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Rhode Island. These data were generated on 11/1/2019 1:14 PM EDT.
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 Submission 


Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet. 


SPP/APR  Data  


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


Part  B  
618 Data  


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


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


Part B Child Count and 
Educational Environments C002 & C089 1st Wednesday in April 


Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Discipline C005, C006, C007, C088, 
C143, C144 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B Dispute Resolution Part B Dispute Resolution 
Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in May 


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


3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related 
to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally 
consistent within a data collection. 
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FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


3B 
3C 
4A 
4B 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points - If the 
FFY 2018 APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and 
Timely Submission Points) = 
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618 Data  


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/LRE 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


A. 618 Grand Total 
B. APR Grand Total 
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 


Total N/A in 618 Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 
Total N/A in APR 


Base 
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 19

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              0]

		CompleteData0: [              0]

		CompleteData1: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 2

		618Total1: 2

		618Total2: 2

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 24

		618GrandTotal: 20.57142852

		State List: [Rhode Island]

		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: 20.571429

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 44.571429

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 18

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9285714375

		IndicatorScore0: 92.85714375

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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400 MARYLAND AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON DC 20202-2600 


www.ed.gov 


The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by  


fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access. 


 


 


 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Angelica Infante-Green 


Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education 


Rhode Island Department of Education 


255 Westminster Street 


Providence, Rhode Island 02903 


Dear Commissioner Infante-Green: 


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 Rhode Island needs assistance in implementing the requirements 


of Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and 


information, including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual 


Performance Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available 


information. 


Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s “2020 Part B 


Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for 


each State and consists of:  


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


compliance factors;  


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


(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


(5) the State’s Determination.  


The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made 


Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020: 


Part B” (HTDMD). 


The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and 


compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014, 


2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria 


are set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B 


determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:  
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(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;  


(2) the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently administered (school 


year 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);  


(3) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and  


(4) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.  


You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data 


by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at 


https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in 


Indicators 1 through 16, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is 


required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:  


(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP 


Response” section of the indicator; and  


(2) any other actions that the State is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section 


of the indicator.  


It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include 


language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.  


You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:  


(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;  


(2) the HTDMD document;  


(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the 


State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and 


(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section 


618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and 


“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.  


As noted above, the State’s 2020 determination is Needs Assistance. A State’s 2020 RDA 


Determination is Needs Assistance if the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A 


State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if its RDA Determination percentage is 


80% or above but the Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last 


three IDEA Part B grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions 


are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 


The State’s determination for 2019 was also Needs Assistance. In accordance with section 


616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), if a State is determined to need assistance for 


two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of the following actions:  


(1) advise the State of available sources of technical assistance that may help the State 


address the areas in which the State needs assistance and require the State to work with 


appropriate entities;  


(2) direct the use of State-level funds on the area or areas in which the State needs assistance; 


or  
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(3) identify the State as a high-risk grantee and impose Special Conditions on the State’s 


IDEA Part B grant award. 


Pursuant to these requirements, the Secretary is advising the State of available sources of 


technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers and resources at the 


following website: https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-resources, and requiring the 


State to work with appropriate entities. In addition, the State should consider accessing technical 


assistance from other Department-funded centers such as the Comprehensive Centers with 


resources at the following link: https://compcenternetwork.org/states. The Secretary directs the 


State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement 


strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its 


performance. We strongly encourage the State to access technical assistance related to those 


results elements and compliance indicators for which the State received a score of zero. Your 


State must report with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on:  


(1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and  


(2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance. 


As required by IDEA section 616(e)(7) and 34 C.F.R. § 300.606, your State must notify the 


public that the Secretary of Education has taken the above enforcement actions, including, at a 


minimum, by posting a public notice on its website and distributing the notice to the media and 


through public agencies. 


States were required to submit Phase III Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP 


appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students 


with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will provide 


additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your 


State as it implements the fifth year of Phase III of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.  


As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational 


agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in 


the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after 


the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:  


(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;  


(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs 


intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA;  


(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and  


(4) inform each LEA of its determination.  


Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s 


website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:  


(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State 


attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act 


of 1973; and  


(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website. 
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OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities 


and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we continue our important 


work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact your 


OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request 


technical assistance. 


Sincerely, 


 


Laurie VanderPloeg  


Director 


Office of Special Education Programs 


cc: State Director of Special Education  
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INTRODUCTION 
In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and 
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State, 
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide 
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year 
(SY) 2018–2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped 
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma1; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY) 
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and 
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award 
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description 
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven 
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.  


The RDA Matrix consists of:  


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


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


3. a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


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


5. the State’s Determination.  


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


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


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


C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 


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


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


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


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


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


4. Longstanding Noncompliance:  


The Department considered: 


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


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


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


• Two points, if either: 


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


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


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


• Zero points, under any of the following circumstances: 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


7  If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the State), the matrix so indicates 
in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.  







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


5 


Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for 
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data8:  


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


• Two points, if the State has: 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments  


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


Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP  


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


Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing  


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


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


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


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


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


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


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out  


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Results Elements 


RDA 
Score= 


0 


RDA 
Score=  


1 


RDA 
Score=  


2 
Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on  
Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a  
Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13 


Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing  
(reading or math):  


1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different 
from the NAGB goal of 85%. 


0 points if less than 85%. 


Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the 
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a 
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and 
Determination.  
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 
The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the 
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:  


Meets Requirements A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,11 
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination. 


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


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


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


 


 
11 In determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up 


from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance 
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.  





		Introduction

		A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13

		Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data

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

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



		B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix

		Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

		Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

		Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

		Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

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

		Scoring of the Results Matrix

		C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination










Sheet1

		Response Rates by Region		(n=113)		(n=256)		(n=201)		(n=84)		(n=201)

		CategoryName		East Bay		Northern Region		Providence		Southern Region		West Bay		Total

		Higher Education		39		86		49		31		69		274

		Competitive Employment		36		79		73		28		69		285

		Other Training		8		7		13		3		16		47

		Other employment		7		19		10		5		13		54

		Not engaged		23		65		56		17		34		195

		Total n sizes:		113		256		201		84		201		855



		CategoryName		East Bay		Northern Region		Providence		Southern Region		West Bay		Total

		Higher Education		35%		34%		24%		37%		34%		32%

		Competitive Employment		32%		31%		36%		33%		34%		33%

		Other Training		7%		3%		6%		4%		8%		5%

		Other employment		6%		7%		5%		6%		6%		6%

		Not engaged		20%		25%		28%		20%		17%		23%

		Total 		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%

		State		13%		30%		24%		10%		24%

						53%





Post-School Outcomes by Geographic Location 



East Bay	Higher Education 	Competitive Employment	Other Postsecondary Education 	Some Other Employment 	Not Engaged 	0.34513274336283184	0.31858407079646017	7.0796460176991149E-2	6.1946902654867256E-2	0.20353982300884957	Northern Region	Higher Education 	Competitive Employment	Other Postsecondary Education 	Some Other Employment 	Not Engaged 	0.3359375	0.30859375	2.734375E-2	7.421875E-2	0.25390625	Providence	0.24378109452736318	0.36318407960199006	6.4676616915422883E-2	4.975124378109453E-2	0.27860696517412936	Southern Region	0.36904761904761907	0.33333333333333331	3.5714285714285712E-2	5.9523809523809521E-2	0.20238095238095238	West Bay	0.34328358208955223	0.34328358208955223	7.9601990049751242E-2	6.4676616915422883E-2	0.1691542288557214	Post-School Outcome Categories 
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Summary


Topic Description Results Benchmark


Family Engagement


The degree to which families become involved with and interact
with their child's school.


24%


Family Support


Families’ perceptions of the amount of academic and social
support that they provide their child with outside of school.


70%
 1
since last survey


    


20th - 39th percentile compared to
others nationally


School Climate


Perceptions of the overall social and learning climate of the
school.


71%
 2
since last survey


    


40th - 59th percentile compared to
others nationally


School Safety


Perceptions of student physical and psychological safety at
school.


75%
 3
since last survey


    


20th - 39th percentile compared to
others nationally


Social-Emotional Learning (SEL)
71%
 8
since last survey


State Initiatives
58%


24,683 responses
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Family Engagement


Your average


24%
24,683 responses


How did people respond?


 1 from last survey Favorable: 8%


Q.1: How often do you meet in person with teachers at
your child's school?


Weekly or more 4% 901


Monthly 5% 1126


Every few months 26% 6465


Once or twice per
year


49% 12078


Almost never 16% 3965
 0 from last survey Favorable: 14%


Q.2: How involved have you been with a parent
group(s) at your child's school?


Extremely involved 6% 1440


Quite involved 8% 1888


Somewhat involved 16% 3955


Slightly involved 25% 6019


Not at all involved 46% 11191


 0 from last survey Favorable: 13%


Q.3: In the past year, how often have you helped out
at your child's school?


Weekly or more 6% 1543


Monthly 7% 1655


Every few months 13% 3191


Once or twice 27% 6688


Almost never 46% 11345


Favorable: 60%


Q.4: In the past year, how often have you attended an
event or meeting at your child's school?


Weekly or more 4% 1036


Monthly 15% 3666


Every few months 41% 10021


Once or twice 33% 8167


Almost never 6% 1575
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Family Support


Your average


70%
24,683 responses


Change


 1
since last survey


How did people respond?


 1 from last survey Favorable: 88%


Q.1: How often do you have conversations with your
child about what his/her class is learning at school?


Almost all the time 55% 13448


Frequently 33% 8051


Sometimes 7% 1762


Once in a while 3% 843


Almost never 2% 420


 1 from last survey Favorable: 80%


Q.2: How much effort do you put into helping your
child learn to do things for himself/herself?


A tremendous amount
of effort


32% 7902


Quite a bit of effort 48% 11677


Some effort 14% 3500


A little bit of effort 4% 963


Almost no effort 2% 475


 2 from last survey Favorable: 51%


Q.3: How well do you know your child's close friends?


Extremely well 16% 4035


Quite well 35% 8488


Somewhat well 27% 6600


Slightly well 13% 3122


Not well at all 9% 2257


 0 from last survey Favorable: 57%


Q.4: How often do you help your child understand the
content s/he is learning in school?


Almost all the time 23% 5556


Frequently 35% 8473


Sometimes 27% 6607


Once in a while 11% 2669


Almost never 5% 1196


 1 from last survey Favorable: 60%


Q.5: How often do you help your child engage in
activities which are educational outside the home?


Almost all the time 18% 4464


Frequently 42% 10207


Sometimes 28% 6772


Once in a while 9% 2225


Almost never 3% 833


 1 from last survey Favorable: 79%


Q.6: How often do you and your child talk when s/he
is having a problem with others?


Almost all the time 42% 10299


Frequently 37% 9044


Sometimes 12% 3010


Once in a while 5% 1203


Almost never 4% 842
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 3 from last survey Favorable: 75%


Q.7: To what extent do you know how your child is
doing socially at school?


A tremendous amount 27% 6505


Quite a bit 48% 11758


Somewhat 19% 4755


A little bit 5% 1128


Not at all 1% 278
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School Climate


Your average


71%
24,683 responses


Change


 2
since last survey


How did people respond?


 1 from last survey Favorable: 68%


Q.1: To what extent do you think that children enjoy
going to your child's school? 


Enjoy a tremendous
amount


24% 5872


Enjoy quite a bit 44% 10849


Enjoy somewhat 22% 5459


Enjoy a little bit 7% 1627


Do not enjoy at all 3% 619
 2 from last survey Favorable: 58%


Q.2: How motivating are the classroom lessons at
your child's school?


Extremely motivating 16% 3936


Quite motivating 41% 10063


Somewhat motivating 30% 7383


Slightly motivating 10% 2304


Not at all motivating 3% 653


 2 from last survey Favorable: 70%


Q.3: How fair or unfair is the school's system of
evaluating children?


Very fair 33% 8052


Somewhat fair 28% 6795


Slightly fair 9% 2187


Neither fair nor unfair 18% 4364


Slightly unfair 5% 1264


Somewhat unfair 4% 993


Very unfair 2% 585
 1 from last survey Favorable: 66%


Q.4: How much does the school value the diversity of
children's backgrounds?


A tremendous amount 29% 6875


Quite a bit 38% 9014


Some 24% 5658


A little bit 7% 1577


Not at all 4% 850
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 1 from last survey Favorable: 73%


Q.5: How well do administrators at your child’s school
create a school environment that helps children learn?


Extremely well 33% 8139


Quite well 39% 9592


Somewhat well 18% 4313


Slightly well 6% 1539


Not well at all 3% 735


 1 from last survey Favorable: 80%


Q.6: Overall, how much respect do you think the
children at your child's school have for the staff?


A tremendous amount
of respect


35% 8569


Quite a bit of respect 44% 10812


Some respect 15% 3707


A little bit of respect 4% 890


Almost no respect 1% 326


 0 from last survey Favorable: 79%


Q.7: Overall, how much respect do you think the
teachers at your child's school have for the children?


A tremendous amount
of respect


38% 9162


Quite a bit of respect 42% 10104


Some respect 16% 3779


A little bit of respect 4% 920


Almost no respect 1% 337
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School Safety


Your average


75%
24,683 responses


Change


 3
since last survey


How did people respond?


 5 from last survey Favorable: 55%


Q.1: How often do you worry about violence at your
child's school?


Almost never 34% 8333


Once in a while 21% 5127


Sometimes 24% 5792


Frequently 12% 3018


Almost always 9% 2164


 0 from last survey Favorable: 77%


Q.2: If a student is bullied at your child's school, how
difficult is it for him/her to get help from an adult?


Not at all difficult 55% 12870


Slightly difficult 23% 5391


Somewhat difficult 14% 3339


Quite difficult 6% 1340


Extremely difficult 3% 642


 3 from last survey Favorable: 73%


Q.3: How likely is it that someone from your child's
school will bully him/her online?


Not at all likely 45% 10855


Slightly likely 27% 6564


Somewhat likely 16% 3894


Quite likely 8% 1787


Extremely likely 3% 822


 3 from last survey Favorable: 87%


Q.4: Overall, how unsafe does your child feel at
school?


Not at all unsafe 68% 16636


Slightly unsafe 18% 4502


Somewhat unsafe 7% 1715


Quite unsafe 4% 978


Extremely unsafe 2% 517


 2 from last survey Favorable: 83%


Q.5: To what extent are drugs a problem at your
child's school?


Not a problem at all 68% 16387


A little bit of a
problem


14% 3427


A moderate problem 9% 2202


Quite a problem 5% 1157


A tremendous
problem


3% 812


Rhode Island
Spring 2019 Family Survey, Family-School Relationships Survey


Page 8 of 12 | This report was created on Friday, January 10, 2020 www.panoramaed.com







Social-Emotional Learning (SEL)


Your average


71%
24,683 responses


Change


 8
since last survey


How did people respond?


 0 from last survey Favorable: 75%


Q.1: If your child fails to reach an important goal, how
likely is she/he to try again?


Extremely likely 33% 7963


Quite likely 42% 10308


Somewhat likely 18% 4355


Slightly likely 6% 1415


Not at all likely 2% 395


 5 from last survey Favorable: 53%


Q.2: How often does your child remain calm, even if
someone is bothering her/him or saying something
bad?


Almost all the time 19% 4569


Frequently 35% 8385


Sometimes 32% 7745


Once in a while 10% 2360


Almost never 5% 1174


 1 from last survey Favorable: 90%


Q.3: How often is your child prepared for class?


Almost all the time 60% 14486


Frequently 30% 7278


Sometimes 8% 1994


Once in a while 2% 398


Almost never 0% 118


 1 from last survey Favorable: 61%


Q.4: How much respect do students at your child's
school show each other?


A tremendous amount
of respect


14% 3428


Quite a bit of respect 47% 11449


Some respect 31% 7463


A little bit of respect 7% 1601


No respect at all 2% 368
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Favorable: 76%


Q.5: How much has stress interfered with your child’s
ability to participate in school in the last 30 days?


Not interfered at all 52% 12601


Interfered slightly 24% 5935


Interfered somewhat 13% 3240


Interfered quite a bit 7% 1697


Interfered a
tremendous amount


4% 906
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State Initiatives


Your average


58%
24,683 responses


How did people respond?


 2 from last survey Favorable: 76%


Q.1: How useful do you think your child’s school will
be to him or her in the future?


Extremely useful 42% 10262


Quite useful 34% 8199


Somewhat useful 16% 3783


Slightly useful 6% 1456


Not at all useful 3% 653


Q.2: What do you think the primary purpose of school
is?


To learn academics
like reading, writing


and math


46% 11159


To learn how to be a
good citizen


11% 2609


To prepare students
for college


22% 5340


To prepare students
for careers


21% 5055


Favorable: 58%


Q.3: How much do you think missing at least 2 days of
school a month impacts a student’s chance of
graduating high school? 


A tremendous amount 24% 5821


Quite a bit 34% 8238


Somewhat 22% 5311


A little bit 12% 2993


Not at all 8% 2032
 4 from last survey Favorable: 40%


Q.4: How involved are parents in school improvement
at your child's school?


Extremely involved 11% 2549


Quite involved 30% 7121


Somewhat involved 35% 8441


Slightly involved 18% 4214


Not at all involved 7% 1562
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 2 from last survey Favorable: 55%


Q.5: How often do you receive communication from
the school about your child’s performance?


Almost always 20% 4840


Frequently 35% 8477


Sometimes 21% 5218


Once in a while 15% 3694


Almost never 9% 2146


 1 from last survey Favorable: 65%


Q.6: How high are your school’s expectations for your
child?


Extremely high 24% 5766


Quite high 41% 9855


Somewhat high 23% 5674


Slightly high 8% 1949


Not at all high 4% 963


Favorable: 52%


Q.7: My student’s school expects him/her to take
challenging courses.


Strongly Agree 15% 1531


Agree 37% 3855


Somewhat agree 32% 3358


Disagree 12% 1245


Strongly disagree 3% 356
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