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Introduction

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

Executive Summary
The State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR) documents and evaluates state implementation of special education on an annual basis. Every state is required to develop a plan describing how improvements will be made to special education programs, how special education programs will be assessed, and the targets for the 16 indicators of performance. These indicators focus on information specific to students with disabilities (SWDs) and can be either compliance-based or results-based. A summary of each indicator, the results from FFY 2017, the results for FFY 2018, and the targets set for FFY 2018 have been provided in the attached table “Introduction_FFY 2018 Indicator Summary_TN_1.”
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
146
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

To ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are being met, the Tennessee Department of Education utilizes a general supervision structure that entails multiple systems working in concert with one another. These systems include: monitoring, local determinations for LEAs based on indicators in the SPP/APR, and dispute resolution. 

Monitoring System 

There is a shared responsibility of monitoring IDEA Part B within the department. The division of special populations monitors specific indicators from the SPP/APR (4A, 4B, 9, and 10) through reviews of policies, procedures, and practices, while all other monitoring is completed by the office of federal programs and oversight (FPO). 

Results-based Monitoring: Monitoring and oversight of ESEA and IDEA programs are the primary responsibilities of the Division of Federal Programs and Oversight (FPO) at the Tennessee Department of Education. In order to meet these responsibilities, FPO uses a three-tier results-based framework for monitoring ESEA and IDEA programs. 
 
Tennessee’s multi-tiered monitoring framework includes three distinctive levels: on-site, desktop, and self-assessment. A risk analysis comprised of approximately 50 factors identifies an increased risk that an LEA may not comply with federal requirements. Each school year, all LEAs must participate in one of the three tiers. Results from the analysis designate each LEA’s risk as one of three levels: significant (which results in an on-site visit), elevated (which identifies LEAs for participation in desktop monitoring), or low risk (with LEAs completing a self-assessment). A random selection of one or more LEAs to participate in on-site monitoring occurs prior to determining the desktop and self-assessment selections. 

IEP Monitoring: The IEP monitoring system developed by FPO utilizes a two-step process that typically includes all LEAs in the state. 

Typically, in the first step of this monitoring system all LEAs are assigned a proportionate amount of randomly sampled student records to evaluate. These records are representative of the disability category makeup of each individual LEA for viable sampling. The LEAs must assess these records using the rubric made available through a monitoring platform and receive training and support on how to assess these records. A copy of this monitoring rubric, titled "Introduction_IEP Review Protocol 18-19_TN_2," has been attached. 

In FFY 2018, a select group of LEAs piloted a new process and platform for IEP monitoring. As a result, fewer LEAs were selected for review as compared to previous years. This new monitoring platform is now housed within the existing statewide IEP management system used in Tennessee. This ensures that appropriate documentation is updated for monitoring and will alleviate paperwork burdens on LEAs. By FFY 2019, all LEAs will be utilizing this monitoring platform and process. 

The second step in the monitoring process entails state monitors assessing these same student records via desktop auditing. Monitors use the same rubric as the LEAs do in their own self-assessments. The results of both reviews are compared and LEAs are notified of discrepancies between the two rubrics and/or findings of noncompliance.

Fiscal Monitoring: The fiscal monitoring of IDEA Part B funds and grants is completed by the office of finance. This monitoring entails ensuring that LEAs are appropriately spending and allocating IDEA Part B funds LEA-wide and at individual schools. As well, fiscal monitoring is completed for those LEAs awarded grants and discretionary funding coming from IDEA Part B to certify that grants and discretionary funds are being used as intended and in accordance with IDEA Part B requirements. 

Local Determinations 

Since the FFY 2011 APR, the department has employed a local determinations process focused not only on compliance indicators but also on results. This process supports not only the overall goals of the department to continue redirecting focus on student performance and outcomes, but also aligns to the national shift toward results-driven accountability. Local determinations are made using LEA-specific data for almost all indicators and each indicator selected is weighted based on the department's priorities. The focus on student performance is manifest in the heavy weighting of results-based indicators. Other indicators that are solely compliance focused and/or predicated on less reliable data (e.g., survey results) might have a lesser weight. 

The actual local determination assigned to each LEA is based on overall points allocated once the weights of each indicator are calculated. In addition, the department uses a growth metric to assess improvement in LEA performance for each results-based indicator from year-to-year, when possible. Each LEA is provided a detailed matrix (see attached “Introduction_Local Determinations Matrix_TN_3”) listing their actual data for each indicator included in the determinations process, how their data compare against the state, and whether they met the state-established target. 

Rather than have LEAs develop separate improvement activities for individual indicators and submit them piecemeal to the department, LEAs must address any flagged indicators in their LEA plan. These plans are submitted through the LEA planning platform, InformTN. This reduces the paperwork burden for LEAs, creates a continuum of communication throughout the entire department, and ensures that improvement strategies and efforts for students with disabilities are included in the overall LEA improvement plan rather than being disparate and disconnected. 

For those LEAs found in “needs intervention," a site visit to conduct a needs assessment is required. Staff from the division of special populations visit LEAs to address those indicators flagged in the determinations process. Using a uniform protocol (see attached “Introduction_Complete Self-Assessment Document_TN_4” ), relevant LEA staff are asked about LEA-wide practices and procedures that might impact each of the flagged indicators. Data from the APR fiscal year and current data are used to inform the discussion. 

The visits are intended to hold LEAs accountable to data from a previous year, but not to fixate on this old data that cannot not be altered. Instead, the focus is on discussing LEAs’ current data, where they would like their future data to be, and how the department can be a thought partner in helping them attain their goals. School-specific visits are also done in addition to the visits with central office staff and administrators to better flesh out the impression of the LEA as a whole and get input from other parties. Improvement plans are developed based on these visits with both recommended and required tasks that address each of the flagged indicators. These plans are developed in concert between the division of special populations staff and LEA staff, and follow-up conversations to discuss progress within the plan are scheduled subsequent to the visits.

Dispute Resolution 

The department's office of general council is responsible for overseeing dispute resolution throughout the course of each year. This includes investigation and resolution of administrative complaints as well as mediations and due process requests and/or hearings. Signed written complaints should have reports issued and be resolved within the allotted 60-day timeline or the agreed upon extended timeline (could be due to exceptional circumstances relative to the particular complaint or because the parent/individual/organization and department agree to extend the timeline to engage in mediation or alternative forms of dispute resolution). Due process requests are to be documented by the office of general council and if requests are fully adjudicated, this must be done within the 45-day timeline or the agreed upon extended timeline (an extension can be approved by hearing officer at the request of either party).
Technical Assistance System
The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAs.

For the sake of continuity and prevention of redundancy both professional development and technical assistance have been combined in this section. 

Identifying Initiatives 

The department has continued championing the initiatives outlined in Tennessee's State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) and State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) regarding models of differentiated instruction for all students with disabilities, and ensuring educators are providing appropriate interventions to students that address their areas of deficit/need. Due to the successes seen as result of this work, both in classroom observations of participating teachers/schools, and concrete student-level data, these initiatives expanded to even more LEAs. In the 2017-18 school year, LEAs had the opportunity to apply for participation in a second SPDG/SSIP cohort to implement these strategies/contents. Twenty additional LEAs were selected for participation and began implementation during the 2018-19 school year. 

As another initiative outlined in the SPDG, the department has been looking at instructional access for 619 students (ages 3-5). Tennessee has one of the lowest percentages in the nation of students ages 3-5 receiving the majority of their special education services in a regular early childhood program. Accordingly, the department identified leveraging points and resources to improve this measure and developed guidance on how special education services might be provided in the regular early childhood program to the maximum extent possible. Seventeen LEAs were selected to participate in an initial cohort implementing activities and strategies targeting access to peers without disabilities in pre-K settings. These seventeen LEAs saw a 10% increase in the percentage of children with disabilities who were enrolled in a general education program and receiving a majority of their services in that setting. 

Training on Initiatives 

The department has gone to great lengths to increase the amount of high-quality technical assistance and professional development offered to LEAs throughout the state. Many of the divisions within the department provide individual trainings and professional development to their specific populations relative to current policies and initiatives. However, to avoid siloing of efforts, the Tennessee Department of Education has used its strategic plan to create linkages in work being done across divisions and ensure that a diverse group of department staff and stakeholders are at the table to have conversations about the broad array of work being done. This work has ensured that SWDs and educators of SWDs remain a focus of the work being done by the department as a whole and that department staff remain cognizant of these subgroups. 

The instructional programming team within the division of special populations conducts the majority of instructional technical assistance and professional development for special education staff within Tennessee, particularly regarding the aforementioned initiatives. This assistance has included the development of a special education framework to assist teachers in the writing of Instructionally Appropriate IEPs and the collaboration with others in the department relative to Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI²). Each member of the instructional programming team has a particular area of expertise, ranging from speech/language therapy to high school transition, so that the team can offer a wide gamut of professional development and technical assistance to LEAs in all areas of special education. 

The regional support team within the division of special populations serves as regional support for LEAs across the state. They take the lead in working with "needs intervention" LEAs, but they also assist with training on the aforementioned initiatives or providing requested professional development. These regional consultants serve as the conduit to LEAs so that there is one main point of contact at the state for LEAs rather than a multitude of different people needed to answer different questions. The consultants are able to connect LEAs to resources, training opportunities, and guidance regarding department initiatives. They can also provide more nuanced, targeted technical assistance and professional development to individual LEAs and schools as needed. 

The data services team provides professional development and routine technical assistance to LEAs on the use of data to inform instructional decision-making and the effective use of the statewide IEP data management system (EasyIEP). This team develops documentation and manuals for LEAs regarding inputting special education information into the statewide system and goes to great lengths to link the technology platform to the department initiatives to ensure streamlined communication to LEAs. Embedded in this IEP data management system are many resources addressing crucial initiatives produced by the department to ensure such information can be readily accessed by users when creating special education documents. 

Identifying LEAs for Technical Assistance/Professional Development 

While some of the technical assistance and professional development the department provides is predicated on LEA requests for support, the department also uses data to determine whether LEAs require technical assistance or professional development. In particular, the division of special populations uses the APR local determinations as a barometer of whether LEAs are successfully improving the outcomes of students with disabilities and are compliant with federal and state regulations. While those LEAs in the determination category of “meets requirements” may receive technical assistance or professional development if requested, the department focuses much of its resources and efforts on providing support to those LEAs in “needs assistance” and “needs intervention” determination categories. 

As is detailed in the “General Supervision” section, “needs intervention” LEAs are subject to site visits in which division of special populations and student support staff visit identified LEAs and meet with central office staff and administrators to discuss indicators flagged in the determinations process. Data gathered through the LEA-submitted improvement plan, the data from the APR period in question, and the most current data are discussed at the site visit to ensure accountability for past data while focusing on current data and how to improve future data. During these visits, department staff conduct needs assessments and support LEAs. 

Based on the site visit, LEAs are provided department staff notes and an improvement plan that pulls information gleaned from the visit. This improvement plan has both recommended and required activities that address each of the flagged indicators outlined in the determinations and such information must be entered into the monitoring tool used to capture LEA plans. Many of these activities entail having technical assistance and professional development training for LEA staff. Using the determinations as a system by which the department can identify those LEAs requiring the most intensive technical assistance and professional development has been beneficial for both LEAs and the department. The indicators in the APR help staff in LEAs pinpoint areas of deficit or concern and allow the department to focus on and localize supports in the areas of greatest need within these LEAs. 
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.

Information combined in the "Technical Assistance System" section above.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
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.

The department reports annually to the public on the performance of the state and each LEA through the state website: https://www.tn.gov/education/student-support/special-education/special-education-data-services-reports.html. Reports provided on this site include the full SPPs and APRs for the past six years, a spreadsheet with detailed data for each LEA on every indicator as compared to state averages and targets for the SPP/APR (a copy of this spreadsheet from the FFY 2017 APR can be found here: https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/education/special-education/data/lea_apr_indicator_summary_2017-18.xlsx), and OSEP's letter of determination for the state for the most recent APR. Specific data from individual indicators (such as Indicator 3) can be found on the website provided above and the Tennessee state report card at: https://www.tn.gov/education/data/report-card.html.
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

As a result of Tennessee’s 2018 and 2019 state determination of Needs Assistance, the department has engaged with the following technical assistance centers: 

IDEA Data Center (IDC): The department has worked with IDC to seek feedback and technical assistance related to its SSIP and SPP/APR. This technical assistance informed revisions and led to improved processes related to stakeholder engagement. In addition, the technical assistance provided by IDC continues to inform the development of process documents for each of the SPP/APR indicators. 

National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI): Department staff have worked with NCSI to refine the use of its IDEA discretionary funds to best leverage practices that will lead to systemic change. As a result of this assistance, the department revised the provision of LEA grants by aligning the use of funds to needs identified through a root cause analysis. The grants are intended to fund activities that will lead to systemic changes that measurably improve outcomes for students with disabilities. In addition, the assistance continues to inform the development of a technical assistance network to address the most pressing priorities identified by districts through a comprehensive data review. Finally, the department has been engaged in several collaboratives including the Results Based Accountability (RBA) and State Education Agency Leaders (SEAL). This participation led collaborative discussions with other states and the curation of resources to inform department guidance. 

National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT): The department engaged with NTACT to explore changes to the data collection relative to Indicator 14. In addition, the department engaged with NTACT staff regarding a checklist used to develop high quality transition plans (Indicator 13). As a result, the department refined its monitoring instrument and conducted training for internal staff on the consistent monitoring of transition plans. Additional activities and ongoing engagement with NTACT are planned. 

Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA): The department has engaged with ECTA to explore and evaluate its monitoring and accountiability systems related to Early Childhood Environments (Indicator 6). As a result of this involvement, the department issued a letter to all directors of schools in districts that failed to meet the state target for Indicator 6. In addition, staff involvement in the early childhool inclusion cohort through ECTA informed the department’s work related to the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG). Through this work, LEAs have partnered with the department to improve access to high quality early childhood programs for children ages 3-5 with disabiliites.   
Intro - OSEP Response

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

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 

Results indicator: Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) graduating from high school with a regular high school diploma. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department of Education (Department) under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
Measurement
States may report data for children with disabilities using either the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the ESEA or an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate under the ESEA, if the State has established one.
Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), and compare the results to the target. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma. If there is a difference, explain.

Targets should be the same as the annual graduation rate targets for children with disabilities under Title I of the ESEA.

States must continue to report the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for all students and disaggregated by student subgroups including the children with disabilities subgroup, as required under section 1111(h)(1)(C)(iii)(II) of the ESEA, on State report cards under Title I of the ESEA even if they only report an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the purpose of SPP/APR reporting.

1 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	67.40%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	69.30%
	69.37%
	70.96%
	71.87%
	73.55%

	Data
	67.33%
	69.02%
	69.99%
	71.79%
	72.72%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	74.43%
	74.73%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.

Prepopulated Data

	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma
	6,622

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate
	9,066

	 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
	73.04%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort eligible to graduate
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	6,622
	9,066
	72.72%
	74.43%
	73.04%
	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 Tennessee Department of Education has raised standards and aligned graduation requirements to best prepare students for college and the workforce. All students must meet these criteria and conditions to graduate with a regular high school diploma, regardless of their disability status.

Following the implementation of the Tennessee Diploma Project in 2009, high school students must complete 22 credits to graduate. They also will be tested in core subject areas with End of Course exams, part of the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program, or TCAP. Their performance on these exams will factor into their semester grade for the course.

To receive a regular high school diploma, all students enrolled in a Tennessee public school during their eleventh (11th) grade year must take either the ACT or SAT. View the FAQ on the policy here.

Total Required Credits: 22

•Math: 4 credits, including Algebra I, II, Geometry and a fourth higher level math course (Students must be enrolled in a mathematics course each school year)
•English: 4 credits
•Science: 3 credits, including Biology, Chemistry or Physics, and a third lab course
•Social Studies: 3 credits, including U.S. History and Geography, World History and Geography, U.S. Government and Civics, and Economics
•Physical Education and Wellness: 1.5 credits
•Personal Finance: 0.5 credits (Three years of JROTC may be substituted for one-half unit of Personal Finance if the JROTC instructor attends the Personal Finance training.)
•Foreign Language: 2 credits (May be waived by the LEA for students, under certain circumstances, to expand and enhance the elective focus)
•Fine Arts: 1 credit (may be waived by the local school district for students, under certain circumstances, to expand and enhance the elective focus)
•Elective Focus: 3 credits consisting of Math and Science, Career and Technical Education, Fine Arts, Humanities, Advanced Placement (AP) or International Baccalaureate (IB)
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)
The target for FFY 2018 is the target graduation percentage for the SWDs subgroup, as per Tennessee's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) plan. Because the plan's calculation for graduation targets is predicated of previous year's data, the targets for subsequent years will have to be updated annually to reflect new targets in place. In FFY 2018, graduation targets were set using the following calculation:

Graduation Target = Graduation Rate for Previous Year + Graduation Rate Growth Goal
The Graduation Rate Growth Goal is determined via the following calculation:
Graduation Rate Growth Goal = (100-Graduation Rate for Previous Year)/16

The following calculation for graduation target is based on actual data for FFY 2018:
Graduation Rate Growth Goal: (100% - 72.72%)/16 = 1.71
Graduation Target: 72.72% + 1.71% = 74.43%

The target for FFY 2019 was entered using this same process and FFY 2018 data. 
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

The State revised the target for FFY 2018, and provided the target for FFY 2019 for this indicator.  OSEP accepts those targets.

     
1 - Required Actions

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	9.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	3.42%
	3.37%
	3.32%
	3.27%
	3.22%

	Data
	3.36%
	3.62%
	5.26%
	2.46%
	2.81%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	3.20%
	3.18%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.

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

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	5,452

	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)
	917

	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)
	104

	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)
	692

	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)
	30


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

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

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

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
The data used to calculate the dropout rate provided above did not come from data in the EdFacts file C009 but instead was based on data submitted for LEA level EdFacts file C032. The latter report comes from the statewide student information system which the department uses as the system of record when calculating reports such as graduation rates, dropout rates, and membership counts. To align with these reports, the data in the LEA level EdFacts file C032 has been used consistently by the department to calculate Indicator 2. The calculation is based on the annual event dropout rate for students leaving an LEA in a single year determined in accordance with the National Center for Education Statistic's Common Core of Data. In the numerator of this dropout calculation is the number of students meeting the criteria established for dropouts as per the LEA level EdFacts file C032: 

"The unduplicated number of dropouts [students who were enrolled in school at some time during the school year, yet were not enrolled the following school year, but were expected to be in membership (i.e., were not reported as dropouts the year before); did not graduate from high school (graduates include students who received a GED without dropping out of school) or complete a state or LEA-approved educational program; and who did not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions: (1) transfer to another public school LEA, private school, or state- or LEA approved educational program, (2) temporary school-recognized absence due to suspension or illness, or (3) death]."

The grade parameters established for Indicator 2 (only including the students with disabilities in grades 9-12 who were classified as dropouts) were applied to the data in the LEA level EdFacts file C032 for the 2017-18 school year. The denominator of this dropout calculation is the number of students with disabilities in grades 9-12 enrolled during the 2017-18 SY as based on the census information collected in the LEA level EdFacts file C002. Thus, the calculation of dropouts for FFY 2017 is as follows:

Count of students with disabilities who dropped out as per the LEA level EdFacts file C032 and were in grades 9-12 = 989
Count of students with disabilities enrolled in grades 9-12 as per the LEA level EdFacts file C002 = 35,587

989 / 35,587 = 2.78%
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

	989
	35,587
	2.81%
	3.20%
	2.78%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
As enumerated above, students are considered dropouts if they meet the criteria outlined in EdFacts file C032. Students in Tennessee are considered dropouts if they meet any of the following criteria:

•A student has unexcused absences for 10 or more consecutive days and all requirements for truancy intervention on behalf of the LEA have been followed
•A student transfers to an adult high school, GED program, or job corps and does not earn an on-time regular diploma
•A student transfers to another LEA in Tennessee but has no subsequent enrollment records after transferring
•A student transfers to another school in the same LEA in Tennessee but has no subsequent enrollment records after transferring
•A student does not graduate with their cohort by obtaining a regular high school diploma student does not graduate with their cohort by obtaining a regular high school diploma, a special education diploma, or an occupational diploma, and does not enroll in the SEA the subsequent school year
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

The State revised the target for FFY 2018, and provided the target for FFY 2019 for this indicator.  OSEP accepts those targets.
         
2 - Required Actions
Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3B - Indicator Data

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

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


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2016


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

	A
	Overall
	97.68%
	Actual
	98.95%
	99.02%
	
	97.68%
	96.23%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2016
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Overall
	97.99%
	Actual
	98.91%
	98.99%
	
	97.99%
	97.08%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	64,672
	63,310
	96.23%
	95.00%
	97.89%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	65,185
	63,865
	97.08%
	95.00%
	97.97%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

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

Assessment information for all students, including students with disabilities, can be found on Tennessee's State Report Card at: https://www.tn.gov/education/data/report-card.html. The data for the 2018-19 school year assessments is currently available on this site. Further assessment data, including participation and achievement data for SWDs on assessments, can be found at the following site: https://www.tn.gov/education/student-support/special-education/special-education-data-services-reports.html.  
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
   
3B - Required Actions
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

3C - Indicator Data

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

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


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2016
	Target >=
	34.80%
	32.08%
	35.08%
	
	13.90%

	A
	Overall
	10.90%
	Actual
	29.08%
	21.05%
	NVR
	10.90%
	12.51%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2016
	Target >=
	31.30%
	33.33%
	36.33%
	
	16.33%

	A
	Overall
	13.33%
	Actual
	30.33%
	27.50%
	NVR
	13.33%
	13.85%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	15.51%
	15.29%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	16.85%
	18.16%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	63,310
	7,780
	12.51%
	15.51%
	12.29%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

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

	A
	Overall
	63,865
	9,684
	13.85%
	16.85%
	15.16%
	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. 

Assessment information for all students, including students with disabilities, can be found on Tennessee's State Report Card at: https://www.tn.gov/education/data/report-card.html. The data for the 2018-19 school year assessments is currently available on this site. Further assessment data, including participation and achievement data for SWDs on assessments, can be found at the following site: https://www.tn.gov/education/studentsupport/special-education/special-education-data-services-reports.html. 
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 
	2017
	20.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	2.60%
	2.40%
	2.20%
	2.00%
	1.80%

	Data
	7.41%
	17.39%
	22.22%
	8.00%
	20.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	8.00%
	8.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

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

	5
	19
	20.00%
	8.00%
	26.32%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
There are multiple factors that may have contributed to the slippage in this category. First, the overall number of LEAs meeting the minimum "n" size decreased. Because this number is so small, it can lead to more notable increases and decreases in percentages and greater volatility in the data as more or fewer LEAs meet the "n" size criteria. Second, as a result of actions required in the FFY 2017 APR, the LEA self-assessment tool previously used to help determine findings was deemed inappropriate and required revisions. It was revised with feedback obtained from technical centers and the final version was reviewed and approved by the Office of Special Education Program state lead, education program specialist. The revised tool (see attached "Indicator 4_District Self Assessment_TN_1") required LEAs to include information related to the LEA's policies, procedures, and practices and to conduct file reviews to help identify any areas of non-compliance. This addition of file reviews to the process utilized to identify non-compliance provided the SEA with any problematic patterns of practice and violation of procedural safeguards that may have lead to discrepant rates of suspension and expulsions.
Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

In the 2017-18 school year, the department revised the calculations for Indicator 4A. Previously, this indicator was calculated by dividing the number of SWDs suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days within an LEA by the total number of SWDs within that LEA. If this percentage yielded exceeded 2.5%, an LEA was flagged for significant discrepancy. This has since been revised to use a risk ratio model that compares LEA data to statewide data. The major impetus for this change was to better align this indicator to recent changes the department made to calculations of significant disproportionality, as this indicator will better serve as a warning to LEAs meeting criteria for significant disproportionality that they may be eventually identified for significant disproportionality if practices do not change. As well, this adjusted calculation better aligns with the calculation used for Indicator 4B. 

Under the revised calculations for Indicator 4A, the department calculates an LEA rate of SWDs suspended/expelled for more than 10 days by dividing the count of SWDs in an LEA suspended/expelled for more than 10 days by the total count of all SWDs in the LEA. This LEA rate is then divided by the state rate, which is calculated by dividing the count of SWDs in the state suspended/expelled for more than 10 days by the total count of all SWDs in the state. A risk ratio threshold of 2.0 must be met or exceeded for an LEA to be flagged for significant discrepancy. This threshold mirrors the risk ratio threshold utilized in the state's revised calculations and thresholds for significant disproportionality related to the area of discipline of students with disabilities. 

While the calculation for this indicator has been updated, the same "n" size requirements are in place. There must be a minimum "n" size of 5 or more students suspended/expelled to mitigate situations in which false positives might lead to over-identification of LEAs due to small numbers of students.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

As a result of actions required in the FFY 2017 APR, the LEA self-assessment tool previously used to help determine findings was deemed inappropriate and required revisions. It was revised with feedback obtained from technical centers and the final version was reviewed and approved by the Office of Special Education Program state lead, education program specialist. The revised tool (see attached "Indicator 4_District Self Assessment_TN_1") required LEAs to include information related to the LEA's policies, procedures, and practices and to conduct file reviews to help identify any areas of non-compliance. This addition of file reviews to the process utilized to identify non-compliance provided the SEA with any problematic patterns of practice and violation of procedural safeguards that may have lead to discrepant rates of suspension and expulsions.
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.
Once the department compares the discrepancy rates of all LEAs, those identified as significantly discrepant (have a risk ratio threshold of 2.0 or greater AND have an "n" size of 5 or more SWDs suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days) are required to review their policies, procedures, and practices via a self-assessment. The purpose of the review is to determine if any policy, procedure, or practice is contributing to the identified significant discrepancy. The review includes LEA policies, education information system data entry verification, general procedures for disciplinary removals, analysis of suspension data by special education status or race/ ethnicity, IEP reviews, positive behavior supports and interventions implemented district and school wide, student specific behavior intervention considerations and implementation, and manifestation determination reviews. The LEA was required to provide a description of their LEA practices and attach supportive documents as evidence. Examples of items required included a description of the LEA plan for creating positive school climate, staff training, their process for preventing and/or reducing inappropriate behavior in schools, their process for determining when and how to develop individual behavior intervention plans, and LEA in school and out of school suspension policies. Individual student file reviews also were conducted to track removal from classrooms, whether the 
LEA policies were appropriately followed, whether manifestation determination reviews occurred if appropriate, and if required functional behavior assessments were completed.

The information provided by each LEA identified with a significant discrepancy was reviewed by the SEA. LEAs that did not have adequate policies, procedures, or practices in place were found to be non-compliant and were required to revise these policies, procedures, or practices to ensure the appropriate development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and adherence to procedural safeguards.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

If YES, select one of the following:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
LEAs were notified of noncompliance in writing with their local determinations. The SEA will conduct phone conferences and site visits to assist with the development of LEA plans and ensure that necessary revisions to LEA policies, procedures, and practices are completed within one calendar year of notification.
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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

The failure to conduct the review required in 34 CFR §300.170(b) is noncompliance. In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report correction of this noncompliance by describing the review and, if appropriate, revision of 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 these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA, for districts identified with significant discrepancies in FFY 2017 based upon FFY 2016 discipline data, as required in 34 CFR §300.170(b).
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

As a result of actions required in the FFY 2017 APR, the LEA self-assessment tool previously used to help determine findings was deemed inappropriate and required revisions. It was revised with feedback obtained from technical centers and the final version was reviewed and approved by the Office of Special Education Program state lead, education program specialist. The revised tool (see attached "Indicator 4_District Self Assessment_TN_1") required LEAs to include information related to the LEA's policies, procedures, and practices and to conduct file reviews to help identify any areas of non-compliance. This addition of file reviews to the process utilized to identify non-compliance provided the SEA with any problematic patterns of practice and violation of procedural safeguards that may have lead to discrepant rates of suspension and expulsions.

FFY 2017 SPP/APR (2016-2017 data) findings

The SEA conducted reviews of the four districts whose 2016-2017 data indicated discrepant disciplinary rates. All districts indicated the use of positive behavior supports interventions and supports, have procedural safeguards in place, and appropriate district policies regarding discipline. Three districts were found to have problematic practices associated with the implementation of procedures. They are required to correct areas of noncompliance. Corrections will be monitored to ensure systemic change. LEAs were notified of noncompliance. The SEA will conduct phone conferences and site visits to assist with the development of LEA plans and ensure that necessary revisions to LEA policies, procedures, and practices are completed within one calendar year of notification.
4A - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to report in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR correction of noncompliance by describing the review and, if appropriate, revision of 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 these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA, for districts identified with significant discrepancies in FFY 2017 based upon FFY 2016 discipline data, as required in 34 CFR §300.170(b). The State provided the required information.
   
The State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, on the correction of noncompliance that the State identified as a result of the review it conducted pursuant to 34 C.F.R. § 300.170(b) in FFY 2018 (based on discipline data from both FFY 2018 and FFY 2017). When reporting on the correction of this noncompliance, the State must report that it has verified that the three districts with noncompliance identified based on FFY 2017 data, and each of the districts with noncompliance identified based on FFY 2018 data:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
4A - Required Actions
Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	NVR


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


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

YES

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

	10
	4
	17
	NVR
	0%
	23.53%
	Did Not Meet Target
	N/A


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

The department utilizes a risk ratio calculation methodology for each LEA in the state that meets "n" size requirements. In this calculation, the number of SWDs suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days in a specific racial/ethnic group is divided by the total number of SWDs within that LEA in the same specific racial/ethnic group. This suspension/expulsion rate is then divided by the statewide average (number of SWDs, ages 3-21, suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days divided by the total number of SWDs, ages 3-21, in the LEA). The quotient of this calculation is the risk ratio. To be considered significantly discrepant for this indicator, the risk ratio for an LEA must be 2.0 or greater and the LEA must meet the "n" size requirement for students suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days in a specific racial/ethnic group, which is a minimum of 5 students.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

As a result of actions required in the FFY 2017 APR, the LEA self-assessment tool previously used to help determine findings was deemed inappropriate and required revisions. It was revised with feedback obtained from technical centers and the final version was reviewed and approved by the Office of Special Education Program state lead, education program specialist. The revised tool (see attached "Indicator 4_District Self Assessment_TN_1") required LEAs to include information related to the LEA's policies, procedures, and practices and to conduct file reviews to help identify any areas of non-compliance. This addition of file reviews to the process utilized to identify non-compliance provided the SEA with any problematic patterns of practice and violation of procedural safeguards that may have lead to discrepant rates of suspension and expulsions.
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.

Once the department compares the discrepancy rates of all LEAs, those identified as significantly discrepant (have a risk ratio threshold of 2.0 or greater AND have an "n" size of 5 or more SWDs suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days) are required to review their policies, procedures, and practices via a self-assessment. The purpose of the review is to determine if any policy, procedure, or practice is contributing to the identified significant discrepancy. The review includes LEA policies, education information system data entry verification, general procedures for disciplinary removals, analysis of suspension data by special education status or race/ ethnicity, IEP reviews, positive behavior supports and interventions implemented district and school wide, student specific behavior intervention considerations and implementation, and manifestation determination reviews. The LEA was required to provide a description of their LEA practices and attach supportive documents as evidence. Examples of items required included a description of the LEA plan for creating positive school climate, staff training, their process for preventing and/or reducing inappropriate behavior in schools, their process for determining when and how to develop individual behavior intervention plans, and LEA in school and out of school suspension policies. Individual student file reviews also were conducted to track removal from classrooms, whether the  LEA policies were appropriately followed, whether manifestation determination reviews occurred if appropriate, and if required functional behavior assessments were completed.

The information provided by each LEA identified with a significant discrepancy was reviewed by the SEA. LEAs that did not have adequate policies, procedures, or practices in place were found to be non-compliant and were required to revise these policies, procedures, or practices to ensure the appropriate development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and adherence to procedural safeguards.
The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

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

Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
LEAs were notified of noncompliance in writing with their local determinations. The SEA will conduct phone conferences and site visits to assist with the development of LEA plans and ensure that necessary revisions to LEA policies, procedures, and practices are completed within one calendar year of notification.
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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

For the districts identified in FFY 2017, based upon FFY 2016 discipline data, as having a significant discrepancy, the State did not conduct 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, to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA, as required in 34 CFR §300.170(b). The failure to conduct the review required in 34 CFR §300.170(b) is noncompliance. In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report on the correction of this noncompliance by describing the review, and, if appropriate, revision of 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 these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA, for districts identified with significant discrepancies in FFY 2017, based upon FFY 2016 discipline data, as required in 34 CFR §300.170(b). Further, in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must provide the required data for FFY 2018 (using 2017-2018 discipline data) for this indicator.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

As a result of actions required in the FFY 2017 APR, the LEA self-assessment tool previously used to help determine findings was deemed inappropriate and required revisions. It was revised with feedback obtained from technical centers and the final version was reviewed and approved by the Office of Special Education Program state lead, education program specialist. The revised tool (see attached "Indicator 4_District Self Assessment_TN_1") required LEAs to include information related to the LEA's policies, procedures, and practices and to conduct file reviews to help identify any areas of non-compliance. This addition of file reviews to the process utilized to identify non-compliance provided the SEA with any problematic patterns of practice and violation of procedural safeguards that may have lead to discrepant rates of suspension and expulsions.
 
FFY 2017 SPP/APR (2016-2017 data) findings

The SEA conducted reviews of policies, procedures, and practices for LEAs with discrepant data. All reviews were conducted to ensure the use of positive behavior supports interventions and supports, procedural safeguards in place, and appropriate district policy regarding discipline. Four districts were identified with practices contributing to areas of noncompliance. LEAs were notified of noncompliance. The SEA will conduct phone conferences and site visits to assist with the development of LEA plans and ensure that necessary revisions to LEA policies, procedures, and practices are completed within one calendar year of notification.
4B - OSEP Response
OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to report in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR correction of noncompliance by describing the review and, if appropriate, revision of 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 these policies, procedures, and practices comply with the IDEA, for districts identified with significant discrepancies in FFY 2017 based upon FFY 2016 discipline data, as required in 34 CFR §300.170(b). The State provided the required information.

The State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, on the correction of noncompliance that the State identified as a result of the review it conducted pursuant to 34 C.F.R. § 300.170(b) in FFY 2018 (based on discipline data from both FFY 2018 and FFY 2017). When reporting on the correction of this noncompliance, the State must report that it has verified that the three districts with noncompliance identified based on FFY 2017 data, and each of the districts with noncompliance identified based on FFY 2018 data:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
4B- Required Actions
4B - State Attachments


[image: image6.emf]Indicator 4_District  Self Assessment_TN_1.pdf



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 >=
	65.50%
	67.50%
	69.50%
	71.50%
	73.50%

	A
	53.48%
	Data
	66.07%
	70.06%
	70.46%
	70.16%
	69.69%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	11.50%
	11.40%
	11.30%
	11.20%
	11.10%

	B
	14.69%
	Data
	11.27%
	10.74%
	11.11%
	11.48%
	11.49%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	1.70%
	1.60%
	1.50%
	1.40%
	1.30%

	C
	1.89%
	Data
	1.76%
	1.79%
	1.78%
	1.79%
	1.81%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	70.00%
	70.00%

	Target B <=
	10.85%
	10.85%

	Target C <=
	1.77%
	1.77%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
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
	115,637

	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
	81,958

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	13,161

	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
	869

	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
	305

	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
	688


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
	81,958
	115,637
	69.69%
	70.00%
	70.88%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	13,161
	115,637
	11.49%
	10.85%
	11.38%
	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]
	1,862
	115,637
	1.81%
	1.77%
	1.61%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6 - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2014
	Target >=
	
	28.50%
	30.00%
	32.00%
	34.00%

	A
	26.53%
	Data
	
	26.53%
	24.09%
	24.17%
	24.27%

	B
	2014
	Target <=
	
	39.20%
	34.00%
	29.00%
	24.00%

	B
	35.62%
	Data
	
	35.62%
	35.71%
	34.14%
	33.73%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	38.00%
	42.00%

	Target B <=
	29.00%
	28.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
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
	14,592

	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
	3,878

	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
	4,617

	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
	111

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b3. Number of children attending residential facility
	2


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

	A. A regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	3,878

	14,592
	24.27%
	38.00%
	26.58%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	4,730
	14,592
	33.73%
	29.00%
	32.42%
	Did Not Meet 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
	2009
	Target >=
	92.70%
	92.76%
	92.82%
	92.88%
	92.94%

	A1
	91.70%
	Data
	90.17%
	90.52%
	90.29%
	89.09%
	90.10%

	A2
	2009
	Target >=
	58.00%
	58.60%
	59.20%
	59.80%
	60.40%

	A2
	57.40%
	Data
	57.84%
	59.21%
	59.61%
	58.07%
	58.55%

	B1
	2009
	Target >=
	90.50%
	90.56%
	90.62%
	90.68%
	90.74%

	B1
	89.50%
	Data
	89.21%
	89.51%
	88.81%
	88.75%
	88.32%

	B2
	2009
	Target >=
	57.00%
	57.60%
	58.20%
	58.80%
	59.40%

	B2
	55.70%
	Data
	55.60%
	57.59%
	57.33%
	56.24%
	55.49%

	C1
	2009
	Target >=
	93.60%
	93.66%
	93.72%
	93.70%
	93.80%

	C1
	92.60%
	Data
	90.63%
	91.33%
	90.14%
	91.14%
	90.27%

	C2
	2009
	Target >=
	69.00%
	69.40%
	69.80%
	70.20%
	70.60%

	C2
	68.00%
	Data
	68.13%
	69.40%
	68.74%
	69.40%
	68.80%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	93.00%
	93.06%

	Target A2 >=
	60.00%
	60.30%

	Target B1 >=
	89.50%
	89.80%

	Target B2 >=
	57.00%
	57.30%

	Target C1 >=
	93.90%
	94.00%

	Target C2 >=
	69.00%
	69.30%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

6,313
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	50
	0.79%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	512
	8.09%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,126
	33.61%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,528
	39.97%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,109
	17.53%


	
	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)
	4,654
	5,216
	90.10%
	93.00%
	89.23%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	3,637
	6,325
	58.55%
	60.00%
	57.50%
	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
	46
	0.73%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	514
	8.15%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,295
	36.37%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,462
	39.02%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	993
	15.74%


	
	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)
	4,757
	5,317
	88.32%
	89.50%
	89.47%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	3,455
	6,310
	55.49%
	57.00%
	54.75%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	51
	0.81%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	422
	6.69%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,656
	26.26%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,668
	42.32%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,508
	23.92%


	
	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. 
	4,324
	4,797
	90.27%
	93.90%
	90.14%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	4,176
	6,305
	68.80%
	69.00%
	66.23%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A2
	Historically, Tennessee A2 data have been in line with the national average. The current data reflects a minimal drop. Training is regularly provided throughout the year to ensure data quality and some fluctuation is expected. As utilization of ECO ratings improves with training, there could be an impact on LEA data as they are perhaps more accurately reflecting the ECO ratings.

	C2
	Historically, Tennessee C2 data have been in line with the national average. The current data reflects a minimal drop. Training is regularly provided throughout the year to ensure data quality and some fluctuation is expected. As utilization of ECO ratings improves with training, there could be an impact on LEA data as they are perhaps more accurately reflecting the ECO ratings.


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.

To gather the initial data informing the results of this indicator, LEAs use the Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF) to address performance in each of the three outcomes areas (social-emotional skills, acquisition of knowledge and skills, and use of appropriate behaviors). This form is augmented and supplemented with the use of qualitative data, including information from families and IFSP/IEP team input and/or observations. Quantitative data is also collected to inform the data in this indicator, including data from one or more assessment tool(s) that are norm-referenced, curriculum-based, and criterion-referenced. The department provides support to LEAs regarding the use of these tools and appropriate data collection processes. 

Once this information is complete and a rating is selected for one of the three areas assessed in this indicator, LEAs are responsible for inputting the ratings into the statewide IEP data management system (EasyIEP) so that the information can be pulled in various reports for analysis. It is from this data source that the ratings for students are gathered and processed for this indicator. The aggregate level data for all LEAs are input into a state-developed tool that employs various logic checks to clean the data. Logic checks include ensuring that outcomes data is listed for all three areas, that entrance and exit data are tracked, etc. The tool employs the ratings outlined in the COSF to determine growth.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
The State revised its targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the 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 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	92.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	92.75%
	93.00%
	93.25%
	93.50%
	93.75%

	Data
	90.40%
	90.87%
	91.00%
	90.60%
	89.48%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	94.00%
	94.25%


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

	4,277
	4,683
	89.48%
	94.00%
	91.33%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
30,936

Percentage of respondent parents

15.14%

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 surveys disseminated for pre-K students are identical to those disseminated to school age students. As well, the surveys collected for pre-K students are analyzed and collated under the same methodology employed for school age students. Thus, the validity and reliability for those in pre-K is identical to those who are school age and allows for continuity across all grade bands to ensure all the information collected is valid, reliable, and cohesive. For this reporting period, survey data was disaggregated by grade level and it was found that surveys were disseminated to: 740 P3 (three year old students in pre-K) students with 161 responses from the family and 1,520 P4 (four year old students in pre-K) students with 337 responses from the family.

	Was sampling used? 
	YES

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


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

LEAs are sampled based on their locations in the state so that all regions are represented and it is ensured that every four years an LEA will complete the survey. This sampling is done via the National Post-School Outcomes Center (NPSO) Sampling Calculator on a four year sampling cycle. For the three LEAs with 50,000 or more students enrolled, a sampling method is utilized so that the LEA is surveyed each year, but that different schools within the LEA are selected every four years (similar to the process used for sampling smaller LEAs). To sample these three large LEAs, percentages of high schools, middle schools, and elementary schools are determined for each LEA. Then the number of schools in each school level are divided by four (for the four year cycle). Each school is given a unique code to randomize them for selection to remove bias. Once randomized, the number of high schools, middle schools, and elementary schools to be surveyed each year are predicated on the previously determined percentages (or weights) of the aforementioned school types in the LEA. 

This sampling methodology ensures that LEAs selected for the survey are representative of the state and the application of the same survey collection process and same question regarding parent involvement certifies that the results of the survey are comparable and will yield valid and reliable estimates across school years. By including all students with disabilities in the sampled LEAs for surveying, there is no opportunity for bias in the students selected for the survey and it can be certain that the makeup of the students with disabilities population is being wholly reflected.
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

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


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
The department will continue working in the 2019-20 school year to ensure that the population of those surveyed is representative of the population of children receiving special education services in Tennessee. Efforts from the 2018-19 school year to remedy some of the noteworthy over/underrepresentation manifested in the decrease in underrepresentation of responses from families of students with specific learning disabilities (improvement of 0.24% in representativeness) and a reduction of overrepresentation of responses from families with female students (decrease of 1.84% in overrepresentation). 

There will be continued efforts to more consistently notify and subsequently remind LEAs selected to disseminate the survey to continue eliciting responses from parents. This will come in the form of emails from ETSU to LEA staff directly. Participating LEAs have also been given suggestions to improve response rate, such as providing the survey at IEP meetings for students to ensure the parents are able to get the survey and respond while in the LEA. In addition, the department is currently working with a contracted parent organization to consider other ways/methods to communicate with families regarding this survey and identify opportunities that may increase responses and participation.
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.

During FFY 2018 school year, the Parent Survey (please see the attached "Indicator 8_Parent Survey_TN_1") was administered to all parents of SWDs ages 3 through 21 in 40 LEAs selected through the OSEP-approved sampling process. Tennessee’s three largest LEAs participate in this survey each year with different schools, representative of the LEA as a whole, sampled every year. In FFY 2018, a total of 30,936 surveys were distributed to parents. There were 4,779 survey responses with usable data for a response rate of 15.4% (please see the attached “Indicator 8_Response Rates_TN_2” for historical response rate data). Note that this response rate is different from the one in the above data table (response rate calculated was 15.14%). This disparity is due to differences in responses to each question in the survey. Tennessee employs a 21 question survey, and sometimes respondents do not answer all the questions. While item one on the survey addresses parental involvement pertinent to this indicator, responses to this question are sometimes omitted by respondents. The data table above only captures the number of responses to this first question, divided by all the surveys disseminated to get the response rate of 15.14%; however, the response rate of 15.4% reflects the overall percentage of surveys received, including those with missing responses. Item one on the survey queried parents regarding the LEA's facilitation of parent involvement. Of the 4,683 parents responding to item one, 91.33% (4,277 / 4,683) agreed that the LEAs facilitated their involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities. The department's target of 94.00% was not met. 

The department contracts with East Tennessee State University (ETSU) to administer the survey through two different methods. The methods of soliciting parent surveys are described below:

1. Direct email to parents - Parents who have email addresses are directly emailed and provided a URL to take the survey electronically. A letter from the department in both English and Spanish is attached explaining the survey. Alternatively, parents can choose to print, complete and return a hard copy of the survey to ETSU by USPS mail. An email is sent two additional times to remind parents to complete the survey. 

2. Mailing of survey packets to special education directors - Special education directors are mailed quantities of paper surveys with the student name, LEA, school, and numeric identifier, with postage paid envelopes and letters to parents explaining the survey in English and Spanish. These are distributed to school principals, who are asked to disseminate the surveys to students to take home to parents. A letter attached to the survey provides parents a URL as an alternate means of survey completion if they do not want to complete the hard copy.

The attached table "Indicator 8_NPSO Representativeness_TN_3” provides summary representativeness data on all FFY 2018 Parent Survey respondents. The calculation, from the National Post-School Outcomes Center (NPSO), compares the respondent pool of parents against the targeted group of parents. This is done to determine whether the respondents represent the entire group of parents that could have responded to the survey. The difference row compares the two proportions (target proportion against respondent proportion) by selected attributes including: child disability, child gender, and child minority race/ethnicity. Cells in the difference row that are greater than +/- 3%, indicate that the respondent group over or underrepresents the entire group of targeted respondents. For this Parent Survey, parents of minority students were underrepresented in the respondent group (-9.89%) as were parents of children with specific learning disabilities (-6.45%). Parents of students from all other (non-listed) disability groups were overrepresented by the respondents (6.39%).
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Although the attached survey example ("Indicator 8_Parent Survey_TN_1") reads "2017 Parent Survey," the questions are identical to those that were asked in Spring 2019.
8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2018 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR
The department will continue working in the 2019-20 school year to ensure that the population of those surveyed is representative of the population of children receiving special education services in Tennessee. Efforts from the 2018-19 school year to remedy some of the noteworthy over/underrepresentation manifested in the decrease in underrepresentation of responses from families of students with specific learning disabilities (improvement of 0.24% in representativeness) and a reduction of overrepresentation of responses from families with female students (decrease of 1.84% in overrepresentation). 

The attached table “Indicator 8_NPSO Representativeness_TN_3” provides summary representativeness data on all FFY 2018 Parent Survey respondents. The calculation, from the National Post-School Outcomes Center (NPSO), compares the respondent pool of parents against the targeted group of parents. This is done to determine whether the respondents represent the entire group of parents that could have responded to the survey. The difference row compares the two proportions (target proportion against respondent proportion) by selected attributes including: child disability, child gender, and child minority race/ethnicity. Cells in the difference row that are greater than +/- 3%, indicate that the respondent group over or underrepresents the entire group of targeted respondents. For this Parent Survey, parents of minority students were underrepresented in the respondent group (-9.89%) as were parents of children with specific learning disabilities (-6.45%). Parents of students from all other (non-listed) disability groups were overrepresented by the respondents (6.39%).
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
8 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2019 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.  
8 - State Attachments
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


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

YES

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

4

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

	0
	0
	142
	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 the “extent to which membership in a given group affects the probability of being placed in a specific education category” (Oswald, et al. 1999). It is predicated on the comparison of a subgroup, such as racial/ethnic subgroups, within an LEA to the entire LEA population as a whole. Should an LEA be identifying students for special education services at a greater percentage than the rest of the students in the school population as a whole, and this is supported in their LEA policies, practices, and procedures, then there is disproportionate representation in the form of overrepresentation. 

To determine disproportionate representation, the department uses the Westat spreadsheet for calculating both Relative Risk Ratio (RRR) and Weighted Risk Ratio (WRR) based on LEA racial/ethnic data. For FFY 2018, the methodology listed below was used to calculate and examine data to measure disproportionate representation (particularly overrepresentation) in special education.

Calculation Criteria

Each of the seven racial/ethnic student subgroups in every LEA were examined to determine if the LEA’s identification of students receiving special education and related services met all of the following criteria for disproportionate representation:

a. Both a RRR and a WRR of 3.00 or greater. Note: both RRRs and WRRs were generated for all LEAs based on the number of students receiving special education and related services in each LEA within each of the seven racial/ethnic categories;

b. Racial/ethnic subgroup enrollment meets the minimum “n” size of 50 students ; and,

c. Count of students with disabilities meets the minimum “n” size of 45 students.

d. Count of students with disabilities in a specific racial/ethnic group meets the minimum “n” size of 5 students.

Data Sources

The October 1, 2018 Membership data (from EdFacts file C052) and December 1, 2018 IDEA Child Count data (from the statewide IEP data management system, which populates EdFacts file C002) were used in the disproportionate representation calculations for each of Tennessee’s 146 LEAs.
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.

All LEAs meeting the criteria outlined below, which are used to calculate disproportionate representation, are required to complete a self-assessment. A copy of this self-assessment (titled "Indicator 9_10_Self-Assessment_TN_1") has been attached to this page for reference. The director of school psychology services conducts a review of all self-assessments submitted by those LEAs meeting the below disproportionate representation criteria and determines whether LEA policies, procedures, and practices contribute to the disproportionate representation. As the expert in the realm of identification procedures, the director of school psychology services is best equipped to determine, based on data gleaned from LEAs, whether disproportionate overrpresentation was the result of inappropriate identification. Those LEAs that are identified as having inappropriate identification practices will be required to undergo a site visit in which student records will be pulled for review and interviews with key LEA staff will take place. Follow-up strategies to address problematic identification practices are developed as a result of this site visit, and the director of school psychology services maintains contact with identified LEAs throughout the school to monitor progress and improvement.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
9 - Required Actions
9 - State Attachments
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories 

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	2.82%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	2.21%
	2.76%
	2.76%
	2.82%
	5.07%


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.

8

	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

	25
	4
	138
	5.07%
	0%
	2.90%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
Disproportionate representation is defined as the “extent to which membership in a given group affects the probability of being placed in a specific education category” (Oswald, et al. 1999). Disproportionate representation is predicated on the comparison of a subgroup, such as race/ethnicity, within an LEA to the entire LEA population as a whole. Should an LEA be identifying students for special education services in a subgroup at a greater percentage than the students in the school population as a whole, and this is supported in their LEA policies, practices, and procedures, then there is disproportionate representation in the form of overrepresentation. 

To determine disproportionate representation, the department uses the Westat spreadsheet for calculating both Relative Risk Ratio (RRR) and Weighted Risk Ratio (WRR) based on LEA race/ethnicity data. For FFY 2018, the methodology listed below was used to calculate and examine data to measure disproportionate representation (particularly overrepresentation) in special education. 

Calculation Criteria: Each of the seven race/ethnicity student subgroups in every LEA were examined to determine if the LEA’s identification of students receiving special education and related services in six high-incidence disability categories met all of the following criteria for disproportionate representation: 

a. Both a RRR and a WRR of 3.00 or higher. Note: both RRRs and WRRs were generated for all LEAs based on the number of students receiving special education and related services in each LEA within each of the seven racial/ethnic categories; and,

b. Racial/ethnic subgroup enrollment meets the minimum “n” size of 50 students; and, 

c. Count of students with disabilities in the specific disability category meets the minimum “n” size of 20 students; and,

d. Count of students with disabilities in a specific racial/ethnic group meets the minimum “n” size of 5 students. 

Data Sources 

The October 1, 2018 Membership data (from EdFacts file C052) and December 1, 2018 IDEA Child Count data (from the statewide IEP data management system, which populates EdFacts file C002) were used in the disproportionate representation calculations for each of Tennessee’s 146 LEAs. Those LEAs found disproportionate were required to complete a self-assessment and determine if policies, procedures, and or practices resulted in inappropriate identification.
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.

All LEAs meeting the criteria outlined in the "definition" section, which are used to calculate disproportionate representation, are required to complete a self-assessment. A copy of this self-assessment (titled "Indicator 9_10_Self-Assessment_TN_1") has been attached to this page for reference. The director of school psychology services conducts a review of all self-assessments submitted by those LEAs meeting the below disproportionate representation criteria and determines whether LEA policies, procedures, and practices contribute to the disproportionate representation. As the expert in the realm of identification procedures, the director of school psychology services is best equipped to determine, based on data gleaned from LEAs, whether disproportionate overrepresentation was the result of inappropriate identification. Those LEAs that are identified as having inappropriate identification practices will be required to undergo a site visit in which student records will be pulled for review and interviews with key LEA staff will take place. Follow-up strategies to address problematic identification practices are developed as a result of this site visit, and the director of school psychology services maintains contact with identified LEAs throughout the school to monitor progress and improvement.
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

	7
	7
	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
Prong 2: 

The seven LEAs identified with disproportionate representation, based on self-assessments submitted to the department in FFY 2017, were required to undergo site visits the subsequent school year. The director of school psychology services led these visits and conducted interviews with LEA administrative staff regarding the LEA's policies and procedures. Questions were asked about how LEA practices might relate to the identified disproportionate representation and based on the information gleaned from these discussions, the director of school psychology services identified areas in which practices should be improved to ensure the disproportionate representation identified was not a manifestation of inappropriate policies, procedures, and practices. 

In addition to meetings with LEA administrative staff, schools were visited within the LEA and staff and documents were observed to see the policies, procedures, and practices in action. The director of school psychology services also pulled a sampling of student eligibility documents and IEPs to assess how they were written and determine if the documents reflected inappropriate policies, procedures, and practices employed in the LEA. This review process was used to get an overall perspective of persistent themes and concerns in the eligibility documentation. 

All information gleaned from these site visits was provided to LEA staff via written communication subsequent to the site visits. The seven LEAs were required to develop action plans based on these site visits and had to periodically submit evidence of activities completed throughout the 2018-19 SY to address findings of potential contributing factors to disproportionate representation. Department staff continuously provided technical assistance as necessary to the seven LEAs, giving them priority at relevant trainings and offering professional development opportunities tailored to the LEAs. All LEAs also completed any required trainings with their district staff to ensure knowledge and understanding of compliant policies, practices, and procedures.

Of all the file reviews conducted and information collected through sight visits for the seven LEAs identified with disproportionate representation in FFY 2017, individual student file noncompliance with practices possibly leading to disproportionate identification was found in three of the LEAs (additional information about individual instances of noncompliance outlined below). For these three LEAs, the director of school psychology services and the corresponding regional IDEA specialist reviewed additional eligibility documents, subsequent to corrections of instances of noncompliance, for other students in the same identified areas, to confirm that the correct regulatory practices were being followed regarding appropriate identification of students with disabilities. The randomly sampled files reviewed after notifications and corrections of noncompliance in these three LEAs revealed that the identified areas of noncompliance in previous student files had been addressed and were in compliance. Additionally, the results of the 2019-2020 SY LEA self-monitoring process were reviewed by state monitors to assess outcomes for LEAs identified as noncompliant in FFY 2017. Findings indicated initial evaluation reports that were submitted for each of the seven districts met required standards for all evaluations reviewed; therefore, all districts demonstrated compliance in this area and no concerns were noted. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Prong 1: 

As outlined in the section above, the director of school psychology services conducted site visits and student file reviews in the seven LEAs identified with disproportionate representation. As a result of these file reviews, three LEAs were identified as having noncompliant records that may have led to disproportionate representation. The first LEA had a limited assessment library which could have resulted in evaluation results that did not accurately represent the student’s functioning (i.e., they did not have a nonverbal measure of cognitive ability to help mitigate communication deficits when evaluating for intellectual disability); therefore, it was unclear if student-specific evaluations had valid results. The second and third district had incomplete evaluations and did not include required assessment components. 

Using the statewide IEP data management system employed by all LEAs in Tennessee and correspondence via email with these two LEAs, SEA staff were able to review the files with noncompliance. The first district was required to purchase a nonverbal assessment in order expand the assessment library for their assessment specialists. They reported the purchase in August 2019. IEP meetings were held to address the team concerns regarding current certification. One reevaluation was completed as a result. The second and third district were required to hold reevaluation meetings for students with missing evaluation components as part of the students’ comprehensive evaluation. Updated evaluation reports were completed as part of reevaluations. It was confirmed by the SEA staff that the noncompliant files were addressed and corrected as appropriate.
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
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 four districts identified in FFY 2018 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that was the result of inappropriate identification [is/are] in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

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

Indicator 11: Child Find

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	89.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	94.60%
	94.81%
	95.16%
	95.24%
	94.28%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received
	(b) Number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline)
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	31,100
	29,508
	94.28%
	100%
	94.88%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

1,592

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 Tennessee, an LEA is considered to be compliant if the evaluation is completed within 60 calendar days from the date the LEA received written consent for an initial evaluation. TN uses a student’s final eligibility determination, which is recorded in the statewide IEP data management system (EasyIEP), to mark the end of the evaluation process. Of the 31,100 students for whom parent consent to evaluate was granted in FFY 2018, 1,592 students did not have their evaluations completed within the 60 calendar day timeline. These 1,592 students did not have an approved timeline extension request OR they exceeded the timeline agreed upon in the timeline extension request OR they did not complete any timeline extension request and the evaluation exceeded the 60 calendar day timeline.

LEAs can request timeline extensions for three approved reasons, and this request is submitted through the statewide IEP data management system (EasyIEP). The director of school psychology services reviews and approves or denies these requests. If the requests are approved and evaluations are completed within the approved timeframe delineated in the extension request, these students are not considered out of compliance. However, in instances in which extension requests are approved and the evaluation  not completed in the agreed upon timeframe, or the requests are denied by the director of school psychology services, these students are considered out of compliance. The three approved timeline extension reasons are: 

1.More time is needed in order to collect adequate response to intervention (RTI) data for the purpose of determining the presence of a specific learning disability as referenced in 34 CFR 300.309(c). This requires a mutual written agreement between the child’s parent and a group of qualified professionals (as described in 34 CFR 300.306(a)(1));
2. The parent repeatedly failed or refused to produce the child for the evaluation;
3. The child transferred from the district that obtained consent prior to a completed evaluation and the receiving district has made progress toward completing the evaluation.

In FFY 2018, 40 of the 1,592 students exited after the 60 calendar day timeline due to withdrawal of parental consent, transferring to general education (by virtue of not qualifying for special education), or graduating. The remaining 1,552 noncompliant students had evaluations completed outside of the 60 calendar timeline and did not have extension requests completed OR had extension requests approved but the evaluation was not completed within the agreed upon timeline. The number of days beyond the established timeline ranged from one to 300 days.

Three out of the 1,592 students whose evaluations were noncompliant still did not have evaluations completed as of January 2020. These students' LEAs will be contacted by the director of data services (Prong 1) to resolve outstanding evaluations.

When LEAs complete evaluations after the 60 calendar timeline, they are required in the EasyIEP system to provide a reason why. The list of reasons are:

1. Limited access to professional staff (e.g., staff shortages, staff illness, in-service trainings, vacancies, holiday schedules, etc.)
2. Student or family language caused delays in testing/meeting (including need for interpreter)
3. Student transferred to another district
4. Student transferred within district
5. Waiting on specialist(s) (reports, second assessment, observation data, review, medical data, etc.)
6. Excessive student absences resulted in rescheduling of assessment(s)
7. Parent did not show for scheduled meeting. Or parent cancelled scheduled meeting too late—no time to reschedule within 60 calendar days. Or parent requested to schedule meeting outside of timeline
8. Student/parent serious medical issues (e.g., hospitalization, surgery recuperation) required postponement and/or rescheduling.
9. Repeated attempts to contact parents failed (minimum 3 unsuccessful mailings plus repeated phone calls).
10. Other (not listed above)

*Rather than being excluded from the compliance calculations, those students with acceptable reasons for delay who had evaluations completed within the approved timeframe are included in both the numerator and denominator the compliance percentage calculation detailed above.
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 department collected data on initial consents for evaluations for all students with signed consent forms during FFY 2018 (July 1, 2018 – June 30, 2019). Data were collected though the statewide IEP data management system for all of Tennessee’s 146 LEAs. FFY 2018 was the tenth year these student-level data were collected through this data management system. The student-level data obtained through EasyIEP include:

• Student name and basic demographics
• LEA information
• Date of initial consent for eligibility determination
• Date of eligibility determination
• Eligibility determination (eligible or ineligible)
• Days from date of initial parent consent to date of eligibility determination
• LEA in which initial consent was signed

Where applicable, the following were also collected:

• Number of days over the 60 calendar day timeline
• Reasons for the delay
• Whether timeline extension request and made and whether it was approved
• Eligible disability category
• Exit date and reason
• District where consent was received
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	1,705
	1,694
	11
	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
Prong 2

For those LEAs with 1 or more of the 1,705 late student evaluations during FFY 2017, the department staff conducted data pulls of parental permissions signed in FFY 2017 to determine 100% compliance once the individual instances of previously identified noncompliance were corrected. To determine if these LEAs were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the department looked at additional initial referrals from each of these LEAs. For LEAs with less than 500 initial referrals for evaluation in FFY 2017, the department required them to demonstrate 100% compliance for initial evaluations for a minimum of 30 consecutive days in FFY 2018. For LEAs with more than 500 initial referrals for evaluation in FFY 2017, the department required them to demonstrate 100% compliance for initial evaluation determinations for a minimum of 10 consecutive days in FFY 2018. After the department verified that the LEA was 100% compliant for at least a 30 day or 10 day time period and that all student-level noncompliance from FFY 2017 had been corrected (Prong 1), the finding was closed.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Prong 1

The statewide IEP data management system (EasyIEP) is used to collect the data necessary to determine timely evaluation. This system was also used to follow-up on all instances of FFY 2017 student-level noncompliance instances when the evaluation exceeded established timelines. The department initially provided the LEAs with instances of noncompliance a listing of their FFY 2017 students for whom the initial evaluation was late and still open. These LEAs were required to research individual students and update EasyIEP if the evaluation had been completed (with the corresponding reason for delay). In the case of students whose evaluations were still pending, LEAs were required to complete the evaluation as soon as possible. By assessing all LEAs' instances of noncompliance on a case by case basis, the department was able to ensure that all noncompliance was addressed. The response from LEAs and their completion of requisite documentation afforded the department the opportunity to ascertain that LEAs with noncompliance were correctly implementing regulatory requirements. In all 1,705 instances, the evaluation or correction of other issues (e.g., mistakenly entered consent form, mistyping of date, etc.) was completed for children whose initial evaluation was not timely.
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
	99.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	98.53%
	97.53%
	97.53%
	99.06%
	96.37%


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. 
	5,266

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	668

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	2,234

	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. 
	1,867

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	425

	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.
	 2,234
	2,306
	96.37%
	100%
	96.88%
	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

72

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.
There were 72 children who were served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination who did not have eligibility determined by their third birthdays or did not have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. Of the 72 children, 72 had documentation and/or eligibility information completed by Feb. 1, 2020. The range of days beyond the third birthday until eligibility was determined or an IEP was developed and implemented for these 72 children was one day to 89 days. Reasons for delays included: parent preferred schedules, inclement weather, late referrals from Part C, and school system staff training issues related to early childhood transition policies and procedures. 
Attach PDF table (optional)
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Data were pulled from the Part C state database, Tennessee’s Early Intervention Data System (TEIDS) and the statewide IEP data management system (EasyIEP). These data were collected, merged, compared, and analyzed into a unified data table to determine if any children had an untimely IEP. Each LEA with records showing an untimely outcome was given the opportunity to verify and respond to the data matched at the individual record level.
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

	81
	81
	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
Prong 2: 

Training and technical assistance on the policies and procedures for early childhood transition were provided as a presentation to each LEA with a finding of noncompliance. Regional 619 preschool consultants provided training and submitted verification of LEA personnel attending the presentation to the 619 preschool coordinator. Sign-in sheets for LEA personnel taking part in the training were submitted to the 619 preschool coordinator.
 
In addition, the department conducted a subsequent review of additional data to determine that all LEAs with noncompliance for FFY 2017 were subsequently correctly implementing 34 CFR 300.124(b). Data were pulled routinely from the Part C TEIDS system and the Part B statewide IEP data management system and analyzed to see if identified LEAs showed any children who had untimely IEPs. Department staff found no noncompliance and it was determined these LEAs were correctly implementing regulatory requirements.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Prong 1: 

The department verified that each LEA with noncompliance for FFY 2017 developed and implemented the IEP, although late, for all 81 children for whom implementation of the IEP was untimely. The data from the Part B EasyIEP system identified the date in which the IEP was developed or a noneligibility was determined. This information was reviewed and verified by the department's IDEA 619 coordinator and 619 consultants.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	50.03%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	73.68%
	71.84%
	72.52%
	74.03%


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

	56
	86
	74.03%
	100%
	65.12%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
For FFY 2018, 22 LEAs participated in a pilot of the IEP self-monitoring platform embedded in the statewide data management system (EasyIEP). Participation in the pilot was voluntary; therefore, the demographic composition of districts providing student IEP data as well as the number of students with secondary transition goals available for review may have varied from prior years. This change in the selection process (i.e., self-selection rather than the SEA selecting LEAs) may have contributed 8.91% decrease in IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

For FFY 2018, staff from the office of federal programs and oversight (FPO) completed the monitoring requirements of this indicator. Analyses of student documents/records were done via an IEP self-monitoring platform embedded in the statewide IEP data management system (EasyIEP), where individual student documents can be reviewed for completion and accuracy. LEAs were required to complete thorough evaluations of their students' documents and evaluate the compliance elements for Indicator 13. Subsequent to this self-review done by LEAs, staff from FPO and the office of special populations completed a secondary review. Once department staff completed the reviews, LEAs were notified and required to address areas identified with noncompliance. Please see attached table “Indicator 13_Compliance_TN_1” for a breakdown of the data.
	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
Tennessee State Board of Education rule 0520-01-09-.12 requires that prior to 9th grade or age 14, the Individualized Education Program (IEP) for students with disabilities must include information on an initial four-year plan of study and identify possible transition service needs. However, not all of the components required for Indicator 13 must be addressed at that time. Therefore, the data used for Indicator 13 is collected only for students age 16 or above who are required to have all of the components of Indicator 13 completed.
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

	20
	20
	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
Prong 2

The 20 findings of noncompliance outlined for Indicator 13 in FFY 2017 were corrected within the FFY 2018 school year. Corrective Action Plans (CAPs) were developed for each individual incidence of noncompliance, and LEAs were required to demonstrate corrected, compliant records (see information below in Prong 1 section). Upon completion of these corrections (required to be completed within 365 days), the department conducted a random sampling of student records with secondary transition plans in the LEAs with one or more findings of noncompliance to determine whether the specific areas of noncompliance identified in the original monitoring file reviews were evident in subsequently completed student documents. Upon completion of this second round of file reviews, it was found that all reviewed records randomly reviewed were in compliance, and the LEA was correctly implementing the appropriate regulatory requirements for this indicator.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Prong 1

The 20 findings of noncompliance outlined for Indicator 13 in FFY 2017 were corrected within the FFY 2018 school year. Corrective Action Plans (CAPs) were developed for each individual incidence of noncompliance, and the LEAs with one or more of the 20 instances of noncompliance were required to correct the records with noncompliance within 365 days. These corrected documents were subject to review by state monitors. It was confirmed through this subsequent monitoring of the updated records that the documents were now compliant and meeting monitoring criteria within the requisite 365 day timeline. Upon state verification and approval of these corrected records, LEAs with previous noncompliance again had records reviewed, as outlined above in the description of Prong 2.
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
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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 >=
	23.50%
	23.75%
	24.00%
	24.25%
	24.50%

	A
	22.00%
	Data
	21.27%
	22.10%
	33.93%
	21.17%
	26.11%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	58.50%
	59.00%
	59.50%
	60.00%
	60.50%

	B
	57.00%
	Data
	55.59%
	58.22%
	64.43%
	54.60%
	61.08%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	68.00%
	68.75%
	69.50%
	70.25%
	71.00%

	C
	65.00%
	Data
	67.70%
	69.26%
	73.32%
	64.62%
	71.13%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	26.00%
	26.50%

	Target B >=
	61.00%
	62.00%

	Target C >=
	71.00%
	72.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
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
	946

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	208

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	107

	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)
	98

	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).
	293


	
	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)
	208
	946
	26.11%
	26.00%
	21.99%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	315
	946
	61.08%
	61.00%
	33.30%
	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)
	706
	946
	71.13%
	71.00%
	74.63%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Given the sampling methodology outlined below for this indicator, in which LEAs must conduct student surveys on a four year cycle, it is difficult to do a true comparison of data from year-to-year. While the department holds the same high standards for all LEAs with regard to this post-school outcomes data, the data from the FFY 2017 APR are not completely comparable to the FFY 2018 data, given that the LEAs and schools are different between the two years. In light of this, a more comparable data source would be the data reported from the FFY 2014 APR, which had the same LEAs and schools included as in the FFY 2018 reporting period. The same format for capturing this information was employed in both FFY 2014 and FFY 2018, which enhances the reliability of the data, and when comparing the FFY 2014 data to the FFY 2018 data, there was only a 0.11% decrease in students reporting that they were enrolled in higher education within one year of exiting high school. Thus, while there was slippage from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018, there was only a slight decrease in improvement in FFY 2018 based on the same cohort of LEAs and schools surveyed in FFY 2014.

	B
	As aforementioned in the rationale for slippage in part A, given the sampling methodology outlined below for this indicator, it is difficult to do a true comparison of data from year-to-year. While the department holds the same high standards for all LEAs with regard to this post-school outcomes data, the data from the FFY 2017 APR are not completely comparable to the FFY 2018 data, given that the LEAs and schools are different between the two years. In light of this, a more comparable data source would be the data reported from the FFY 2014 APR, which had the same LEAs and schools included as in the FFY 2014 reporting period. The same format for capturing this information was employed in both FFY 2014 and FFY 2018, which enhances the reliability of the data, and when comparing the FFY 2014 data to the FFY 2018 data, there was a 24.92% decrease (as opposed to a 27.78% decrease from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018) in students reporting that they were enrolled in higher education or were competitively employed within one year of exiting high school. Thus, while there was slippage from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018, it was slightly less drastic in FFY 2018 based on the same cohort of LEAs and schools surveyed in FFY 2014. The change in part B across the 4-year cohort represents a change in the type of engagement opportunities afforded to students with disabilities. While competitive employment decreased by 24.81% for this cohort, other postsecondary education and training/other employment increased by 30.29%. As overall engagement increased by more than 5%, the shift in the type of engagement may be attributable to a marked increase in postsecondary training and education opportunities in Tennessee over time.


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

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


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

The LEAs are sampled based on their locations in the state so that all regions are represented and it is ensured that every four years an LEA will complete the survey. This sampling is done via the National Post-School Outcomes Center (NPSO) Sampling Calculator on a four year sampling cycle. To ensure there is no potential bias or misrepresentation that can sometimes arise from student sampling, all students with disabilities within each selected LEA who exited school by (a) graduating with a regular diploma, (b) graduating with a special education diploma/certificate, (c) aging out of high school, or (d) dropping out are surveyed. For the three LEAs with 50,000 or more students enrolled, a sampling method is utilized so that the LEA is surveyed each year, but that different schools within the LEA are selected every four years (similar to the process used for sampling smaller LEAs). To sample these three large LEAs, percentages of high schools and middle schools are determined for each LEA. Then the number of schools in each school type category is divided by four (for the four year cycle). Each school is given a unique code to randomize them for selection to remove bias. Once randomized, the number of high schools and middle schools to be surveyed each year are predicated on the previously determined percentages (or weights) of the aforementioned school types in the district. 

This sampling methodology ensures that LEAs selected for the survey are representative of the state and the application of the same survey collection process and same questions regarding post-school outcomes certifies that the results of the survey are comparable and will yield valid and reliable estimates. By including all students in the sampled LEAs, there is no opportunity for bias in the students selected for the survey and it can be certain that the makeup of the SWDs population is being wholly reflected. 

The department contracts with Eastern Tennessee State University (ETSU) to disseminate, collect, and collate survey results. To complete the survey LEA staff contact students who exited by telephone. The LEA staff use an online secure website to enter the data collected through the telephone surveys. The web survey data are housed at ETSU and data are automatically compiled for analysis and reporting by ETSU to the department.
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
The attached table (“Indicator 14_NPSO Representativeness_TN_1") provides a summary of representativeness data on all FFY 2018 post-school survey respondents. The calculation, from the National Post-School Outcomes Center (NPSO), compares the respondent pool of students against the targeted group of students. This is done to determine whether the respondents represent the entire group of exited students that could have responded to the survey. The difference row compares the two proportions (target proportion against respondent proportion) by selected attributes including: child disability, child gender, child minority race/ethnicity, English learner status, and whether the student was a dropout. Cells in the difference row that are greater than +/- 3%, indicate that the respondent group over or underrepresents the entire group of targeted respondents. For this post-school outcomes survey, the demographics were mostly representative; however, minority students were slightly underrepresented in the respondent group (-5.49%). See respondent disaggregated data in the attached table “Indicator 14_NPSO Representativeness_TN_1.”
	Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? 
	NO


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
While most of the demographics of the survey respondents are representative of the overall cohort of students pulled in this sampling, there were two groups - students of minority racial/ethnic groups and students dropping out - who were not completely representative. The lack of representativeness in the responses can be contributed to numerous factors, one of the most notable being not having the most accurate and current contact information for students/families. Absent current contact information, LEAs are unable to make contact with exited students. The department has continued to encourage LEAs to update all contact information for students whenever received, even if they are exiting the LEA at some point in the duration of the school year. Contact information for both students and families can be captured in LEA student information systems. To streamline the availability of this data for special educators, the department has this student and family contact information transfer from student information systems into the statewide IEP data management system (EasyIEP) nightly. Once in the system, users can augment, delete, add, and update the contact information as appropriate, and this data will remained linked to the appropriate student record. Continued housing of the contact information in a central location that special education staff can access will ideally help keep contact information current. The department provides this service of importing contact information free of charge to LEAs and makes them aware of this process/service multiple times through written and verbal communication/trainings. 

The work done by the department in recent years to have contact information readily available in the state EasyIEP system, as well as the diligent efforts of the director of support services for school readiness to send updates, reminders, and suggested contact methods to LEAs required to participate in this indicator's survey (see attachment "Indicator 14_2019 Tennessee Postsecondary Survey_TN_2"), has and will continue to support higher response rates for this indicator. Improving the response rate for the indicator is yet another way to improve the representativeness of the respondents. The response rate for this indicator has steadily increased over the last three years, and although there was a slight dropoff from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018 (56.67% to 48.36%), Tennessee continues to focus on increasing this number. The department anticipates that as the response continues to climb, gaps in representation will continue to be attenuated.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

After an increase in underrepresentation for minority students (-2.18 from FFY 2017), the department will continue working in the 2019-20 school year to ensure that the population of those surveyed is representative of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.

While most of the demographics of the survey respondents are representative of the overall cohort of students pulled in this sampling, there were two groups - students of minority racial/ethnic groups and students dropping out - who were not completely representative. The lack of representativeness in the responses can be contributed to numerous factors, one of the most notable being not having the most accurate and current contact information for students/families. Absent current contact information, LEAs are unable to make contact with exited students. The department has continued to encourage LEAs to update all contact information for students whenever received, even if they are exiting the LEA at some point in the duration of the school year. Contact information for both students and families can be captured in LEA student information systems. To streamline the availability of this data for special educators, the department has this student and family contact information transfer from student information systems into the statewide IEP data management system (EasyIEP) nightly. Once in the system, users can augment, delete, add, and update the contact information as appropriate, and this data will remained linked to the appropriate student record. Continued housing of the contact information in a central location that special education staff can access will ideally help keep contact information current. The department provides this service of importing contact information free of charge to LEAs and makes them aware of this process/service multiple times through written and verbal communication/trainings. 
14 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
14 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2019 data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. 
14 - State Attachments
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	55

	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
	26


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 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	50.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	9.00%
	10.00%
	11.00%
	12.00%
	13.00%

	Data
	75.00%
	54.17%
	65.12%
	69.23%
	66.67%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	14.00%
	15.00%


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

	26
	55
	66.67%
	14.00%
	47.27%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

16 - Indicator Data
Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range 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
	17

	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
	9

	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
	3


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 

In developing the SPP/APR, the department solicits input from the governor’s Students with Disabilities Advisory Council through quarterly meetings, presentations of data, and guided question and answer sessions. Stakeholders represented via the Council include: individuals with disabilities; parents of children with disabilities; representatives of LEAs; and representatives of institutes of higher education, correctional facilities, charter schools, and private agencies. In addition to Council members, there are several advocacy agencies that attend the meetings and provide input and feedback. The department routinely presents at quarterly Council meetings on the APR and local determinations processes. Such presentations offer stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about the data collected in the APR, it's relevance to performance of SWDs, and how the information in the APR is disseminated to LEAs. Additionally, there is an opportunity for feedback on how the data is shared and communicated. 

The Council is also presented information on the targets set for specified indicators in the SPP/APR whenever they are changed or updated (except for indicators that are calculated through accountability processes and compliance indicators). When targets were required to be set for FFY 2018 - FFY 2024, feedback from the Council was solicited during a dedicated presentation. Information on the tentative targets was shared with Council members with rationale of how the data was gathered, why it was chosen, and whether they thought there might be more viable data to consider. Information gleaned from this session was then used when setting the final targets. Tennessee works to ensure that the Council is as informed as possible about anything relative to the SPP/APR as they capture a powerful and crucial snapshot of the stakeholder community. 

Additional stakeholders are routinely engaged as well for input on the SPP/APR. Special education supervisors from LEAs across the state are asked for input and contributions at regional special education director conferences. At these conferences, data from the APR and how local determinations are made are annually shared and input is solicited. Based on recommendations, changes might be made to the way in which "n" sizes are determined for particular indicators, the way local determinations are made, the weighting and prioritization of indicators, and the targets set for the SPP/APR. Additionally, representatives of agencies serving individuals with disabilities and their families, such as legal and advocacy groups like Disability Rights Tennessee (DRT) and parent training and information centers like Support and Training for Exceptional Parents (TN STEP) are also engaged. 

Starting in the 2017-18 school year, the department developed a Collaborative for Student Success, comprised of several members from the Council, district representatives, parent representatives, advocacy agencies, and student representatives. This collaborative is intended to provide feedback on large-scale proposed updates, changes, regulations, and so forth, with meetings taking place three to four times throughout a school year, based on topics. This collaborative is yet another vehicle by which to solicit invaluable stakeholder feedback and further augment the information provided by all the other aforementioned stakeholders.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	56.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	70.00%
	71.00%
	72.00%
	73.00%
	74.00%

	Data
	87.50%
	82.35%
	77.27%
	31.25%
	53.85%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	75.00%
	76.00%


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

	9
	3
	17
	53.85%
	75.00%
	70.59%
	Did Not Meet 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

[image: image14.emf]Indicator 17_SSIP  Phase III - 4_TN.pdf


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: 

Zachary Stone
Title: 
Director of Data Services, Division of Special Populations
Email: 
Zachary.Stone@tn.gov
Phone:
(615) 532-9702
Submitted on:
04/30/20  4:36:17 PM 
ED Documents
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2017 Parent Survey
TN DOE/Office of Special Education

To take this survey online, please go to the following web address:
http://www.tnspecialed.com

6-Very Strongly agree 5-Strongly Agree 4-Agree 3-Disagree 2-Strongly Disagree 1-Very Strongly Disagree

CIRCLE JUST ONE RESPONSE TO EACH QUESTION
1. The school system facilitates parent involvement as a means of improving services

and results for children with disabilities. ... 6543 21NA
2. Educational information | receive is written in an understandable way. ..........cc...cccoecuvneeeen. 6 54 3 21NA
3. Teachers and administrators ensure that | understand my Procedural
Safeguards/RIGNTS. ......... i e 6 543 21N/A
4. The school encourages my active participation in decision making at my
Child’s TEP MEETINGS. ...cciiiiiee ittt e e 6543 21NA
5. The school provides my child with all services documented in my child’s IEP. ................... 6 54 3 21NA
6. The school communicates regularly with me regarding my child’s progress
ON TEP QOAIS . et e e e e e e e e e e ane 6543 21NA
7. The school offers parents training/information about special education issues................... 6 543 21N/A
8. The school/IEP team provides information on agencies that can assist my child
in the transition from high SChOOL. ... 6543 21NA
9. The school ensures that instruction and supports provided to students with
disabilities are appropriate fortheirage............cccoo oo, 6543 21N/A
10. The school ensures that after-school and extracurricular activities are accessible to
students with disabilities. ... 6 54 3 21N/A
11. The school provides tools and strategies to supplement my child’s learning at home. ....... 6 54 3 21NA
12. The school offers students without disabilities and their families an opportunity to
learn about students with disabilities................ccc oo, 6 54 3 21NA
13. The school provides a variety of ways to communicate with teachers. .............ccccccceiinie 6 54 3 21N/A

14. At the IEP meeting, we discuss how my child will participate in statewide assessments....6 5 4 3 2 1 N/A
15. At the IEP meeting, we discuss how progress towards goals will be measured. ................. 6 54 3 21NA

16. At the IEP meeting, we discuss accommodations and modifications that
MY CRIld WIll NEEA. ... e e 6543 21NA

17. General education and special education teachers work together to ensure that

my child’s IEP is being implemented. ... 6543 21NA
18. My child is taught in regular classes, with supports, to the maximum extent appropriate...6 5 4 3 2 1 N/A
19. | communicate to my child that it is important to do well in school..............cccooeiiiiiiiiiinnnn. 6 54 3 21NA
20. | participate in school sponsored actiVities. .......... ... 6543 21N/A

21. Information provided by the school has helped me and/or my family to understand the
roles of the people who work with my child and family. ............ccooi, 6 54 3 21NA

Comments:





Encuesta Para Padres 2017
TN DOE/Oficina de Educacion Especial

Para completar esta encuesta en linea, por favor dirijase a la siguiente pagina Web:
http://www.tnspecialed.com

6-Muy fuertemente de acuerdo 5- Fuertemente de acuerdo 4-De acuerdo 3-En desacuerdo
2-Fuertemente en desacuerdo 1-Muy fuertemente en desacuerdo

ENCIERRE SOLO UNA RESPVESTA PARA CADA PREGVNTA

1. El sistema escolar facilita la participaciéon de los padres con el objeto de mejorar |

0s servicios y resultados para los estudiantes con discapacidades. .............ccccccvvvviiinninnn, 6 54 3 21N/C
2. La informacion educativa que recibo esta escrita de manera comprensible. ..................... 6 54 3 2 1N/C
3. Los maestros y administradores se aseguran de que yo comprenda mis Garantias
de Procedimiento/DereChos. ..., 6 54 3 21N/C
4. La escuela fomenta mi participacion activa en la toma de decisiones durante las
reuniones del Programa Educativo Individualizado (IEP por sus siglas en inglés)
Lo L= 0 VI 011 = TP EERR 6543 21N/C
5. La escuela le brinda a mi hijo/a todos los servicios documentados en su IEP..................... 6 54 3 21N/C
6. La escuela se comunica regularmente conmigo acerca del progreso en los objetivos
del IEP de mi NijO/A. ..ot aa e 6 54 3 21N/C
7. La escuela ofrece capacitaciones/informacion para padres sobre temas de
L=To (W Tox= Tori o) g J=T] o 1= Yo - | AP PRPP 6543 21N/C
8. El equipo de IEP y la escuela proporcionan informacion sobre agencias que pueden
ayudar a mi hijo/a en la transicion desde la escuela secundaria. .........ccccccevvvvieiiiiiiiniiennn... 6 54 3 2 1N/C
9. La escuela garantiza a los estudiantes con discapacidades la instruccion y el apoyo
apropiados Para SU €A . ...ccooo i 6 54 3 21N/C
10. La escuela garantiza que las actividades después de clase y extracurriculares sean
accesibles a los estudiantes con discapacidades ..............ccccc i, 6 54 3 21N/C
11. La escuela provee herramientas y estrategias para complementar el aprendizaje
de mMi hijO/a €N 18 CASA. ....cooeii i 6 543 21N/C
12. La escuela ofrece a los estudiantes sin discapacidades y a sus familias la oportunidad
de aprender acerca de los estudiantes con discapacidades . ............ccccciiiiii . 6 54 3 2 1N/C
13. La escuela ofrece varias formas de comunicacion con los maestros . ............ccccceeeeeeennnn... 6 54 3 2 1N/C
14. En la reunién de IEP, hablamos sobre el modo en que mi hijo/a participara
en evaluaciones eStatales .........ooooiiiiiiiiii 654 3 21N/C
15. En la reuniéon de IEP, hablamos de la forma en que se medira el progreso
LT AR (o TS o] o] [=] 1AV 0 TP PPPPPTRPPPPN 6 54 3 21N/C
16. En la reunion de IEP, hablamos de las adaptaciones y modificaciones que
NECESITAra Mi NiJO/A. ....ooiiiii et 6 54 3 21N/C
17. Los maestros de educacién general y especial trabajan juntos para garantizar
que el IEP de mi hijo/a sea implementado.............ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 6 54 3 21N/C
18. Mi hijo/a recibe instruccion en clases normales, con la mayor asistencia
Lo [UISR ot ] g =TT o o] a o b= TR 6 54 3 21N/C
19. Le transmito a mi hijo/a la importancia de que le vaya bien en la escuela........................... 6 54 3 2 1N/C
20. Participo en actividades patrocinadas por la escuela. ...........ccccooeeiiiiiiiiiii 6 54 3 2 1N/C
21. La informacion proporcionada por la escuela nos ha ayudado a mi y/o a mi familia a
comprender la labor que hacen las personas que trabajan con mi hijo/a y familia.............. 6 54 3 21N/C

Comentarios:
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data

DATE: February 2020 Submission

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

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

Part B
618 Data

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

EDFacts Files/ EMAPS

618 Data Collection S Due Date

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

C005, C006, C007, C088,

Part B Discipline C143, C144

18t Wednesday in November

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

Part B Dispute Resolution

¢ .
Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in November

Part B Dispute Resolution

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

Part B MOE Reduction and

st .
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in May

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

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

to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally
consistent within a data collection.
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FFY 2018 APR Tennessee

Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

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

. Passed Edit
Table Timely Complete Data Check Total
Child Count/LRE
Due Date: 4/3/19 1 1 1 3
Personnel
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Exiting
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 0 1 2
Discipline
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 0 1 2
State Assessment
Due Date: 12/11/19 1 0 1 2
Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
MOE/CEIS Due Date:
5/1/19 1 1 1 3
Subtotal 18
Grand Total
(Subtotal X 20.57
618 Score Calculation 1.14285714) =
Indicator Calculation
A. 618 Grand Total 20.57
B. APR Grand Total 24.00
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 44.57
Total N/A in 618 O Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 0
Total N/A in APR O
Base 48.00
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 0.929
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 92.86

* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618.
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		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]
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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 diplomal; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY)
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.

The RDA Matrix consists of:

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

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

C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

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

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

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

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

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

4. Longstanding Noncompliance:
The Department considered:

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

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

Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

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

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

e Two points, if either:

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

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

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

e Zero points, under any of the following circumstances:

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

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

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

2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Two points, if the State has:

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

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

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





HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

e One point, if either or both of the following occurred:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

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

Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

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

Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

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

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

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

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

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

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

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

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

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

Scoring of the Results Matrix

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

RDA RDA RDA
Score= | Score= | Score=

Results Elements 0 1 2

Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on

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

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

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

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

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

Meets Requirements

Needs Assistance

Needs Intervention

Needs Substantial Intervention

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

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

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

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

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

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

75.42 Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 24 17 70.83
Compliance 20 16 80

2020 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

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

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 85 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 28 2
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 89 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 28 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 82 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

Math Assessment Elements

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

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 85 1
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 50 2
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 89 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 20 1
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 88 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

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





Exiting Data Elements

Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 10 2
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a 76 1
Regular High School Diplomat?

2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

Part B Compliance Indicator? Performance Full Correction of Score
(%) Findings of
Noncompliance
Identified in
FFY 2017
Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 23.53 N/A 1

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

Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial 0 N/A 2
and ethnic groups in special education and related
services due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 2.9 Yes 2
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability
categories due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 94.88 Yes 2
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 96.88 Yes 2
birthday
Indicator 13: Secondary transition 65.12 Yes 0
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/#tcommunities/pdc/documents/18303
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

June 25, 2020

Honorable Dr. Penny Schwinn
Commissioner

Tennessee Department of Education
710 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, Tennessee 37243

Dear Commissioner Schwinn:

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 Tennessee 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:

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

The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by
fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access.
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(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 FFY's 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. 8 300.606, 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 111 Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP
appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students
with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will provide
additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your
State as it implements the fifth year of Phase 11l 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,

Z/]{UMJ (m (U/\f/(,oe\%

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

cc: State Director of Special Education
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Tennessee Part B Dispute Resolution 2018-19.html

@EMAPS

EDFacis

Tennessee

IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year: 2018-19

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed.
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued.

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

(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines.

(1.2) Complaints pending.

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

Section B: Mediation Requests

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

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

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

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

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

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

Section C: Due Process Complaints

file:///C:/Users/Alexis.Lessans/OneDrive - U.S. Department of Education/Desktop/Tennessee Part B Dispute Resolution 2018-19.html

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

(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings.

(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated.
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited).

72
48
28
46

24

25

17
11

71
56

27

2
1

12
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 1
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 4

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed

(including resolved without a hearing). 65

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

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

(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings.

(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements.
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated.

(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered.

(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending.

w O O O W W W

(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed.

Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Tennessee. These data were generated on 5/27/2020 2:58 PM EDT.

file:///C:/Users/Alexis.Lessans/OneDrive - U.S. Department of Education/Desktop/Tennessee Part B Dispute Resolution 2018-19.html 2/2
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Summary of Phase III - 4 (Spring 2019 -
Spring 2020)

For the Phase Ill - 4 report, information captured reflects the work done with the

second cohort of participating districts (will be referred to as SSIP 2.0 districts). The SSIP 1.0 districts
received support from department staff to ensure sustainability of the work they were engaged in
from 2016-2018. The SSIP 2.0 districts began implementation of SSIP activities in the 2018-19 school
year, with a focus on the first coherent improvement strategy of access to core instruction for students
with disabilities (SWDs). During the 2019-20 school year, the focus shifted to the second coherent
improvement strategy of ensuring special education is the most intensive intervention in a continuum
of service model. For clarification purposes, Tennessee considers spring 2018 through spring of 2019
to comprise the SSIP Phase Ill - 4 reporting period.

Infrastructure Changes

During the previous Phase Il - 3 reporting period, a new governor was elected for the state of
Tennessee, and a new commissioner of education was appointed. This new commissioner, Dr. Penny
Schwinn, began her tenure in February 2019. Since then, several largescale infrastructure changes
have taken place to support the department's new strategic plan, Best for All. The division of Special
Populations now falls within the office of Whole Child Supports to ensure alignment of the work to
support the academic and non-academic needs of all students. Minimal changes were made to the
division’s infrastructure and none impacted the SSIP activities outlined in this report.

Implementation Activities

Spring 2019 - Strategy One: Access to Core Instruction

At the conclusion of the 2018-19 school year, district facilitators in the 20 SSIP 2.0 districts completed
the third of three workshops on the first improvement strategy: access to core instruction for students
with disabilities (SWDs). The essential evidence-based practices (EBPs) for this first strategy for the
spring workshop was differentiated instruction.

2019-20 School Year - Strategy Two: Special Education in a Continuum of Service

During the 2019-20 school year, the SSIP 2.0 districts began implementation of the second coherent
improvement strategy: ensuring special education is the most intensive intervention in a continuum of
service model. In Tennessee, the continuum of service model is Response to Instruction and
Intervention (RTI?). The essential evidence-based practices (EBPs) for this second strategy included
data-based decision-making informed by assessments and evaluations of student performance, and a
multi-sensory approach to learning focused on instructional practices that improve student outcomes.
Of paramount importance in the implementation of this strategy was highlighting the interplay



http://bestforall.tnedu.gov/



Page|5

between both data-based decision-making and the multi-sensory approach for learning. Utilizing data
effectively helps identify whether instructional practices are having the desired impact and what pieces
of instruction should be adjusted/modified should anticipated results not be yielded.

2019-20 School Year - Strategy Three: Addressing Skill Deficits

A great deal of work relative to the third improvement strategy of addressing student’s skill deficits
through the writing of instructionally appropriate individualized education programs (IAIEPs) was
embedded into the second improvement strategy. In particular for IAIEPs, the department had districts
focus on the writing of effective narratives, present levels of performance, and goals that truly support
students in their areas of need. File reviews were completed in the fall of 2019 to assess improvement
in the quality of individualized education programs (IEPs) in the SSIP 2.0 districts.

Evaluation Activities and Data

Spring 2019 - Strategy One: Access to Core Instruction
The department analyzed training participant responses, classroom observations, and universal
screening data to evaluate the impact of strategy one. There was a great deal of teacher and
supervisor participation in the work across the 20 districts, with overwhelmingly positive feedback
yielded from these district staff. In addition to survey responses

- , “Continued training
from participants, classroom observations were conducted to

evaluate fidelity of implementation of the interventions and EBPs opportunities throughout

included in strategy one. Over the course of the 2018-19 school the year are very beneficial.
year, 291 teachers received two observations, three to six months Teachers can immediately
apart, using a differentiation inventory. Encouragingly, 61.8 return to the classroom and

percent of the 291 observed educators received scores in the top apply new learning.”

three quartiles of scores upon their second observation, which
can be regarded as having met fidelity requirements.

2019-20 School Year - Strategy Two: Special Education in a Continuum of Service

The SSIP 2.0 districts began implementation of the second strategy during the 2019-20 school year. As
of March 2020, most districts were conducting or preparing to conduct their spring workshops on this
strategy. Data on fall and winter workshops have been aggregated, with largely positive responses
being received from training participants. In addition to survey data, some preliminary classroom
observation data is also available. To date, 127 teachers received two observations using the
intervention observation rubric between three to six months apart. For these 127 educators, 35.4
percent of increased to a higher quartile in the second observation (37.8 percent were in the top
quartile for the first observation), and 93.6 percent of educators observed received scores for the
second observation in the top three quartiles of scores, which can be regarded as having met fidelity.
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2019-20 School Year - Strategy Three: Addressing Skill Deficits

The SSIP 2.0 districts also received training, guidance, and support from state staff regarding the third
improvement strategy during the 2019-20 school year. To evaluate the impact that such support
relative to the writing of instructionally appropriate IEPs (IAIEPs) might have on districts, the
department conducted baseline file reviews in the 2018-19 school year. Across the eight IEP content
areas for the files sampled, there was an average score of 64.91 percent of records meeting or
exceeding expectations. The highest scores were assigned for testing accommodations,
accommodations and modifications, and services. Follow up reviews were conducted on 540 records in
the fall of 2019 to measure progress on the quality of IAIEPs. There was an average increase of 8.55
percent in the percentage of student records being considered meeting or exceeding expectations in
each of the reviewed areas.

State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR)

In Phase |, Tennessee identified a SiMR of increasing by three percent annually the percent of
students with a specific learning disability (SLD) in grades 3-8 scoring at or above basic on the
statewide English/language arts (ELA) assessment. Evaluation activities were developed by the
department to track progress toward and achievement of this ambitious but achievable goal.

The 2017-18 assessment results, compiled in the fall of 2018-19, was the baseline SiMR data for the
SSIP 2.0 districts. While the state does not anticipate seeing the desired improvements in assessment
data until both years of the SSIP strategies have been implemented, the department evaluated the
assessment data for the 2.0 districts again in the 2018-19 school year, compiled in the fall of 2019-20.
In assessments conducted in the 2017-18 school year, 39.75 percent of students with an SLD in grades
3-8 scored at or above Approaching on the statewide ELA assessment. For the 2018-19 school year,
40.44 percent of students with an SLD in grades 3-8 scored at or above Approaching on the statewide
ELA assessment. This was an increase of 0.69 percent, and thus the target of a three percent increase
was not met. However, the data are moving in a positive direction.

Changes to Plan

No changes to the plan, other than some slight content adjustments to strategy two, took place during
Phase Il - 4.
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Implementation

: In Phase I" and Phase 11 of the SSIP, the state developed a SiMR—increasing by three
@. percent annually the percent of students with an SLD in grades 3-8 scoring at or

above basic on the statewide ELA assessment—and three coherent improvement
strategies to help achieve this goal. While some timelines and content have shifted throughout the
implementation of the SSIP over the last three years, the overarching broad theory of action has

remained the same (see Figure 1.1).

Using a continuurm of
service in which special
education is the most
intensive intervention

Addressing students' skill
deficits by writing
Increasing access to high- instructionally
quality core instruction appropriate |IEP= that
for students with an 5L0 Ensure access o rigorous
curriculum with intensive
interventions

Increasing the
percentage of
students with an

5LD in grades 3-8
scoring at or abowve
basic on ELA
BSZESSMEnts

Figure 1.1. The broad theory of action from Phase I.

Over the 2016-17 and 2017-18 school years, the coherent improvement strategies outlined in Figure
1.1 were implemented for the initial cohort of 30 school districts (“SSIP 1.0") selected to participate in
the work through a competitive application process. In the 2016-17 school year, implementation of
SSIP activities began with the first coherent improvement strategy of increasing access to high quality
core instruction for students with an SLD. The 2017-18 school year saw some attrition in SSIP 1.0, with

two districts electing to withdraw from the cohort due to their own internal infrastructure challenges.

! See SSIP Phase | (“Attachment 1—SSIP Phase I”) report. This attachment is available under the “Phase 3 SSIP” tab in
GRADS 360 and on the state special education data page found here.

2 See SSIP Phase I (“Attachment 2—SSIP Phase II") report. This attachment is available under the “Phase 3 SSIP” tab in
GRADS 360 and on the state special education data page found here.



https://www.tn.gov/education/student-support/special-education/special-education-data-services-reports.html

https://www.tn.gov/education/student-support/special-education/special-education-data-services-reports.html
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During this 2017-18 school year, the remaining 28 participating districts implemented the second
coherent improvement strategy of ensuring special education is the most intensive intervention in a
continuum of service model. Throughout both the 2016-17 and 2017-18 school years, the third
improvement strategy of writing instructionally appropriate IAIEPs to address students’ skill deficits
was also employed. Specific attention was given to this third strategy especially in the 2017-18 school
year, as the second improvement strategy had many opportunities to naturally link the work across the
two work streams. During 2018-19, SSIP 1.0 districts continued utilizing the coherent improvement
strategies and expanding the work to additional schools across the districts.

The 2018-19 school year (Phase I1l-3) marked the addition of a new cohort of participating school
districts. In this 2018-19 school year, 20 districts were selected to participate in the work through the
same competitive application process utilized for SSIP 1.0 districts. Initial train-the-trainer sessions for
district-level facilitators and supervisors began for the SSIP 2.0 districts in the summer of 2018. These
facilitators are responsible for redelivering the content in their school districts in three full-day
trainings in the fall, winter, and spring and four one-hour communities of practice throughout the year.

During the 2019-20 school year (Phase Ill - 4), the SSIP 2.0 districts implemented the second coherent
improvement strategy of ensuring special education is the most intensive intervention in a continuum
of service model. Throughout the 2018-19 school year, the third improvement strategy of writing
instructionally appropriate IAIEPs to address students’ skill deficits was also employed.

Changes to Implementation Timeline
The SSIP timeline was last updated in the 2017-18 school year (see Appendix section

“Revised Detailed Implementation Plan”, and this same timeline has remained intact for

activities in the 2018-19 school year and is anticipated to remain in effect moving forward.

ﬁ Implementation Activities
[ ]

For Phase lll - 4, implementation activities have been primarily focused on the

deployment of strategy two. Strategy three is employed as well, but is in many ways
embedded in the second strategy to ensure that improvement in intervention correlates to improved
evaluation of students’ performance and development of effective, measurable goals. To date, the
expected timelines for implementation activities have been met.

Department Infrastructure Improvements

The department infrastructure that has been fleshed out over the last two years of implementation of
SSIP activities have remained intact. The same leaders are managing the SSIP work at the department
level and are coordinating the efforts and priorities of the regional support teams that were
established to assist districts in the eight regions of the state. Having regional staff in place ensures
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districts have a direct contact with the department, enhances the sustainability and efficacy of the
work, and allows districts to understand the connection of this work to other general and special
education initiatives.

The executive director of special populations continues to organize and map the work division-wide,
and particularly around the SSIP. In addition, the executive director has continued to serve as the SPDG
project manager to ensure the funds provided through the SPDG continue addressing the plans
outlined in the SSIP and the SiMR. Additional information about the flow of support in the established
infrastructure of the department and in the scope of the SSIP can be found on page 16 of the Phase IlI
- 1 report.?

Implementation of Strategy One: Access to Core Instruction

In the summer of 2018, a train-the-trainer event was hosted in Franklin, Tennessee. Participating SSIP
2.0 districts selected a district facilitator and co-facilitator (a supervisor) who attended the week-long
session to receive training and modeling on the professional development content created for this first
strategy. District facilitators utilized the training materials provided at the train-the-trainer summer
event to support their district staff in three full day training sessions. Given the importance and
breadth of the content being covered in these workshops, communities of practice (CoPs) developed
by the department were also provided to district facilitators. The CoPs serve to provide opportunities
for practical application and for examining barriers and solutions for changing practice.

In the spring of 2019, the final workshops hosted for strategy one (year one) by facilitators in
participating districts concluded. The spring workshops focused on differentiation. Educators built
knowledge and skills to differentiate, not modify, for variances in students’ readiness, interests, and
learning profiles.

3 See Appendix for “Flow of Supports” chart
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Evidence-Based Practice: Environment

For a student to truly have access to core instruction,
there must be a positive environment established to

Access

effectively support students and research contends that
both emotional support* and classroom climate® - which
the department groups under the umbrella of Environment
“environment” - have the capacity to yield improved
student outcomes. Figure 1.2 provides a visual of how the
department envisions the interplay of environment and
the other EBPs for this coherent improvement strategy of

access to core instruction.

For the SWDs particularly addressed in Tennessee’s SIMR

- students with an SLD - core instruction should be a part

of a student’s least restrictive environment given that
Figure 1.2. The three EBPs that address the coherent

appropriate interventions and supports should make access improvement strategy of access to core instruction.

to core instruction in the general education setting a viable
option.

Evidence-Based Practice: Universal Design for Learning

Universal design for learning (UDL) was one of the initial EBPs employed to address this first
improvement strategy. Work with this EBP has continued, in conjunction with additional training on the
EBP of environment, as a positive environment is essential for UDL strategies to be successful.
Trainings around this EPB have focused on ensuring students have the appropriate scaffolds and
infrastructure in place to succeed in the classroom. UDL centers on the principles of effective learning:
engagement, representation, and expression. When learning environments are universally designed,
“fairness” is defined as “every student getting what he/she needs”, rather than “every student gets the

same.”

4 Robert C. Pianta, Karen M. LaParo, and Bridget K. Hamre, Classroom Assessment Scoring System™: Manual K-3 (Baltimore,
MD: Paul H Brookes Publishing, 2008).
5 Alan McLean, The Motivated School (London: SAGE Publications Ltd., 2003).
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Evidence-Based Practice: Differentiation of Instruction

Differentiation and scaffolding of instruction serve as an excellent complement to the EBP of UDL (see
Figure 1.2). Differentiation of instruction encourages educators to respond to variance in students and
their learning styles within the classroom to help them succeed.

The use of accommodations and modifications for SWDs was one of the major focal points of the
revisions to trainings on differentiation of instruction. This was done to ensure districts adequately
understand that fair does not necessarily mean equal; SWDs may require additional supports and
services to best access core instruction. This contention lies at the very heart of this EBP - it prioritizes
that instruction must be differentiated for students, and such differentiation can vary in content,
process, and product from student to student.

Implementation of Strategy Two: Special Education in Continuum of Service
In the summer of 2019, a train-the-trainer event was hosted in Franklin, Tennessee. Participating SSIP
2.0 districts selected a district facilitator and co-facilitator (one from general education and one from
special education) who attended the week-long session to receive training and modeling on the
professional development content created for the second strategy. These training sessions were
extremely interactive, with participants given the opportunity to practice and glean feedback on their
presentation of the activities and practices developed. Attendees were equipped with all needed
materials (binders, handouts, slides, notes, guidance documents, tactile activities, and facilitation
guides) to take back to their schools, where district facilitators would lead workshops for educators in
participating schools.

To date, most districts’ facilitators and supervisors have conducted their fall and winter workshops. At
these sessions, the facilitators utilized the training materials provided at the train-the-trainer summer
event to support their district staff. Given the importance and breadth of the content being covered in
these workshops, communities of practice (CoPs) developed by the department have also been
provided to district facilitators. The CoPs serve to provide opportunities for practical application and
for examining barriers and solutions for changing practice.
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Evidence-Based Practices: Multi-Sensory
Approach and Data-Based Decision-Making

These EBPs have been grouped together, as they Multi-Sensory

are innately intertwined. As shared in Phase IIl - Approach

2, both inform one another, as do their sub-

practices (instruction for a multi-sensory Assessment “) Instruction
approach and assessment for data-based L I

decision-making). The materials developed for
strategy two were focused heavily on utilizing a Vv
multi-sensory approach to educate and support Continuum of Service

SWDs, partially informed by the research m Sp:;ial

findings of Orton-Gillingham and Lindamood-

. . . Figure 1.3. The revised EBPs developed in Phase Il - 1 that
Bell. Figure 1.3 reflects the revisions to this address the coherent improvement strategy of providing special

second strategy that took place Phase Ill - 2, in education interventions in a continuum of service.

which special education remains the most intensive intervention in the continuum of service model.

Implementation of Strategy Three: Addressing Skill Deficits

In many ways this strategy has been imbedded in the scope of work for strategies one and two, with
some revisions to district trainings. Much of the work done in strategy two's implementation over the
2019-20 school year incorporated core values of this third strategy - namely development of
appropriate present levels of performance to inform measurable annual goals, which point toward
student specific progress monitoring. The train-the-trainer events and facilitator-led workshops have
served as effective venues to support this strategy and its chief EBP of writing IAIEPs.

Evidence-Based Practice: Writing of Instructionally Appropriate IEPs (IAIEPS)

As noted in previous SSIP reports, this EBP has been implemented in several waves over the last
several years. To assess the quality of the IEPs being developed in the 2.0 districts, the department
conducted a baseline sampling of IEPs for three percent of the students (or a minimum of three
students) with an SLD (269 student records). The department completed a robust follow-up sampling
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of IEPs in these districts in the fall of 2019 to

measure progress in the development of |AIEPs /\
subsequent to trainings received by these Writing
Instructionally

districts over the previous year. For this follow- TS TS

up review, five percent of the students (or a
minimum of three students) with an SLD had

IEPs sampled (540 student records).

_

Addressing
Skill Deficits

Members of the division of special populations

conducted reviews utilizing a defined rubric®

that has been augmented and become more

thorough over various iterations since Phase II. Figure 1.4. The EBP for the coherent improvement strategy of
addressing students’ skill deficits.

This rubric continues to measure the quality of

IEPs for specific sections of the document, and the review allowed the department to identify

concerning trends in writing IEPs, particularly regarding both the data collection and writing of present

levels of performance and measurable annual goals. To address these prominently weak areas of the

IEPs sampled throughout the SSIP 2.0 districts, these sections of the IEP became a major focus of the

work done in strategy two in the 2019-20 school year.

Outputs

Over three years of implementing SSIP activities in Tennessee, a great deal of progress

has been made toward the different steps and activities outlined in the detailed theory of
action.” In this theory of action, phases of “promote,” “provide,” “produce,” and “assess” are outlined,
delineating the pieces necessary to achieve the SiMR (the “achieve” phase in the theory of action).
These phases each were carefully planned to develop outputs, such as training materials, professional
development sessions, and frameworks/content to address the three coherent improvement

strategies.

In the 2019-20 school year, the department began the promotion of the second coherent improvement
strategy for SSIP 2.0 districts, special education in a continuum of service, and specifically for students
with an SLD. To promote this work, the department has provided staff within the participating districts
and their schools trainings that will assist with truly developing an effective model by which students
with an SLD can meaningfully access increasingly intensive interventions.

6 A state-developed rubric, High-Quality IAIEP Development, can be found here.
7 See Appendix for “Detailed Theory of Action” (page 49).




https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/education/special-education/transition/IAIEP_SelfAssessment_Rubric.pdf
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The high-quality professional development produced by the department ensures that the activities
outlined in trainings do not dissipate when educators and school leaders return to their schools.
Consistent reinforcement of the work through the modes of follow-up workshops, CoPs, and refined
materials/resources ensures that staff continue to integrate this strategy and its EBPs into the
classroom. The final two phases in the detailed theory of action - “assess” and “achieve” are discussed
further in the “Data on Implementation and Outcomes” and “Progress Toward Improvements” sections.

Stakeholder Involvement in Implementation of the SSIP

The department has continued to engage and solicit feedback from stakeholders during

implementation of the SSIP in both the 1.0 and 2.0 districts. A broad array of stakeholders
has received information on the progressing work, including: special education supervisors, educators,
legislators, district administrators, advocacy groups, and the Governor’s Advisory Council for the
Education of Students with Disabilities (Advisory Council). The latter organization represents parents of
students with disabilities, individuals with disabilities, educators, and student and parent advocates.

For the SSIP to be effective, diverse perspectives and input are necessary to constantly revisit the plan
and adjust as needed. Sometimes when entrenched in work, department staff may develop a more
myopic lens as staff must operate in the nuanced weeds of the work. Allowing for opportunities to
receive feedback and suggestions from a broad array of people across the state aids staff in pulling
back from the details to see overarching successes and areas for improvement.

Communication on Implementation

Information has been shared publicly through a variety of modes. Written communications and briefs
have been posted to state websites and communicated through various internal and external
newsletters. In addition, partners in the work like the Tennessee Support and Training for Exceptional
Parents (STEP) organization have made content of the plan available to families and provided
resources about the progress implementing the work over the last four years. The department has also
presented at regional and statewide conferences targeted at educators and district administrators.
These presentations have afforded the opportunity for department staff to respond to questions and
solicit feedback. For parties unable to attend these conferences, such as parents or advocacy groups,
the department has maintained connections through written communications and in-person meetings,

like the Advisory Council, which is open to the public.

Partners in Education (PIE) Conference

In January 2020, the executive director of special populations presented two highly interactive
conference sessions to a wide-range of stakeholders including general educators, special educators,
and administrators. These sessions, aligned with strategy one, focused on building awareness of the
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impact of teacher behavior and communication on student learning and outcomes, understanding that
student safety and belonging impact learning. An additional session focused on the benefits and
commitments of being a SPDG district. The session’s aim was to help participants understand the
process to apply for the next cohort to continue to expand this work across Tennessee, and included a

one-page infographic displaying the first two cohorts’ successes to date.

Governor’s Advisory Council for the Education of Students with Disabilities

In April 2019, the director of data services led a summit with members of the Advisory Council to
engage in meaningful conversations about the work completed thus far as well as the impending
implementation slated for the 2019-20 school year.

The department shared information about the data gathered and evaluated, relative to the second
improvement strategy. Having the fresh eyes of stakeholders reviewing these data helped department
staff see additional connections and identified areas where further investigation or review might be
necessary. Questions specific to data analysis and opportunities for feedback were:

e Based on the data, what further questions do you have?
e What does the data tell is working or could be improved?
e Do you feel we are being responsive to data and feedback?

Written Communication

While presenting on information relative to the SSIP is incredibly valuable and offers a unique
opportunity to directly interact with and learn from stakeholders, the department has made it a
priority to communicate information relative to this work through additional written methods. The
department releases two biannual updates about the SSIP and its activities. The reports are released in
the fall and spring and detail data aggregated from previous implementation cycles, and ongoing
progress and trainings in the current implementation cycle. These brief updates are published in
multiple forums, including the department’s data services website for special education,® the biweekly

Commissioner’s Update for Directors, and the biweekly Special Education Directors’ Update.

Stakeholder Decision-Making on Implementation of the SSIP
Success of the SSIP is contingent upon not just the communication methods outlined in the above

“Communication on Implementation” section, but also on the availability of feedback loops. At
presentations, feedback was provided verbally from attendees/participants and recorded for
reference. In addition, the department has maintained comments and feedback from both the

8 The Data Services Team website can be found here.



https://www.tn.gov/education/student-support/special-education/special-education-data-services-reports.html
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attendees of trainings on SSIP activities and the district facilitators who may see challenges or
opportunities for improvement relative to the content.

The director of data services and the executive director of special populations will lead a new SSIP
summit at an upcoming Advisory Council meeting. During this session, the executive director of special
populations will provide examples of the activities developed for the strategy one trainings held in the
SSIP 2.0 districts. Advisory Council members and other advocates and stakeholders in attendance at
this meeting will provide feedback by responding to a series of questions and participation in round-
table conversations. The summit will be filmed and made available on the department’s website for
public viewing.® Results of this meeting will be compiled and shared in the spring/summer biannual
SSIP update.

Data on Implementation and Outcomes
+]-) P

= The robust implementation and evaluation plans developed by the department in
Phase | and Phase Il have served as foundational tools to assess progress toward
meeting the SiIMR during the SSIP’s implementation phase. While slight modifications have
been made to some of the measures employed to assess progress in the evaluation plan, on the whole
it has remained relatively intact. Interim methods of assessment, including short-term outputs and key
measures to determine whether a plan is being implemented with fidelity and is yielding progress
toward the desired result, are essential to successful evaluation plans. In Phase Il - 1, the department
created an evaluation process (Figure 2.1). It was designed to be as comprehensive as possible,
covering the initial steps of developing an evaluation team and logic model to guide work as well as the
more intermediate steps that include collecting data and developing evaluation activity timelines.

Develop plan for
sharing and
using evaluation
results

Develop
preliminary
analysis plan

Build an
evaluation team

. Identify data Prepare timeline
Create logic : for key
collection

model . evaluation
strategies A
-y activities

Develop Identify
evaluation evaluation
questions design

? O

O

Figure 2.1. The steps completed to develop the evaluation process for the SSIP.

° The Advisory Council for the Education of Students with Disabilities website can be found here.



https://www.tn.gov/education/student-support/special-education/special-education-advisory-council.html
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Measuring Effectiveness
As specified in Phase Il - 2, ensuring that the SSIP is being implemented appropriately

and consistently is of paramount importance. To measure the effectiveness of
implementation and assess whether intended outcomes are achieved, the department has ensured:

e Evaluation measures are aligned to the theory of action

e Clear data sources are specified for each measure of performance

e Baseline data are collected and will be consulted for measures of performance
e Sampling procedures are specified

e Planned data collection procedures, comparisons, and timelines are in place

e Analytical procedures that will assess progress toward goals are selected.

Alignment with the theory of action relative to implementation and outcomes data has continued as
anticipated through Phase IIl - 4.

Baseline Data

The outcomes evaluation questions and their specified measures, as well as the SiMR, all have
traditional baselines upon which to assess improvement. This is not the case for all the process
evaluation questions, as seen in the, questions 1, 1.3, 6, 6.a, and 11, which report counts and/or are
compliance-based rather yielding data upon which to meaningfully measure change. The remaining
process evaluation questions have more traditional baselines available to measure short-term
outcomes, intermediate outcomes, and growth. These baselines will serve as reference points by which
to evaluate success of SSIP coherent improvement strategies and their EBPs throughout Phase Ill - 4.
Given the timing of this report, the baseline data will straddle two different school years and two
different improvement strategies. Data for the spring of 2019 represent SSIP 2.0 districts implementing
strategy one. Data for the fall and winter of 2019-20 represent SSIP 2.0 districts beginning
implementation of strategy two.

Baselines for Key Measures

The key measures that will address the fidelity of implementation outlined in the process evaluation
questions and both outcomes evaluation questions are crucial to assess whether the implementation
of coherent improvement strategies and their EBPs yield the desired results. Descriptions of the
baseline data for these key measures are listed below by improvement strategy. The information
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provided below reflects the baselines for these measures for the SSIP 2.0 districts. Additional details on
the data referenced can be found in the “Evaluation Data Table.”"°

e Strategy One: Increasing Access to Core Instruction
Two key measures have been identified for this strategy, as reported in Phase Ill - 1 and Phase IlI
- 2: are staff who participated in trainings on access to core instruction implementing
interventions with fidelity (questions 5) and what is the change in the percent of students with
an SLD in the general education setting 80 percent or more of the day (question 14). More

information about these questions can be found in the “Evaluation Data Table”. Question 5
addresses the fidelity of implementation of this strategy and its EBPs in the participating
classrooms. For SSIP 2.0 districts, evaluation of fidelity of implementation was conducted using
the differentiation inventory rubric. Special education supervisors conducted these observations
and fidelity checks. As a baseline for this measure, 70.2 percent of the teachers observed two
times received scores in the top three quartiles, which can be regarded as having met fidelity

requirements.

Question 14 addresses improvement in the percent of students with an SLD who have access to
core instruction for 80 percent or more of the day. Collection of baseline data for SSIP 2.0
districts came from the federal IDEA census report pulled on Dec. 1, 2017. As a baseline for this
measure, 80.72 percent of the students with an SLD were in the general education setting 80
percent or more of the day. A comparison pull was completed in May 2019 to assess change
from the baseline data pull to the spring after trainings on access were completed. This data pull
indicated that 85.04 percent of students with an SLD were served in the general education

setting 80 percent or more of the day, an increase of 4.32 percent.

e Strategy Two: Special Education in a Continuum of Service
Two key measures have been identified for this strategy to measure progress in implementation
and progress toward the SiMR. The process evaluation question number 10 addresses the
fidelity of implementation of this strategy and its EBPs in the participating classrooms. As a
baseline for this measure, data was captured in fall 2019. 61.8 percent of the teachers with a

first observation received scores in the top three quartiles.
e Strategy Three: Addressing Skill Deficits

The process evaluation question number 13 addresses the fidelity of implementation of this
strategy and its EBP in the participating classrooms. For strategy three to be meaningful and

10 5ee Appendix for “Evaluation Data Table” (page 62).
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produce the anticipated improved results in educational setting and student outcomes, the
implementation must be completed with efficacy to inspire confidence in data. In the fall of
2018, content experts in the division of special populations conducted baseline quality reviews
of SSIP 2.0 IEPs. The department then completed a robust follow-up sampling of IEPs in these
districts in the fall of 2019 to measure progress in the development of IAIEPs subsequent to
trainings received by these districts over the previous year. Details on this progress can be found
in the “Outcomes” section on page 28.

Sampling Procedures

To address the process evaluation questions in the “Evaluation Data Table” relative to strategies one

and two, information will be predicated on the responses of those participants in the SSIP 2.0 districts.
For strategy three, data for the relevant process evaluation questions were aggregated for 2.0 districts
in fall 2019 surveys.

Evaluation of the writing of IAIEPs for strategy three was conducted through the sampling of students
with an SLD in 2.0 districts. IEPs for three percent of the students with an SLD (or a minimum of three
student records) in each of the 20 2.0 districts’ were pulled in the fall of 2019 (269 student records), For
the follow-up review, five percent of the students (or a minimum of three students) with an SLD had
IEPs sampled (540 student records) to evaluate progress on IEP quality in the 8 evaluated areas of IEP
development.

The assessment data for the 2018-19 school year, from the sampled 20 SSIP 2.0 districts, was used to
address the final evaluation question (number 16), which is the SiMR. This data was compared to the
2016-17 school year's assessment data to determine growth and progress toward the SiMR. The same
assessment data for the 2017-18 school year served as the baseline information for the SSIP 2.0
districts. Progress toward the SiMR was assessed in April 2020, using assessment data for the 2018-19
school year to determine performance growth for this second cohort. There have been no changes to
the sampling procedures for any of the outcomes evaluation questions/key measures since those
outlined in the Phase Il - 2 report.

Data Collection Procedures, Timelines, and Comparisons
No changes. For information on the collective procedures, timelines, and comparisons, please review
Table 2.b on page 46 of Phase Il - 1.

Data Management and Analysis
No changes. For more information on data management and analysis practices, including the staff
responsible for conducting such work, please see page 58 of Phase Il - 1.
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Demonstrating Progress and Making Modifications
A broad array of data was captured over the 2018-19 and 2019-20 school years to assess
progress toward outcomes evaluation questions and the SiMR. These data have assisted in
informing where modifications or improvements should be made to the SSIP. Data on strategy one for
the SSIP 2.0 districts were aggregated in the summer of 2019, and baseline data was captured
throughout implementation of strategy two for the SSIP 2.0 districts in the 2019-20 school year.

Review of Data Collected

The department has made a concerted effort to review the wide breadth of data captured throughout
implementation of the SSIP. Having both procedural and outcomes-based evaluation questions has
made it possible for internal staff to get preliminary feedback and intermediate results about the
progress of the work and its impact on student outcomes. Based on the data yielded, the department
has been able to identify areas for improvement and adjustment within the SSIP. The information
below is broken out by strategy, and covers the period since the last SSIP submission (April 2019) and
March 2020.

Strategy One: Access to Core Instruction

Supplemental surveys sent after trainings were used during the 2018-19 school year to evaluate
participants’ understanding of the content provided, their confidence in their ability to implement
strategies and activities learned, and whether they felt prepared for next steps. Capturing these data to
answer the process evaluation questions allows department staff to identify specific areas in which
educators/school staff might be struggling. In response to some of the feedback gleaned through these
surveys, particularly regarding preparations for next steps, the department has revised content for the
next cohort of districts to begin this summer.

Observation data and educational environment data were also reviewed for SSIP 2.0 districts their first
year of implementation. The observation data was provided at different intervals during the 2018-19
school year for department staff to evaluate fidelity of implementation of the strategies and activities
provided. In addition, educational environment data was reviewed to see changes in the placement of
students with an SLD. Given that this first strategy focuses on access, the department anticipates
seeing an increase in the percent of students spending a large portion of their school day in core
instruction. More information about these two more outcomes-based evaluation questions can be
found in the “Outcomes” section on page 28.

Strategy Two: Special Education in a Continuum of Service
In Phase Il - 2, the data source for evaluation question 15 was changed to look specifically at universal
screening data for participating districts. This data will be collected in May of 2020 for current 2.0
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districts. The department has developed a method by which to evaluate progress across different
universal screeners and communicating the need for this data with participating districts. To address
concerns about different universal screeners providing different data for districts, the department
developed a more fundamental metric in which progress was assessed at the district level, and
categories of “increase,” “decrease,” or “same” were used to see change in universal screener data,
rather than more nuanced data that might be tool-specific. This same methodology was employed for
the SSIP 1.0 districts in the 2017-18 school year.

Strategy Three: Addressing Skill Deficits (SSIP 2.0 Districts)

As delineated under the “Baseline Data” section on page 17, data were gathered in the fall of 2019 to
address the key measure identified for this strategy: process evaluation question 13. Content experts
in the division of special populations conducted reviews of 540 total student files in 2019 for SSIP 2.0
districts.

Based on the baseline file reviews for the SSIP 2.0 districts, the content areas of narratives, present
levels of performance, and goals had the lowest scores on the state-developed IAIEP rubric. To
address, the department made a more concerted effort in the 2019-20 school year to address these
content areas in support around this third strategy. The efforts to improve the quality of IEPs in these
content areas contributed to a notable increase in the percent of records meeting or exceeding
expectations based on comparison file reviews for the SSIP 2.0 districts. More information about this
change in scoring on content areas can be found in the “Outcomes” section on page 28.

Changes to Baseline Data

No changes in the Phase Ill - 4 report.

Changes to Implementation and Strategies
No changes in the Phase Il - 4 report.

Stakeholder Involvement in Evaluation of SSIP

Throughout the development of the SSIP, the department has made a concerted effort

and utilized a range of strategies to involve as many stakeholders as possible throughout
the state in two-way communication around evaluation of the SSIP. Engagement strategies have
included conferences, presentations, written communications, surveys, and posting information on the
department’s website. Many of the evaluation questions and metrics ultimately included in the SSIP
were suggested by stakeholders in various forum. Thus, these same stakeholders will be crucial for
effective evaluation of the SSIP.
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Stakeholders have received information about the SSIP evaluation through means like those outlined
in the “Stakeholder Involvement in Implementation” section. Such communication is vital to ensure

that stakeholders are not just aware of the strategies and progress in implementation of the SSIP, but
that they are cognizant of the results of implementation. In addition to reports of these evaluation
activities and key measures, the department will also solicit feedback from stakeholders so they can be
active in decision-making for ongoing evaluation. Below are planned communications with
stakeholders that have been developed to-date. This is not comprehensive, and as information is
received from these groups and the SSIP evaluation team, there may be other opportunities and
venues by which stakeholders could be reached.

Advisory Council Presentations

The “Communication on Implementation” section provided information about the department’s half-
day SSIP summits held at the April quarterly Advisory Council meetings for the last three years. These
summits have been and continue to be designed to provide the Advisory Council with updates about
the content developed for trainings on the three coherent improvement strategies, the status of
implementation of the work outlined in the SSIP, the opportunity to discuss and unpack data resulting
from the implementation of the SSIP, and to ultimately provide a forum for the Advisory Council to
provide feedback on the SSIP as a whole. In April 2019, the executive director of special populations
and the executive director of data services led a summit with members of the Advisory Council to
engage in meaningful conversations about the work completed thus far as well as the impending
implementation slated to begin in Phase Ill - 4 (2019-20 school year).

As outlined in the “Communication on Implementation” section, the department shared the content

used in trainings related to SSIP strategies and EBPs and the status of implementation of the work. In
the summit in April 2019, information about the data gathered and evaluated, relative to this second
improvement strategy, was also shared. Having the fresh eyes of stakeholders reviewing these data
helped department staff see additional connections and identified areas where further investigation or
review might be necessary.

In an upcoming Advisory Council meeting, the executive director of special populations and the
executive director of data services will host a third SSIP-specific summit to provide updates to Advisory
Council members about final data yielded from the SSIP 2.0 districts in the 2019-20 school year, and
then the upcoming activities for the SSIP 3.0 districts. Data to be shared will include survey responses
from participants, observation data, changes in scores on IEP file reviews from year-to-year, and
progress toward the SiMR. The Advisory Council will have the opportunity to weigh in on these results,
note any concerns they might have, and offer suggestions regarding the plan and its evaluation. The
department recognizes that this plan is fluid and that stakeholders may have insight and acumen that
may require enhancements or adjustments to the work.
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Special Education Supervisors Presentations

The department engaged special education supervisors in conversations about the evaluation of the
SSIP at an annual conference held in the fall of 2019. Sharing information about the progress of this
work raises awareness in the education community about the successes of the work being
implemented through the SSIP. The department shared comprehensive information about the
implementation process for the SSIP 2.0 districts, provided some lessons learned, and discussed with
supervisors the scalability of the work and where they see opportunities for improvement in the
coming years.

Written Communication

Written communication about the SSIP evaluation will continue in biannual updates made publicly
available on the state’s website. Data on key measures, including attendance and survey information
from the 2019-20 school year, educational environment data, and progress toward the SiMR will be
shared through these communications, which will also be distributed through the Commissioner’s
Update for Directors and the Special Education Director’s Update in both the fall and spring of each
school year. The updates are provided to stakeholders at public events and through other disparate
communications, including meetings with advocates and parent groups and written exchanges with
interest groups across the state.

Data Quality Issues

As enumerated in previous SSIP reports, certain evaluation metrics possess inherent data

quality concerns, despite the value of the data gleaned. Challenges have included
limitations with self-reporting and surveying as well as possible inaccuracy of attendance data
captured, based on districts not completing the requisite documentation. While overall, the response
rates for trainings have been relatively high - on average about 58.5 percent of the participants in
sessions respond to surveys - this still does not provide the entire picture of participants’ perceptions
of trainings. Regarding the attendance data, while many participating districts completed the requisite
reporting of staff attending sessions, the information is incomplete for some districts.

As was noted in Phase Il - 2, limited sample sizes pulled for assessing progress and answering
evaluation questions also create potential for data quality issues. Given the limited capacity of the
department and the scope of duties of those supporting the SSIP, smaller samples were selected to
evaluate several components of the plan. For example, process question 13 in the evaluation plan™
requires a sampling of student files to assess the quality of IEPs being written for students with an SLD.
In SSIP 1.0 districts, a minimum of two student records and a maximum of two percent of the student

1 See Appendix for “Evaluation Data Table” (page 44).
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records for students with an SLD were pulled from the participating districts. In SSIP 2.0 districts, a
minimum of three student records and a maximum of three percent of the student records for
students with an SLD were pulled from the participating districts.

In some instances, the smaller districts had a very small population of students with an SLD, which this
made it possible for a more representative percent of student records to be reviewed. For example, if
there are only five students with an SLD in a district, and a minimum of three records must be pulled,
that will comprise 60 percent of the total population of students with an SLD. However, the sampling
was not as representative for larger school districts with thousands of students with an SLD. Such
limitations could have noteworthy impacts of the information gleaned from these file reviews.

For question 15 in the evaluation plan, a sampling of students’ universal screening data is required to
determine improvement in scores from the beginning of the school year to the end of the school year.
Though these data are valuable and appropriately address the goal of increasing the rate of
improvement in areas of deficit, capacity once again becomes a concern for both the department and
district staff, who will be responsible for providing the universal screening data. In light of this, the
evaluation team had to pull a limited selection of student records to determine improvements.

Progress Toward Improvements

This fourth year of implementation of the SSIP has yielded some measures of
progress toward the desired goals. Much of the data gathered are related to the

trainings on strategies and their EBPs over the past two years, however, the department
also has more comprehensive data at its disposal to measure more systemic and broad change.

Infrastructure Changes
° The department has gone to great lengths to support districts in the implementation of
the SSIP. No infrastructure changes were made during Phase IlI-4.

Fidelity of Implementation

To monitor the fidelity of implementation of the SSIP activities in the 2018-19 school year

and thus far in the 2019-20 school year, the department has utilized several practices
outlined below to certify the success of learned strategies.

Train-the-Trainer Sessions

Prior to the beginning of the 2019-20 school year, the department hosted a train-the-trainer event in
Nashville for the SSIP 2.0 districts. During this event, facilitators selected for each participating district
received training on how to redeliver the second coherent improvement strategy and its EBPs. Of the
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district staff participating in the event (47 of which were facilitators), 47 completed a post-training
survey. This survey employed a four-point Likert scale (with 4 indicating “Strongly Agree” and 1
indicating “Strongly Disagree”), and participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with eleven
survey items concerning the impact of the training. The results of this information can be seen in Table
3.a.

As a Result of the Session: Mean ‘
| understand better that there are three major categories of assessments (screening, diagnostic, 3.96
progress monitoring). '

| understand better that reading can be divided into three major categories (decoding, fluency, 3.91
comprehension) and those categories have up to 100 subcategories. ’

| understand better that literacy has 6 parts, with 3 inputs (viewing, listening, reading) and 3 3.89
outputs (showing, speaking, writing). '

| understand better that programs do not teach students...teachers do, and resources must be 3.87
aligned to student need. '
My understanding of the TN “Say Dyslexia Law” has increased. 3.81
My ability to strategically evaluate student progress using both mastery and general outcome 381
measures has increased. '
My understanding of dyslexia has increased. 3.79
| understand better that PLEPs have 4 major components and they are the foundation of a strong 3.74
IAIEP. '
My ability to train teachers to analyze reading assessment data for the root cause of reading 374
difficulties, looking beyond screening data and symptomatic behaviors has increased. ’
My ability to train teachers to use the context of reading assessment data (task, outcome, level, 3.7
and design) to inform intervention decisions has increased '
My ability to train teachers on the strategies to actively target barriers to generalization/transfer 3.70
has increased. '
My ability to train teachers to determine appropriately aligned intervention resources for each 368
individual student has increased. '

Table 3.a. Fidelity rating scale is as follows: 4-Strongly Agree, 3-Agree, 2-Disagree, 1-Strongly Disagree

District-led Trainings

Observations were conducted to assess the efficacy of implementation of strategy one trainings led in
districts by their facilitators. Training observation data was captured for the spring 2019 trainings. As
shown in Table 3.b, district supervisors monitored the spring 2019 training sessions (led by district
facilitators) and trainees reported whether the appropriate items were covered in the training. Overall,
the monitoring results of these spring trainings were very positive.
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Which of the Following Training Activities Occurred During the Professional Percentage

Development Session Observed Yes
Systematic implementation discussion (identify school/district barriers) 82.6%
A Case in Point (environment Ms. Atcheson’s classroom) 84.8%
KUDs: Discussion and complete the graphic activity (6 orange cards) 87.8%
Differentiation matrix activity 87.1%
TN Handbooks walkthrough 80.0%
KUD for teacher proficiency with differentiation 86.0%
Differentiate for Jayden (card sort/handout/essences) 87.9%
Interest: Discussion and review Shakespeare lesson plan 76.5%
Learning profile: Discussion and review technology lesson plan 77.5%
Content for readiness: discussion and adapting citizenship lesson plan 80.0%
Story of Strand 1 (synthesis activity-Partner A/Partner B tell the story of 10 images) 79.3%
l(ljrel‘?ts’;/our own accessible classroom or school (classroom layout, but with “why” no just 77 7%

wha

Table 3.b. Data survey results on trainings.

Observations were conducted to assess the efficacy of implementation of strategy two trainings led in
districts by their facilitators. Training observation data have been captured for this new cohort of
districts. As of March 2020, data from fall 2019 and winter 2020 trainings are available. Spring training
observation data will be available in the summer of 2020. As shown in Table 3.c, district supervisors
monitored the fall 2019 training sessions (led by district facilitators) and trainees reported whether the
appropriate items were covered in the training.

Which of the Following Training Activities Occurred During the Professional Percentage

Development Session Observed Yes
Strand 1 review activities (build Lego© environment, literacy sort, etc.) 87.4%
Iceberg activity (picture is revealed in stages) 90.6%
Assessment Graphic activity (put the words and pictures back into the graphic 91.2%
Yellow card sort for 3 parts of reading 92.7%
Classifying reading behaviors (bingo marker activity) 80.5%

Table 3.c. Data survey results on trainings.

As shown in Table 3.d, district supervisors monitored the winter 2020 training sessions for each district
(led by district facilitators) and reported whether the appropriate items were covered in the training

relative to strategy two.
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Which of the Following Training Activities Occurred During the Percentage
Professional Development Session Observed Yes
Reading Assessment Document and Scavenger Hunt 83.3%
Essences (of reading assessment) 85.5%
Case Study — Student A (create PLEPs) 93.3%
“Say Dyslexia” — Law Discussion 92.3%
Case Study — Student B or C (create PLEPS) 90.0%

Table 3.d. Data survey results on trainings.

Classroom Observations

Special education supervisors for the participating districts have led the charge in gathering classroom
observation data for fidelity monitoring in the SSIP 2.0 districts. As of March 2020, 127 classrooms were
observed two times. Classrooms are observed twice to determine growth and improvements in
implementation over time. Table 3.e shows the preliminary results of this fidelity monitoring, with the
mean based on the scoring metrics outlined in the “Demonstrating Progress and Making Modifications”

section of Phase Il - 2. The mean score provided is based on the following scale: 1 = Installing; 2 =
Installed; 3 = Refining; and 4 = Full Implementation.

Checklist Item Mean

Use brain-friendly techniques (G O C S-group, order, connect, self). 3.08
Facilitates students making content personal to them. 3.19
Teaches for learning, not memorization (G O C S/active and visual + verbal). 3.14
Consistently connecting new information/skills to what is already known/mastered. 3.22
A blend of explicit and constructivist, appropriately matched to the student and the content. 3.00
Creates a motivating, empowering climate focused on student ownership. 3.33
Uses language as a tool for empowerment and showing value. 3.33
Appropriately balanced between challenge and ability 3.13
Teaches students, not content. 3.25
Understands each student’s literacy strengths and weaknesses (inputs/outputs) 3.17
Uses, and allows students to create, visuals that are richly and intentionally embedded with 590
meaning.

Delivered through multiple senses to allow maximum access to new information. 3.13
Can identify the 3 major parts of reading and the subcategories of each. 3.18
Can identify the specific barrier(s) for each individual student. 3.16
Recognizes the types (S D PM) and context (T O L D) beneath a student’s data and uses this to 3.03

inform insightful instructional decisions.

Analyzes all assessment data to inform PLEPs and goals. 3.22
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Checklist Item Mean

Strategically evaluated, using both needs-based goal monitoring and broad outcome measures. 3.18
Aligned to needs identified through assessment, including diagnostics. 3.16
Looks beyond symptoms to determine the root cause of each student’s difficulty 3.24
Systematic-designed to scaffold and build in layers toward the student’s goal(s). 3.23
Aligned to PLEPs and Goals. 3.18
Gives frequent, specific feedback, focused on growth mindset of students. 3.35
Adapts during instruction (and according to needs-based goal monitoring) to meet each student’s 3.26
need(s)

Specific, targeted, and focused, usually on underlying or prerequisite skills (not just more of T1 21
and not just practice).

Aligned to individual student’s needs 3.35
Always working toward the goal of reading for full understanding (meaning is always the end 3.96

goal).

Table 3.e. Rating scale is as follows: 4-Full Implementation, 3-Refining, 2-Installed, 1-Installing

Due to changes in the aggregation and display of data, comparison data for first observations and
second observations will not be finalized until the summer of 2020.

aful Outcomes

¥ W The“Evaluation Data Table"” provides broad array of data available to begin assessing

outcomes - both short-term and long-term - necessary to achieve the SiMR. A summary of
the outcomes readily accessible for the three strategies as of March 2020 have been provided below.

Strategy One: Access to Core Instruction

For evaluation question 1.b, addressing preparation for next steps in the implementation of strategy
one, 93.5 percent of survey respondents felt prepared in the fall to begin implementing the learned
strategies and activities in the classroom, and in the winter this percentage of respondents in
agreement dropped slightly to 92 percent. In spring 2019, 93.1 percent of survey respondents felt
prepared to implement the learned strategies and activities in the classroom.

There was an increase in knowledge as a result of the strategies relative to access to core instruction,
with 86.8 percent of survey respondents agreeing their knowledge increased relative to supporting
SWDs in core instruction in the fall. In the spring, this agreement percentage increased to 91.9 percent.
Relative to improvement in the actual ability to implement the EBPs and activities, in the fall, 87
percent of respondents agreed that their ability to support SWDs in core instruction improved. In the
winter, 86.5 percent agreed with this statement. In spring 2019, 91.1 percent of respondents agreed
that their ability to support SWDs in core instruction improved.
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For this work to be successful, the department recognizes that there must be fidelity in the
implementation of this strategy’s EBPs and developed two process evaluation questions to address
fidelity. The results from classroom observations have been extremely positive. 127 educators were
observed twice to assess improvement and fidelity of implementation over time. For the second
observation, 35.4 percent of educators increased to a higher quartile, and 92.6 percent of teachers in
the classrooms observed received scores in the top three quartiles of scores, which can be regarded as
meeting fidelity targets. Figure 3.1 shows changes in the quartiles from the first to second
observations.

Before
35.4% R 20%
, 0 a1 | 1.6%
— RO T 8 w
of teachers [ Q2 3.1% 1.6% increase in the
& f 2.4% 1.6% number of
S =% ey A 1O% e teachers rated
s 0_"*-‘ = fﬁ kﬁ A% in the highest
At Toto! | S quartile

Scored Same Quartile Tﬂpm‘tﬁﬂ' M 1 ‘ ed : ',.' 3
Before and After (Not Top) | Beforeand After | €

Figure 3.1. Year-to-year comparisons of student records meeting or exceeding expectations in SSIP 2.0 districts.

Whereas these process evaluation questions are necessary to measure short-term outcomes, more
systemic and demonstrable improvements relative to this strategy (more intermediate outcomes) are
also vital to assess progress toward the SiMR. Educational environment data was selected in Phase Il to
evaluate overall change in behavior that is reflected in concrete data. For the 20 participating districts
in this second cohort, 80.72 percent of students with an SLD were served in the general education
setting 80 percent or more of the day. A comparison pull was completed in May 2019 to assess change
from the baseline data pull to the spring after trainings on access were completed. This data pull
indicated that 85.04 percent of students with an SLD were served in the general education setting 80
percent or more of the day, an increase of 4.32 percent.

Strategy Two: Special Education in a Continuum of Service
In fall 2019, 91.9 percent of respondents agreed that the session prepared them for next steps. In the
winter, 92.6 percent of respondents agreeing they felt prepared for next steps.

A similar trend was identified for respondents agreeing that the trainings increased their knowledge of
how to make special education the most intensive intervention. In the fall, 90.4 percent agreed with
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this knowledge-based process evaluation question. In the winter 93.0 percent of respondents agreed
with this question. Regarding improvement in ability, 88.8 percent of the survey respondents agreed
that the fall session improved their ability to make special education the most intensive intervention

and 91.8 percent of respondents agreed with this question in the winter.

Strategy Three: Addressing Skill Deficits
In the fall of 2019 and 2020, the department conducted file reviews of students with an SLD in the
participating districts to assess the efficacy of implementation in eight core areas.

Three percent of students with an SLD had their most current IEPs pulled to evaluate quality utilizing
the state-developed rubric as a baseline on 2018. This amounted to 269 student records. The scoring
of these files informed where additional support might be needed in the different areas of the IEP for
the new cohort of participating districts. The department then pulled 540 student records in these
districts in the fall of 2019 to evaluate growth in each of the 8 areas. Figure 3.4 shows the comparison
of these to the baseline, reflecting improved IEP quality improved in 7 of the 8 evaluated areas, by an
average of 5%.
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Figure 3.4. Scoring results gathered as a result of the IEP reviews for students with an SLD in SSIP 2.0 districts.
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Improvements in the SiMR

The department has been able to measure progress toward the SiMR since the 2016-17

school year, when new assessments for the state were successfully deployed.

The 2017-18 school year assessment data served as the baseline for the new SSIP 2.0 participating
districts. In the 2017-18 school year, 39.75 percent of students with an SLD in grades 3-8 taking the ELA
statewide assessment scored at or above Approaching. The statewide percentage for this school year
was 36.52 percent of students with an SLD in grades 3-8 taking the ELA statewide assessment scoring
at or above Approaching. To meet the SiMR, the department expected a three percent increase in this
percentage in the 2018-19 school year, or a minimum of 42.75 percent of students with an SLD taking
the ELA statewide assessment scoring at or above Approaching in the SSIP 2.0 districts. Assessment
data indicates that 40.44 percent of students with an SLD taking the ELA statewide assessment score at
or above Approaching. This was an increase of 0.69 percent, and thus the target of a three percent
increase was not met. However, the data are moving in a positive direction. Table 3.g shows the actual
assessment data and target data for the SSIP 2.0 districts.

School Year

2017-18 2018-19
Target NA 42.75%
Actual Data 39.75% 40.44%

Table 3.g. Percent of students with an SLD in grades 3-8 scoring at or above
Approaching on the statewide ELA assessment, as compared to target set for
the SiMR.

Plans for Next Year

In preparation for the coming years of Phase Ill implementation, the department and

its stakeholders have plotted out the additional activities, identified the upcoming
evaluation activities and metrics, as well as expected outcomes, identified potential

barriers and solutions to such barriers, and determined needs for additional support and assistance.

Implementation Activities

In the coming 2020-21 school year, the department will be taking on a new cohort of
districts, SSIP 3.0. Although federal SPDG funding ends September 30, 2020, the

department plans to encumber the costs associated with these activities. Given the success of this

work, the department sees value in continuing and expanding upon the lessons learned from the first
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two cohorts of SSIP districts. For more information on the timeline of implementation, please see
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 (pages 34-35).

Evaluation Activities
In the summer of 2020, much of the analysis of data from the 2019-20 school year will be
conducted. With the information that will be available then, members of the SSIP

evaluation team will be able to answer process evaluation questions 6-10 with complete data:

Question 6:

Question 6a:

Question 6b:

Question 7.

Question 8:

Question 9:

Question 10:

How many district- and school-level staff participated in training and PD sessions
relative to ensuring special education is the most intensive interventionin a
continuum of service model and using EBPs like RTI2, multi-sensory approaches,
and data-based decision-making?

Did the requisite staff attend the training and PD sessions (special education

supervisor and special education teacher)?
Did the team members feel the training prepared them for next steps?

Are staff who participated in trainings and PD sessions on special education within
a continuum of service model reporting that these opportunities increased their
knowledge of how to make special education services the most intensive level of
intervention?

Are staff who participated in trainings and PD sessions on special education within
a continuum of service model reporting that these opportunities improved their
ability to make special education services the most intensive level of interventions?

Are staff who participated in trainings and PD sessions on special education within
a continuum of service model reporting that these opportunities increased
confidence in their ability to implement with fidelity the interventions intended to

make special education services the most intensive level of interventions?

Are staff who participated in trainings and PD sessions on special education within
a continuum of service model indeed implementing interventions with fidelity?

Comparisons will also be completed for outcomes evaluation questions 14, 15, and 16:

Question 14: What is the change in the percentage of students with an SLD in the general

education setting 80 percent or more of the day?





Question 15:

Question 16:
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What is the rate of improvement for those students identified with an SLD (will use
sampling of students in participating schools) who are receiving instruction utilizing
strategies to ensure special education is the most intensive intervention?

Is the percentage of students with an SLD in grades 3-8 scoring at or above
Approaching on the statewide ELA assessment increasing?





Figure 4.1

*Hold second round of trainings in
districts relative to strategy two for
SSIP 2.0 districts.

*Gather information from trainings to
address evaluations questions 6-9 in
SSIP 2.0 districts.

+Continue providing follow-up support
to districts on IAIEPs.

*Conduct measures for fidelity of
implementation to address the
evaluation questions.

*Engage parent stakeholders through
STEP trainings and communications.

Spring 2020

*Hold third and final trainings in
districts relative to strategy two for
SSIP 2.0 districts.

*Gather more in-depth data to address
outcomes evaluation questions 14-16.

*Continue providing follow-up support
to districts on IAIEPs.

*Provide biannualSSIP update for
stakeholders.

*Conduct measures for fidelity of
implementation to address the
evaluation questions.

*Engage parent stakeholders through
STEP trainings and communications.

*Solicit feedback from stakeholders
through activities like the Advisory
Council summit.

*Gather post-implementation survey
data to address all training-specific
evaluation questions.

«Conduct file reviews to determine
whether IAIEPs are being appropriately
written.

*Gather final observation data to
address questions 5 and 10.

*Assist participating districts in
scalability opportunities and
expansion of the cohort.

+Offer train-the-trainer sessions on
strategy two for the second cohort of
participating districts.

2020 and Beyond

*See figure 4.2
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Figure 4.2

January-May 2020

K-12
(25-30 districts)

EC
(20 districts)

Contract process;
district application/
selection; content
development for Year 1
content

K-12
(25-30 districts)

EC
(20 districts

Summer 2020-
Spring 2021

ACCESS to High-
Quality Tier 1
Instruction for All
Students

Development &
Effective
Environments

Summer 2021-
Spring 2022

Intensive
Intervention and
Reading

Assessment &
Planning

Summer 2022-
Spring 2023

Intensive Math
Intervention

Quality Teaching &
Learning

ACCESS to High-
Quality Tier 1
Instruction for All
Students

Development &
Effective
Environments

Summer 2023-
Spring 2024

Intensive Writing
Intervention

Intensive Data-
dives and CoPs

Intensive
Intervention and
Reading

Assessment &
Planning

Summer 2024-
Spring 2025

Intensive Math
Intervention

Quality Teaching &
Learning
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Summer 2025-
Spring 2026

Intensive Writing
Intervention

Intensive Data-
dives and CoPs
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Barriers

Due to school closures related to COVID-19, many SSIP 2.0 districts will not complete

spring trainings. In addition, state assessment has been suspended for the 2019-20 school
year; therefore we will not have assessment data needed to measure progress on the SIMR for these
districts. As this is an ever evolving situation, the department is monitoring the impact and will adjust
data collection processes as needed.

Additional Support Needed

The insight of the federal technical assistance centers has been invaluable throughout the

development of plans in the Phase | and Phase Il reports and the reporting on results in
subsequent Phase Ill reports. Tennessee wants to continue receiving their continued support
throughout Phase Ill implementation. Based on feedback from technical assistance centers relative to
effective stakeholder engagement, the department has been able to provide improved sessions to
gather responses that will inform the SSIP’s work. Rather than sending out an array of communication
and surveys to relevant parties across the state, the department has become more intentional in the
communication of the SSIP and the results and getting responses back that are meaningful and
actionable. Continued guidance like this will be invaluable for the state to continue improving and
effectively evaluating this project.





Appendix

SSIP Phase III - 4
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Theory of Action
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Summer 2018

Fall 2018

Winter 2019

Spring 2019

Summer 2019

Fall 2019

Winter 2020

Spring 2020

Summer 2020
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Revised Detailed Implementation Plan

Access to Core

Instruction

Special Education
in a Continuum of
Service

Addressing Skill
Deficits by Writing
|AIEPS

( )

Provide train-the-trainer
session on the revised content
and EBPs for the second SSIP
cohort

.

( )

Continue providing support
to initial cohort on this work
when feasible

a )
Identify sample of student
records from both initial and
second cohorts to identify
areas of need

. J

-
Begin implementation of

EBPs and activities in districts
through fall trainings led by
district facilitators in second

cohort
.

Continue providing support
to initial cohort on this work
when feasible

( )

Complete review IEPs for
quality and identify areas
where additional support and
training is needed

. J

f

Winter trainings offered in
districts by facilitators in
second cohort

Continue providing support
to initial cohort on this work
when feasible

Develop plan to provide
support to both initial and
second cohorts to address
high-need areas based on

reviews
. J

Spring trainings offered in
districts by facilitators in
second cohort

Continue providing support
to initial cohort on this work
when feasible

. J

( )
Provide trainings regionally to

regarding the writing of
IAIEPs and adjust content of
first two strategies to address

needs
\ J

Conduct analysis of outcomes

( )
Begin training district
facilitators in train-the-trainer
events, and provide training
to special education
supervisors

( )

Start review IEPs for quality
and identify areas where
additional support and
training is needed

Continue providing support
on this work when feasible

Begin implementation of
EBPs and activities in districts
through fall trainings led by
district facilitators

Complete review IEPs for
quality and identify areas
where additional support and
training is needed

Continue providing support
on this work when feasible

.

Winter trainings offered in
districts by facilitators

Utilize trainings on strategy
two to provide IAIEP training
in high-need areas

. J

r

Continue providing support
on this work when feasible

Spring trainings offered in
districts by facilitators

( )

Utilize trainings on strategy
two to provide IAIEP training
in high-need areas

. \ J
4 4 )
Continue providing support Conduct analysis of outcomes N/A
on this work when feasible y
. J \ J . J






SPDG-Funded
Interventionists

Targeted
Support

Instructional

Programming
Team

Flow of Supports
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Strategy 2: Fall 2019 Training Surveys

On a scale of 1-4 (with 1 being “Strongly
Disagree” and 4 being “Strongly Agree”), rate Strongly

Strongly

Disagree Agree Agree

the following statements: Disagree

| understand better that assessments are not all the
same; rather, there are different types that provide 522 1.7% 2.7% 51.1% 44.4%
different information.

| understand better that reading behaviors provide a

. . , 521 1.5% 2.1% 49.5% 46.8%
window into a student’s strengths and needs.

| understand better that not all reading difficulties
are the same, and therefore, not all reading 521 1.5% 2.5% 44.5% 51.4%
instruction should look the same

My ability to identify the 3 major parts of reading and

. . 521 1.7% 6.0% 55.3% 37.0%
the subcategories of each has increased.

My ability to provide access to instruction and tasks
by assessing and aligning to student’s literacy 520 1.3% 5.4% 58.8% 34.4%
strengths and needs has increased.

My ability to always work toward the goal of reading
for full understanding (meaning is always the end 520 1.3% 5.0% 55.2% 38.5%
goal) has increased

My knowledge of how to make special education

services the most intensive level of intervention has 520 2.5% 7.1% 56.2% 34.2%
increased.
My ability to make special education services the

v . v . 2 . . . 518 2.9% 8.3% 56.2% 32.6%
most intensive level of intervention has increased.
| understand the next steps | need to take to 518 5 1% 6.0% 59.7% 39 9%

implement this training.

Strategy 2: Winter 2019 Training Surveys

On a scale of 1-4 (with 1 being “Strongly
Disagree” and 4 being “Strongly Agree”), rate n Strongly

Strongly

] A
isagree gree P

the following statements: Disagree

| understand better that each reading assessment has
a unique design and context; its usefulness depends
on matching it to the information you are looking to
find.

408 2.0% 2.2% 46.1% 49.8%






On a scale of 1-4 (with 1 being “Strongly
Disagree” and 4 being “Strongly Agree”), rate

the following statements:

| understand better that present levels include
numbers, can-dos, deficits, and general education
impact.

407

Strongly
Disagree

2.2%

Disagree

3.4%

Agree

46.9%
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Strongly
Agree

47.4%

| understand better that the “Say Dyslexia” law
requires certain processes and procedures to be
followed at the school district and state levels

407

1.7%

1.5%

44.2%

52.6%

| understand better that not all reading difficulties
are “dyslexia.’

407

1.7%

1.7%

40.5%

56.0%

My ability to analyze reading assessment data to
inform PLEPs and goals has increased

406

2.7%

4.4%

51.7%

41.1%

My ability to analyze reading assessment data to
increase effective delivery modes while
decreasing less effective ones has increased.

406

2.2%

5.2%

51.7%

40.9%

My ability to look beyond symptoms to determine
the root cause of each student’s reading difficulty has
increased.

405

2.0%

2.5%

47.9%

47.7%

My ability to align reading instruction to the
individual student’s needs through assessment,
including diagnostics has increased.

406

1.5%

3.4%

53.0%

42.1%

My knowledge of how to make special education
services the most intensive level of intervention has
increased.

403

2.0%

5.0%

51.4%

41.7%

Strategy 1: Spring 2019 Training Surveys

On a scale of 1-4 (with 1 being “Strongly

Disagree” and 4 being “Strongly Agree”), rate
the following statements:
| understand better that environment is the essence

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Agree

. . 612 3.9% 3.3% 50.2% 42.6%
of classroom differentiation
| understand better that high quality learning
involves learning goals stated in the form of a KUD 611 3.9% 2.8% 52.7% 40.6%
(Know-Understand-Do)
| understand better that content, process, and
product should be differentiated based on student 612 3.8% 2.1% 52.6% 41.5%
characteristics — the focus is on teaching students
My ability to create classrooms/schools with 612 3.8% 4.1% 50.0% 42.9%

respectful environments where students feel valued






On a scale of 1-4 (with 1 being “Strongly

Disagree” and 4 being “Strongly Agree”), rate
the following statements:
and growth is the focus, regardless of the starting
point, has increased

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree
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Strongly
Agree

My ability to transform student standards into the
KUD framework in order to “teach up” for all
students has increased.

611

3.4%

4.7%

56.0%

35.8%

My ability to assess student patterns and utilize this
knowledge to differentiate content, process, and
products effectively and appropriately has
increased.

611

3.4%

5.2%

56.1%

35.2%

My knowledge of how to support students with
disabilities in the general education classroom has
increased.

612

3.6%

4.6%

55.1%

36.8%

My ability to support students with disabilities in the
general education classroom has increased.

611

3.6%

5.2%

54.8%

36.3%

| understand the next steps | need to take to
implement this training

611

3.4%

3.4%

56.6%

36.5%
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Evaluation Data Table

uestion . . ;
Evaluation Question Indicator of Performance Data Reported

Process Evaluation Questions'?

How many district- and school-level District-level and school-level teams | Fall:

teams participated in training and participated in required sessions on e General educator counts: 722 staff from 75 of
professional development (PD) these EBPs. the 76 participating schools

sessions relative to increasing access e Administrator counts: 68 staff from 51 of the 76
to core instruction and using EBPs participating schools

like UDL and differentiation of e Special educator counts: 136 staff from 70 of
instruction? the 76 participating schools

Winter:
e General educator counts: 614 district staff from
1 65 of the 76 participating schools
e Administrator counts: 59 district staff in 45 of
(2.0 the 76 participating districts
Districts) e Special educator counts: 100 educators in the
57 of the 76 participating schools
Spring:
e General educator counts: 595 staff from 67 of
the 76 participating schools
e Administrator counts: 50 staff from 35 of the 76
participating schools
e Special educator counts: 105 staff from 61 of
the 76 participating schools

12 Data for questions 6-10 subject to change based on updated information received through the end of the 2019-20 school year. Data for questions 1-5
changed based on updated information received during the 2018-19 school year.





1.a

(2.0
Districts)

Did all the staff required from the
school-level team attend the
training and PD sessions
(principal, special education
teacher, and general education
teacher)?

District-level and school-level teams
participated in required sessions on
these EBPs.
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Fall:

Based on the self-reported attendance
information and qualifying information from
SPDG interventionists, at least one member of
each 76 school teams participated in fall training.
Of these 76 school teams, 44 had all three

required team members in attendance.

Winter:

Based on the self-reported attendance
information and qualifying information from
SPDG interventionists, at least one member of
each 66 school teams participated in winter
training. Of these 66 school teams that have held
and reported on winter trainings, 37 had all three
required team members in attendance.

Spring:

Based on the self-reported attendance
information and qualifying information from
SPDG interventionists, at least one member of
each 67 school teams participated in fall training.
Of these 67 school teams, 31 had all three
required team members in attendance.






1b

(2.0
Districts)

2

(2.0
Districts)

Did the team members feel the
training prepared them for next
Ssteps?

Are staff who participated in
trainings and PD sessions on access
to core instruction reporting that
these opportunities increased their
knowledge of how to support SWDs
in core instruction?

90% reported that they found the
sessions prepared them for next
steps.

80% agree that the training and PD
opportunities increased their
knowledge in this area.
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Fall:

64.69% of participants in the fall trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 599 respondents to this
question, 93.5% agreed that the session prepared
them for next steps.

Winter:

63.26% of participants in the winter trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
qguestion. Of the 489 respondents to this
question, 92% agreed that the session prepared
them for next steps.

Spring:

81.7% of participants in the spring trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
qguestion. Of the 611 respondents to this
question, 93.1% agreed that the session prepared
them for next steps.

Fall:

64.69%of participants in the fall trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 599 respondents to this
question, 86.8% agreed that the sessions
increased knowledge of how to support SWDs in
core instruction.

Winter:

63.26% of participants in the winter trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 489 respondents to this
question, 87.7% agreed that the sessions
increased knowledge of how to support SWDs in
core instruction.






(2.0
Districts)

4

(2.0
Districts)

Are staff who participated in
trainings and PD sessions on access
to core instruction reporting that
these opportunities improved their
ability to support SWDs in core
instruction?

Are staff who participated in
trainings and PD sessions on access
to core instruction reporting that
these opportunities improved their
ability to implement with fidelity the
interventions intended to support
SWDs in core instruction?

70% agree that the training and PD
opportunities improved their ability
to support SWDs in general
education classroom.

70% agree they are implementing
learned strategies with fidelity
during the spring after beginning
implementation.
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Spring:

81.7% of participants in the spring trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 611 respondents to this
question, 91.9% agreed that the sessions
increased knowledge of how to support SWDs in
core instruction.

Fall:

64.69% of participants in the fall trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 599 respondents to this
question, 87% agreed that the session improved
their ability to support SWDs in core instruction.

Winter:

63.26% of participants in the winter trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 489 respondents to this
question, 86.5% agreed that the session improved

their ability to support SWDs in core instruction.
Spring:

81.7% of participants in the spring trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 611 respondents to this
question, 91.1% agreed that the sessions
increased their ability to support SWDs in core
instruction.

81.7% of participants in the spring trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 611 respondents to this
guestion, an average of 93.3% agreed that the
sessions increased their ability to implement with
fidelity the interventions intended to support
SWD in core instruction.






(2.0
Districts)

6

(1.0&2.0
Districts)

Are staff who participated in
trainings and PD sessions on access
to core instruction indeed
implementing interventions with
fidelity?

How many district- and school-level
staff participated in training and PD
sessions relative to ensuring special
education is the most intensive
intervention in a continuum of
service model and using EBPs like
RTI2, multi-sensory approaches, and
data-based decision-making?

70% are implementing strategies
with fidelity.

At least one special educator from
participating schools attended all
required sessions on these EBPs.
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Preliminary Data:

291 teachers received two observations using the
differentiation inventory between three to six
months apart. Overall scores were assigned to
one of four quartiles. 51.2% of teachers increased
to a higher quartile in the second observation,
and 77.0% of teachers observed received scores
for the second observation in the top three
quartiles of scores, which can be regarded as
having met fidelity.

SSIP 1.0 Districts

Fall:

e Special educator counts: 515 educators in the
220 participating schools

e Other district staff counts: 111 district staff in
the 28 participating districts

Winter:

e Special educator counts: 401 educators in 189
schools

e Other district staff counts: 82 district staff in 24
of the participating districts

Spring:

e Special educator counts: 249 educators in 126
schools

e Other district staff counts: 46 district staff in 19
of the participating districts






6.a

(1.0&2.0
Districts)

Did the requisite staff attend the
training and PD sessions (special
education supervisor and special
education teacher)?

At least one special education
teacher from participating schools
attended required sessions on
these EBPs.
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SSIP 2.0 Districts

Fall:

e Special educator counts: 201 educators in the
105 participating schools

e Other district staff counts: 700 district staff in
19 of the participating districts

Winter:

e To date special educator counts: 189 educators
in the 105 participating schools

e To date other district staff counts: 597 district
staff in 19 of the participating districts

SSIP 1.0 Districts

Fall:

Based on the self-reported attendance
information and qualifying information from
SPDG interventionists, 220 of these 224
participating schools had at least one special
educator in attendance.

Winter:

Based on the self-reported attendance
information and qualifying information from
SPDG interventionists, 189 of these 224
participating schools had at least one special
educator in attendance.

Spring:

Based on the self-reported attendance
information and qualifying information from
SPDG interventionists, 126 of these 224
participating schools had at least one special
educator in attendance.






6.b

(1.0&2.0
Districts)

Did the team members feel the
training prepared them for next
Ssteps?

90% reported that they found the
trainings prepared them for next
steps.
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SSIP 2.0 Districts

Fall:

Based on the self-reported attendance
information and qualifying information from
SPDG interventionists, 84 of these 105
participating schools had at least one special
educator in attendance.

Winter:

Based on the self-reported attendance
information and qualifying information from
SPDG interventionists, 80 of these 105
participating schools had at least one special
educator in attendance.

SSIP 1.0 Districts

Fall:

69.9% of participants in the fall trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 435 respondents to this
question, 97% agreed that the session prepared
them for next steps.

Winter:

70.30% of participants in the winter trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 364 respondents to this
question, 91.7% agreed that the session prepared
them for next steps.

Spring:

56.9% of participants in the spring trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 181 respondents to this






7

(1.0&2.0
Districts)

Are staff who participated in
trainings and PD sessions on special
education within a continuum of
service model reporting that these
opportunities increased their
knowledge of how to make special
education services the most
intensive level of intervention?

80% agree that the training and PD
opportunities increased their
knowledge in this area.
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question, 96.7% agreed that the session prepared
them for next steps.

SSIP 2.0 Districts

Fall:

56.3% of participants in the fall trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 507 respondents to this
question, 91.7% agreed that the session prepared
them for next steps.

Winter:

To date 51.0% of participants in the winter
trainings responded via survey to address this
evaluation question. Of the 401 respondents to
this question, 92.5% agreed that the session
prepared them for next steps.

SSIP 1.0 Districts

Fall:

69.9% of participants in the fall trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 436 respondents to this
question, 96.9% agreed that the sessions
increased knowledge of how to make special
education the most intensive level of intervention
(based on average of survey’s three knowledge

questions).

Winter:

70.30% of participants in the winter trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 363 respondents to this
question, 94.37% agreed that the sessions
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increased knowledge of how to make special
education the most intensive level of intervention
(based on average of survey's three knowledge

qguestions).

Spring:

56.9% of participants in the spring trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 181 respondents to this
question, 97.83% agreed that the sessions
increased knowledge of how to make special
education the most intensive level of intervention
(based on average of survey’s three knowledge

questions).

SSIP 2.0 Districts

Fall:

56.5% of participants in the fall trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
qguestion. Of the 509 respondents to this
question, 90.4% agreed that the sessions
increased knowledge of how to make special
education the most intensive level of intervention
(based on average of survey’s three knowledge

guestions).

Winter:

51.0% of participants in the winter trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 401 respondents to this
question, 93.0% agreed that the sessions
increased knowledge of how to make special
education the most intensive level of intervention
(based on average of survey’s three knowledge

qguestions).






8

(1.0&2.0
Districts)

Are staff who participated in
trainings and PD sessions on special
education within a continuum of
service model reporting that these
opportunities improved their ability
to make special education services
the most intensive level of
interventions?

70% agree that the training and PD
opportunities improved their ability
to make special education the most
intensive intervention.
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SSIP 1.0 Districts

Fall:

69.9% of participants in the fall trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 436 respondents to this
question, 95.67% agreed that the session
improved their ability to make special education
the most intensive intervention (based on average
of survey's three ability questions).

Winter:

70.30% of participants in the winter trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 363 respondents to this
question, 92.63% agreed that the session
improved their ability to make special education
the most intensive intervention (based on average
of survey's three ability questions).

Spring:

56.9% of participants in the spring trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 181 respondents to this
question, 96.87% agreed that the session
improved their ability to make special education
the most intensive intervention (based on average
of survey's three ability questions).

SSIP 2.0 Districts

Fall:

56.3% of participants in the fall trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 507 respondents to this
question, 88.9% agreed that the session improved






Are staff who participated in 70% agree they are implementing
trainings and PD sessions on special | learned strategies with fidelity
education within a continuum of during the spring after beginning
service model reporting that these implementation.

opportunities increased confidence
in their ability to implement with

9
fidelity the interventions intended to
(1.0 & 2.0 make special education services the
...~ mostintensive level of interventions?
Districts)
10 Are staff who participated in 70% are implementing interventions

trainings and PD sessions on special  with fidelity.
(1.0 & 2.0 = education within a continuum of
Districts)

13 See Appendix for “Strategy 2: Fall 2019 Trainings” chart (page 41).
14 See Appendix for “Strategy 1: Spring 2019 Data” chart (page 42).
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their ability to make special education the most
intensive intervention (based on average of
survey's three ability guestions).

Winter:

51.0% of participants in the winter trainings
responded via survey to address this evaluation
question. Of the 401 respondents to this
question, 91.7% agreed that the session improved
their ability to make special education the most
intensive intervention (based on average of
survey's three ability questions). '3

1.0 district participants responded to a series of
responses after the fall, winter, and spring
trainings addressing learned strategies and
whether they had increased confidence in their
ability to implement them with fidelity. Based on
overall responses, an aggregate fidelity of 95.49%
of respondents agreed that they increased
confidence in their ability to implement with
fidelity the interventions intended to ensure
special education services are the most intensive.

2.0 district participants will be asked about their
ability to implement strategies with fidelity in the
spring of 2020.

For 1.0 districts, 72 teachers received two
observations using the differentiation
intervention between three to six months apart.
Overall scores were assigned to one of four





1"

(2.0
Districts)

service model indeed implementing
interventions with fidelity?

How many staff attended trainings
relative to writing IAIEPS?

At least one staff member from
districts selected to participate in
SPDG-funded SSIP trainings
attended a training provided on
writing IAIEPS.
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quartiles. 61.1% of teachers increased to a higher
quartile in the second observation, and 98.6% of
teachers observed received scores for the second
observation in the top three quartiles of scores,
which can be regarded as having met fidelity.

For 2.0 districts, as of March 2020, 127 teachers
had received two observations using the
differentiation intervention between three to six
months apart. Overall scores were assigned to
one of four quartiles. 35.4% of teachers increased
to a higher quartile in the second observation,
and 92.6% of teachers observed received scores
for the second observation in the top three
quartiles of scores, which can be regarded as
having met fidelity.

Of the 610 respondents to the survey requesting
this baseline information from the SSIP 2.0
cohort, 109 stated they had received training on
writing IAIEPs. This is expected, as the majority of
participants in work are general educators. This
information was also compared to district-level
training data regarding IAIEPs in each of the 20
participating districts. Staff within each of the
districts had received and/or offered training on
writing IAIEPs. Given this input through the two
sources, it was confirmed that at least one staff
member in the participating districts attended a
training on writing IAIEPS.






Did the team members find the

11.a training and PD sessions
valuable, high-quality, and
(2.0 relevant?
Districts)
Are staff who participated in
12 trainings and PD sessions on writing
IAIEPs reporting that they (and/or
staff they trained) are utilizing the
(2.0 . e . .
Districts) skll.ls.and principles Iear.ned in their
trainings when completing IEPS?
Are staff (and/or the staff they
trained) who participated in trainings
and PD sessions on writing IAIEPs
incorporating the skills and
principles in their practice with
fidelity?
13
(1.0&2.0
Districts)

80% reported that they found the
sessions valuable, high-quality, and
relevant.

80% agree they are utilizing these
skills.

One year after implementation, 75%
or more of the records reviewed
utilizing the quality rubric in each of
the eight areas evaluated are
meeting or exceeding expectations.

15 A state-developed rubric, High-Quality IAIEP Development, can be found here.
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Of the 109 respondents who answered this
question in the aforementioned survey and stated
they attended training sessions on IAIEPs, 96.3%
of the respondents reported that they found the
sessions valuable, high-quality, and relevant.

Of the 109 respondents who answered this
guestion in the aforementioned survey and stated
they attended training sessions on IAIEPs, 84.1%
of the respondents reported that they are utilizing
the skills and principles learned in their trainings
when completing IEPs.

Data provided reflects the percentages of student
records meeting or exceeding expectations for
each of the eight IEP content areas outlined in the
state-developed rubric.'®

For SSIP 1.0 districts, baseline data was captured
in the 2016-17 school year. Comparison files were
pulled in the 2017-18 school year. Decreases in
performance for these districts from 2016-17 to
2017-18 are highlighted in red, while increases are
highlighted in green.

SSIP 1.0 Districts (second year comparison data)

Narratives: 56.73% of files meeting or exceeding
expectations

Present Levels of Performance: 58.55% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations

Measurable Annual Goals: 66.17% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations



https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/education/special-education/IAIEP_Self-Assessment_Rubric.pdf
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Accommodations/Modifications: 77.09% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations

Testing Accommodations: 74.53% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations

Services: 75.99% of files meeting or exceeding
expectations

Transition Plans: 68.38% of files meeting or
exceeding expectations

Overall IEP and Procedures: 71.63% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations

For SSIP 2.0 districts, baseline data was captured
in the fall of 2018. Comparison files were pulled in
the fall of 2019. Decreases in performance for
these districts are highlighted in red, while
increases are highlighted in green.

SSIP 2.0 Districts (second year comparison data)

Narratives: 48.54% of files meeting or exceeding
expectations

Present Levels of Performance: 66.02% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations

Measurable Annual Goals: 76.83% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations
Accommodations/Modifications: 90.73% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations

Testing Accommodations: 88.24% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations

Services: 76.06% of files meeting or exceeding
expectations

Transition Plans: 67.74% of files meeting or
exceeding expectations





14

(1.0&2.0
Districts)

What is the change in the percent of
students with an SLD in the general
education setting 80%or more of the
day?

Outcomes Evaluation Questions

There is no regression in the
percentage of students with an SLD
in general education 80% or more
of the day within participating
districts from the baseline school
year to the end of each year of
implementation.
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Overall IEP and Procedures: 73.36% of files
meeting or exceeding expectations

More information can be found in Figure 3.4 on page
30.

SSIP 1.0 Districts

e Baseline Data
79.83% of students with an SLD in the general
education setting 80% or more of the day as of
Dec. 1, 2015.

e Data After Year 1 Implementation
82.18% of students with an SLD in the general
education setting 80% or more of the day as of
May 1, 2017.

e Data After Year 2 Implementation
82.30% of students with an SLD in the general
education setting 80% or more of the day as of

May 1, 2018.

SSIP 2.0 Districts

¢ Baseline Data
79.83% of students with an SLD in the general
education setting 80% or more of the day as of
Dec. 1, 2017.

e Data After Year 1 Implementation
85.04% of students with an SLD in the general
education setting 80% or more of the day as of

May 1, 2019.






15

(1.0
Districts)

16

(1.0 &2.0
Districts)

What is the rate of improvement for  There is an increase in the rate of
those students identified with an SLD = improvement on the universal

(will use sampling of students in screening data over the school year
participating schools) who are in which EBPs are implemented.
receiving instruction utilizing

strategies to ensure special

education is the most intensive

intervention?
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For the 28 SSIP 1.0 districts, universal screening
data for 104 students was pulled from caseloads
of teachers participating in all trainings on
strategy two. Fall 2017 screening scores were
compared to spring 2018 scores to determine
change over the course of strategy
implementation. 59.62% of the student records
showed an increase in universal screener score
over the 2017-18 school year; 23.08% showed a
decrease in universal screener score; and 17.31%
had universal screener scores that stayed the
same.

Overarching Evaluation Question—SiMR

Is the percentage of students with an = There is an increase by three

SLD in grades 3-8 scoring at or percent annually, based on baseline
above Approaching on the statewide | data, in the percentage of students
ELA assessment increasing? with an SLD in grades 3-8 scoring at

or above Approaching on the
statewide ELA assessment.

SSIP 1.0 Districts

Year 1 - 2015-16:

Due to issues with Tennessee’s assessment
vendor in the 2015-16 school year (see “Data
Quality Issues”), no comparisons will be available
to conduct in year one of implementation.
Assessment data from the 2016-17 school year
will serve as the baseline.

Year 2 - 2016-17:

New Baseline: 36.31% of students with an SLD
participating on the ELA 3-8 assessment were at
or above “Approaching” (previously termed
“basic”).

Year 3 - 2017-18:

36.51% of students with an SLD participating on
the ELA 3-8 assessment were at or above
“Approaching” (previously termed “basic”).
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SSIP 2.0 Districts

Year 1 -2017-18:

39.75% of students with an SLD participating on
the ELA 3-8 assessment were at or above
“Approaching” (previously termed “basic").

Year 2 - 2018-19:

40.44% of students with an SLD participating on
the ELA 3-8 assessment were at or above
“Approaching.”
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Tennessee Postsecondary Survey
Indicator 14

Employment

1. Has this student re-enrolled in high school?
A. Yes
B. No

2. We areinterested in your work history. At any time since leaving high school, have you been employed
in a paid job? (This means a paid job, not including work around the house. If you are in the military,
please answer yes)

A. Yes
B. No

3. Other than work around the house, did you have a paid job before you completed high school?

a. Yes

b. No

c. Don't know
d. Refused

4. Did you participate in paid or non-paid Work-Based Learning in high school?

a. Yes

b. No

c. Don't know
d. Refused

5. What is the MAIN reason you have not worked since leaving high school?
A. Unable to find work
B. Disabled, in a mental health program

Jail, prison

Full-time homemaker/parent

Difficulties with transportation

In school/ job training/ other education program

| don't know how to find a job

My family doesn't want me to work

| think | would lose government benefits if | worked (such as SSI or TennCare)

Other

TCIemmon

6. Since leaving high school, have you worked at least 90 days or more?
A. Yes

Division of Special Populations and Student Support * 710 James Robertson Parkway * 11% Floor « Nashville, TN 37243
Tel: (615) 741-3834 « Fax: (615) 532-9412 - tn.gov/education
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B. No

7. Inyour job, how many hours per week did you work?
A. Lessthan 10

10-19

20-29

30-39

40 or more

mo N

8. Inyour job, are you/were you earning at least minimum wage ($7.25)?
A. Yes
B. No

9. Where is (was) the job that you've held for at least 90 days? (A job that you had to apply for and you
receive a paycheck)
A. Self-employed
Family Business
Military
Sheltered employment (most people there have disabilities)
Supported employment (paid work in the community with support services)
Community employment (paid work in the community with no support services)
Other

@TMmoONw

Postsecondary Enroliment

10. At any time since leaving high school, have you ever been enrolled in any type of school, training or
education program?
A. Yes
B. No

11. What type of school/training program did you enroll in?
A. College/University to earn a 4 or more year degree
Community or Technical College to obtain a 2-year degree
Vocational/Technical School - less than a 2-year degree program
College program for students with intellectual and developmental disabilities (e.g., IDEAL,
NextSteps, TigerLife, FUTURE, EDGE)
E. Vocational Rehabilitation
F. High school completion document or certificate - Adult Basic Education/GED
G. Short-term education or employment training program (WIA, Job Corps, etc.)
H
l.
J.

ONw

Church mission, VISTA, Peace Corp, AmeriTech, etc.
Enrolled in studies while incarcerated in jail or prison
Other

12. Did you complete at least one term, such as a semester or trimester?
A. Yes

Division of Special Populations and Student Support * 710 James Robertson Parkway * 11% Floor « Nashville, TN 37243
Tel: (615) 741-3834 « Fax: (615) 532-9412 - tn.gov/education
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B. No

13. What is the highest level of education you would like to reach?
A. High School diploma or GED
B. Licensure, certificate, or diploma from a technical, business or trade school
C. Associate's Degree
D. Bachelor's degree
E. Graduate degree
F. Don't know/no preference

14. Do you plan to attend school sometime in the future?
A. Yes
B. No

Living Arrangements and Survey End

15. Where did you live during most of the year?
A. In(rented/leased/purchased) apartment/home
With family or a family member
In student housing (dormitory or residence hall
In apartment or group residence that provides special assistance/supervision
In military housing/barracks

moNw

16. Who provided information for this form?
A. Student (self-report) who left last year
B. Parent
C. Friend or family member
D. Other

17. We are done. Thank you very much for your time and input. If you have any comments you want to

share about this survey, please share them.

This survey is being administered by the Emerging Technology Center of East Tennessee State University
(ETSU). All submitted data is encrypted and transferred to a secure server and survey participants are

anonymous.

Division of Special Populations and Student Support * 710 James Robertson Parkway * 11% Floor « Nashville, TN 37243

Tel: (615) 741-3834 « Fax: (615) 532-9412 - tn.gov/education
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Self-Assessment Overview

Complete the self-assessment within formstack at the following link.

Below is an overview for your team to work through. You can copy/paste your write up into the self-assessment.

Disproportionality Review Panel

Use the prompts below to outline your district’'s current procedures as well as any action items to improve upon current procedures as they relate
to identified areas of disproportionality. The purpose of completing this self-assessment is to determine whether the identified areas of
disproportionality are due to inappropriate policies, practices, and/or procedures; therefore the prompted descriptions should elicit a
comprehensive description of the practices currently in place. Do not include any student identifiable information in your responses.

For each area below your team will need to describe:

a. District practices, policies, and procedures related to the area
b. ldentified areas of improvement and action plan

Area

Describe

Differentiated
instructional
practices

professional development completed by the district as it relates to differentiation, universal design for learning, and/or
intervention/enrichment opportunities. (include frequency and audiences

differentiation opportunities for academic (e.g., reading, writing, math) and non-academic (e.g., communication, behavior,
social-emotional, and adaptive behavioral needs)

any changes in tier | curriculum/ instructional practices in the past couple of years based on overall district or school needs

Intervention

the universal screening process used to identify student needs (academic and any non-academic provided): include

Reviews

practices frequency for grade bands
how intervention needs are determined
types of interventions are provided pre-referral for academic (e.g., reading, writing, math) and non-academic (e.g.,
communication, behavior, social-emotional, and adaptive behavioral) needs
professional development provided to intervention providers on specific intervention materials/ practices
progress monitoring used for academic and non-academic
Overview of any proactive process within the district used to evaluate pre-referral programming (including interventions) and/or dis-
District proportionate representation within in the district
Internal any steps the district takes to review the ethnic composition of pre-referral strategies and interventions/ referral decisions
Annual any past changes made based on internal reviews




https://stateoftennessee.formstack.com/forms/district_selfassessment



Area Describe
Referral referral policy and procedures
district monitoring process to ensure referral procedures are followed
professional development for educators related to referral procedures (include frequency and audience)
school and/or district data review process related to referrals (e.g., number of referrals, by subgroup, by grade, etc.)
Evaluation/ team members involved in evaluations for identified disproportionate disability(-ies) and typical portions they complete

Re-evaluation

assessment specialists involvement in referral/ consent for evaluation

reevaluation process (scheduling of re-evaluations, who completes the reevaluation summary report, who attends meetings
to determine re-evaluation needs, who completes testing, etc.)

process for deciding which assessment instrument to use and which scores best represent the student's ability

assessment instruments used when evaluating for identified disproportionate disability(-ies)

professional development related to evaluation practices (include audience and frequency) and in cultural sensitivity

Eligibility sources considered when making eligibility decisions
data related to number of referrals/ number eligible for identified disproportionate disability(-ies)
team members (roles) who attend eligibility meetings

Placement who attends initial IEP meetings
professional development related to programming needs for identified disproportionate disability(-ies) and general IEP
development
data regarding specific types of services/ placements and subgroup information (e.g., number of students identified under
disproportionate disability placed in CDC environment, separate schools, behavior classrooms, etc.)

Overall any proactive process within the district used to evaluate eligibility data and/or dis-proportionate representation within in

district review

the district

any steps the district takes to review the ethnic composition of special education programs (including placements, LRE,
progress on goals, etc.)

any past changes made based on internal reviews






As a team, after reviewing all the information above, rate where you fall in each area below. If you need assistance with an action plan, a consultant
or an appropriate TDOE team member will follow up with the district supervisor to provide appropriate technical support.

No action plan Action plan created Need Assistance with action
needed plan

Differentiated instructional
practices

Intervention practices

Overview of District Internal
Annual Reviews

Referral

Evaluation/ Re-evaluation

Eligibility

Placement

Overall district review
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Response Criteria
In order for a district to be compliant for

Number Focus Area Authority each process, the description of each
"Yes" answer below must be met.
Consent for initial The signed informed parental notice &
1 Initial evaluation consent for initial evaluation is documented in
{34 CFR 8300.300} the student’s file.
Prior written notice for : . . . L
5 Initial initial evaluation Prior written notice was provided upon |n|'t|al
{34 CFR §300.503} referral or the parent's request for evaluation.
There is evidence of parental input included in
Parent input for initial the student's evaluation (i.e., parent input
3 Initial evaluation form or questionnaire, parent interview
{34 CFR 300.305(a)} documented in the written report, parental
completion of evaluation scales, etc.)
Current educational
based assessment and Current classroom based, local, or state
clseareitane o il assessments, and classroom observations
4 Initial evallation E)may _not be gppro_pria’ie if a stud_ent hai not
een in an educational setting prior to the
(ﬁﬁ CFR 8300.305 (a) evaluation)
Evaluation(s) use a variety of assessment
tools and avoid using a single measure or
Evaluation procedures assess_m_ent as t_h(_a_sole criterion for
follow IDEA qleter_m!mng ellglb_ll_lty; are culturally and
5 Initial requirements !mg_u_|st|cally sensitive, and meets the
as indicated by |nd.|V|duaI ngeds of the stuc_ie_nt; measures are
{34 CFR 300.304} valid and rgllable; are admllnlsterec.J by trained
’ personnel in accordance with publisher
guidelines; assess the child in all areas of
suspected disabilities and referral concerns.
Disability eligibility
standards are met &
N gsg:t‘zgg;ega;)not?e All disability standards & procedures have
6 Initial (34 CER been m_et & documer_1ted in the student’s
§300.305(2)(2)()} evaluation report or file.
{TN R&R 0520-1-9-.02
& 0520-1-9-.11}
Documentation that the meeting invitation was
Invitation to meeting for sent to parents at least 10 dayg prior to the
eligibility and placement meeting date. T_he 10 days, which must pass
3 {34 CFR befpre the meeting may_be convened, may be
7 Initial §300.322(a)(1)} waived by the parent (with documentation)

{TN R&R 0520-1-9-.14,
15}

after the parent has received notice (such as
signed receipt or documentation of phone call)
that the LEA wants to convene an IEP
meeting.






Consent for initial

8 Initial placement The initial IEP signed by the parent is in the
{34 CFR student’s file.
§300.300(b)(1)}
Prior written notice for
9 Initial eligibility and initial Prior written notice was provided upon
placement eligibility determination and initial placement.
{34 CFR §300.503}
N The student's eligibility report is current and
10 Initial gilrrgg;eggg)lggé b))} indicates current primary disability as
' determined by the evaluation.
Ruled out lack of: There is evidence in the file that the IEP team
reading / math / LEP as | concluded that the determinant factor for the
determinant factor for student’s disability was not due to lack of
11 Initial disability appropriate instruction in reading, including
determination the essential components of reading
{34 CFR instruction, lack of appropriate instruction in
§300.306(b)(1)(i)(ii)(iii)} math, or limited English proficiency.
Elicibility determined b Eligibility was determined by a group of
12 Initial anglEP tyeam y qualified professionals including the
{34 CFR §300.306} interpreter of test results. Interpreter of results
' must sign as a team member.
Parent received copv of There is documentation of parental receipt of
written reort usedpy the written report. When parent (or the
13 Initial in this eli F;bilit student, if age 18) was not in attendance, the
(34 CFRg§300y306} date & name of the person providing the
) report must be documented.
There is documentation that the most recent
meeting invitation sent to parents at least 10
days prior to the meeting date. The 10 days,
Invitation to meetin which must pass before the meeting may be
{34 CFR 9 convened, may be waived by the parent (with
14 IEP §300.322(a)(1)} documentation) after the parent has received
TN R&R 0520-1-9-.14 | Notice that the district wants to convene an
15) - IEP meeting. Thereafter, the meeting may be
held prior to the expiration of the 10 days.
Note: Through online monitoring, it may be
necessary to view the uploaded document to
verify parent waived the meeting.
15 IEP !{gi é?:vllqsed EmmEly No more than 365 days have passed since
: the most recent IEP was written.
8300.324(b)(2)(i)}
16 IEP Medical information Medical information is included or states "No
medical concerns at this time."
Strength statement is written in positive terms,
17 IEP {S;chegésggegg?;(a)(i)} includes, but is not limited to, academic
' area(s), and describes "who" the student is.
18 IEP PRV EO TS Parent concerns are documented.

34 CFR 8§300.324(a)(ii)}






How the child’s disability
affects his/her
performance in the

There is a statement of how the disability
affects the child’s involvement & progress in
the general curriculum (i.e., the same

19 IEP curriculum as non-disabled children). For
classroom hool child iate. how th
(34 CFR g.resg'l_?o ;:f i tre:[?], ashgllg.propr![g e, t'OW' e
- isability affects the child's participation in
S0 =R appropriate activities.
Consideration of special
Factors: All special factors are identified &
20 IEP addressed in areas of appropriately addressed in the IEP or there
IEP are no special factors identified and these
{34 CFR 8300.324 items are documented in the IEP.
@)}
Present Levels of
Performance: Source & . .
. . The source of information used for
date of information & - o
. determining the child’s present levels of
21 IEP exceptional ; . .
areas academic achievement & functional
{34 CFR performance is current.
§300.320(a)(1)}
. The goals address each area identified as
Annual goals: address : "
exceptional in the present levels of
all present levels of
22 IEP erformance areas performance.
P Note: Alt assessment requires goals &
{34 CFR 8300.320 (a)} L
objectives.
Measurable Annual
Goals: measurable &
contain the The goals are measurable. All educational
criteria for mastery & needs that result from the child's disabilities
23 IEP ’ .
method of evaluation are addressed in one or more measurable
annual goals.
{34 CFR
§300.320(a)(2)(i)}
The IEP includes classroom accommodations
that allow student demonstration of academic
Proaram particioation & functional achievement aligned with the
g P P student's district & state-wide assessments or
24 IEP {34 CFR dati ded h —
§300.320(a)(6)(i)} no accommodations are needed or there are
' no state- or district-wide assessments
required for this student, which are
documented in the IEP.
: Accommodations needed to measure the
Accommodations on . : ;
o academic achievement & functional
state & district _—
5 IEP - performance of the student on state & district
5 assessments :
Assessment {34 CFR assessments are documented in the IEP or
§300.320(2)(6)(i)} there are no state or district assessments

required for this student.






Tennessee alternate
assessment:
participation

The student’s Tennessee Alternate
Assessment Participation Requirements are

26 AssIeEsZrhent requirements in completed & documented in the IEP. Goals &
alternate assessment objectives must be addressed with Tennessee
{34 CFR alternate assessment participation.
§300.320(a)(6)(ii)(A)(B)}
There is documentation of IEP placement
review at intervals of 30 school days by the
Review of homebound IEP team when the student is receiving
IEP - IEP homebound services. Acceptable
27 documentation varies depending on reason
FemEeE g)l\(lbgz}&R L placement. Examples may include medical
or behavior documentation if applicable).
Justification for homebound placement is
documented.
Special Education direct | The projected date for the beginning of
)8 IEP &/or related services services and the anticipated frequency,
{34 CFR 8300.320 (a) location, and duration of the services are
isted which address the identified needs.
@)} listed which add he identified d
Ec))(':er:r:ihc? Zttlédem il There is data and an explanation of the
29 IEP in thF:a re Slar classroom extent, if any, that the student will not be
(34 CFRg participating with non-disabled children in the
§300.320(2)(4)(5)} regular class.
The student is educated in the school that he
Attend school of zone or she would attend if non-disabled unless the
. c team determines services are to be
30 IEP {34 CFR 8300.116(c)} IEP d i i b
provided through an alternate placement.
{34 CFR ided th h I I
§300.116(b)(2)(3)} Pre-school: School may be as close as
possible to the child's home & based on IEP.
31 IEP ép;egglétransportaﬂon The IEP documents special transportation
§300.34(c)(16)} services were addressed.
Extended school year The IEP documents ESY services were
32 IEP (ESY) addressed and includes determination data
{34 CFR §300.106} listed in the ESY section of the IEP.
Informed parental There is documentation that the legal parent
consent- ?0 osed (or the student at age 18) has been informed
33 IEP roqram Fi)n IEP of all procedural safeguards listed in the
?34gCFR 300.9} “Informed Parental Consent" section of the
) IEP.
All IEP required team members were present
& documentation that they participated was
IEP members as provided. IDEA required members are:
34 IEP appropriate parent(s) of the child, special education

{34 CFR 300.321(a)(1)}

teacher, general education teacher, LEA
representative, interpreter of results, student
(as appropriate), & others with knowledge or
special expertise about the student.






Documented student
progress

Special education progress reports were
included the student's file to document his/her
progress toward each annual goal and
objective. These progress reports must be
sent to the parents of students with disabilities

35 IEP at the same frequency as progress
g;l(gz; SlDD reports/report cards that are sent to the
parents of non-disabled students. Moreover,
the frequency of progress reporting must
match the reporting periods in EasylEP (i.e.,
every 4 1/2 weeks or every 9 weeks).
el wrl_tten notlc_e e Prior written notice was provided for the
change in educational . : .
current IEP if any changes in educational
36 IEP placement and/or the s
- placement or the provision of FAPE were
provision of FAPE {34 made
CFR 8300.503} '
If the invitation indicated that a draft IEP was
Draft IEP developed, the draft IEP was provided to the
37 IEP {TN R&R 0520-01-09- parent(s) at least 48 hours prior to the
.15} scheduled meeting time or the parent(s)
declined a copy of the draft.
Focused plan of study There is written documentation the IEP team
33 Transition by age 14 or grade 9 developed a four year plan of focused and
{TN R&R 0520-01-09- purposeful high school study prior to the
.12(4)} student's 9th grade year or by age 14.
Measurable Prior to grade 9 OR age 14, the student’s IEP
postsecondary goals at | includes measurable post-secondary goals in
39 Transition age 14 or grade 9 the areas of employment, education/training &
{TN R&R 0520-01-09- where appropriate, independent living &
12} community participation.
The school provided written documentation
Transition: student inviting the student to the IEP meeting when
40 Secondary | invitation to meeting the purpose was the consideration of
Transition {34 CFR § postsecondary goals & transition services

300.321(b)(1)}

needed to assist the student in reaching these
goals.






Transition: permission to
invite agency to
transition

For transition services, there is evidence that
the school has obtained parental consent (or
student's consent once the age of majority is

Secondary . reached) before inviting representatives from
41 o meeting and agency o :
Transition A : other participating agencies (e.g. voc. rehab)
invitation to meeting ;
{34 CFR § to a'gte;nd _the IEP tgam meeting OR cher
participating agencies were not required to
300.321(b)(3)} ) =% :
provide transition services.
Transition: measurable There is evidence of a measurable
42 Secondary | postsecondary goal(s) postsecondary goal (or goals) that cover
Transition {34 CFR 8 education or training, employment, & as
300.321(b)(1)} needed, independent living.
Transition: secondary
Secondar transition annual IEP There is evidence of annual IEP goal(s) that
43 Transitior¥ goal(s) will reasonably enable the student to meet the
{34 CFR § secondary transition goal(s).
300.321(b)(1)}
Transition: age- There is evidence that the measurable
S appropriate transition postsecondary goal(s) were based on age-
econdary : I .
44 T " assessment appropriate transition assessment(s). Provide
ransition 4 ;
{34 CFR § a copy of a survey, assessment, or interview
300.321(b)(1)} notes as support (if applicable).
o . There is evidence of transition services in the
Transition: academic & . ) .
; : IEP that focus on improving the academic &
Secondary | functional achievement . :
45 " functional achievement of the student to
UIEIEILE [ EAR 3 facilitate movement from school to post-
300.321(b)(2)} P
school.
UEMEIEHS CELEES G There is evidence that transition services
Szl include courses of study that focus on
Secondary | {34 CFR 8§ ; : : X
46 T improving the academic & functional
Transition 300.321(b)(2)} . i .
achievement of the student to facilitate his/her
{TN R&R 0520-01-09- f hool hool
12} movement from school to post-school.
Documentation that the most recent meeting
invitation was sent to parents at least 10 days
o . prior to the meeting date. The 10 days, which
Invitation to meeting for .
. must pass before the meeting may be
reevaluation : ,
convened, may be waived by the parent (with
47 Reevaluation (e EAR documentation) after the parent has received
§300.322(a)(1)}

{TN R&R 0520-1-9-.14,
15}

notice (such as signed receipt or
documentation of phone call) that the LEA
wants to convene an IEP meeting. Thereafter,
the meeting may be held prior to the
expiration of the 10 days.






Prior written notice for

Documentation verifies that prior written
notice was provided and specifies if a
comprehensive reevaluation is needed OR
the IEP team determined a comprehensive
evaluation was not needed. (i.e.,

48 Reevaluation | reevaluation comprehensive, no testing needed, testing for
{34 CFR 8300.504} program planning only, secondary disability
evaluation, etc.). If a comprehensive
evaluation is needed, the documentation
verifies that prior written notice was sent
BEFORE the evaluation was conducted.
All applicable components of the state
reevaluation summary report are completed,
including:
. . (i) Past evaluation components leading to
Reevaluation review L o )
eligibility decisions, other evaluations, and
49 Reevaluation pSrZCCeESR information provided by the parent;
{§300 305(a)(1), i, iii)} (ii) Current classroom-based, local, or state
' T assessments, & classroom-based
observations;
(iii) Observations by teachers & related
service providers.
Parent input for There is evidence of parental input (or the
} student, if age 18) included in the student’s
50 Reevaluation VG reevaluation (i.e., parent input form or
{34 CFR 8300.305 X : . ,
@2} guestionnaire, parent interview, parental
completion of evaluation scales, etc.).
The IEP determined one of the following and
obtained parental consent for the decision. :
e The student continues to be eligible
and no additional data is needed.
e The student continues to be eligible
but additional data is needed to
: Reevaluation decision determine a secondary disability.
>1 Reevaluation {34 CFR 8§300.300(c)(d)} e A comprehensive evaluation is
needed to determine if the student
continues to have an educational
disability.
If parent did not attend, there is
documentation of attempts to obtain consent
in the file.
Procedural safeguards Parent checked appropriate box and signed
52 Reevaluation | for triennial reevaluation | on decision pages related to receiving and
{34 CFR 8§300.300(c)} understanding procedural safeguards.
Prior written notice for
53 Reevaluation eligibility determination Prior written notice was provided upon

upon reevaluation
(34 CFR § 300.503)

reevaluation determination.






Parental consent for
comprehensive

Consent for comprehensive reevaluation is
present in the file and dated prior to the
evaluation being conducted or IEP team

54 Reevaluation X determined comprehensive evaluation was
reevaluation : .
{34 CFR §300.300(c)} not needed OR t'here is dogumentgthn of
' attempts to obtain consent in the file if the
parent did not attend.
Current Eligibility The student's eligibility report is current and
55 Reevaluation | {34 CFR indicates current primary disability as
§300.303(b)(2)} determined by the evaluation.
Prior written notice for
eligibility determination Prior written notice was provided upon the
56 Reevaluation | from the comprehensive | eligibility determination from the
reevaluation comprehensive reevaluation.
(34 CFR § 300.503)
Disability eligibility
standards are met &
documented in the
57 Reevaluation evaluation report Disability eligibility standards are met &
{34 CFR documented in the evaluation report.
§300.305(a)(2)(i)}
{TN R&R 0520-1-9-.02
& 0520-1-9-.11}
Ruled out lack of Evidence in the file that the IEP team
) concluded that the determinant factor for the
reading/math and LEP D
: student's disability was not due to lack of
: as determinant factor for oo C oo .
58 Reevaluation o S appropriate instruction in reading, including
disability determination ) i
(34 CFR fchetesstgnuall cclszponents (_)ftre_adlpg o
e e instruction, lack of appropriate instruction in
SRS math, or limited English proficiency.
Eligibility was determined by a group of
qualified professionals including the
- S interpreter of test results. Interpreter of results
Eligibility determination ;
. must sign as a team member. The parent
59 Reevaluation | by IEP team . S
agreed & signed the eligibility report OR there
{34 CFR 8300.306} . ) .
is documentation of attempts to obtain
parental participation in the file if the parent
did not attend.
Parent received copv of There is documentation of parental receipt of
written report used F|)r>1/ the written report. When parent (or the student
60 Reevaluation P if age 18 or older) was not in attendance, the

this eligibility
{34 CFR 8300.306}

date and name of the person providing the
report must be documented.
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Federal Fiscal Year | Parent Response Rate

Surveys Conducted by LEAs*

2006 33.00%
2007 28.20%
Surveys Conducted by State Contractor**
2008 15.30%
2009 18.50%
2010 17.90%
2011 18.90%
2012 18.30%
2013 16.20%
2014 17.30%
2015 16.40%
2016 16.20%
2017 16.20%
2018 15.40%

*In 2006 and 2007 surveys were conducted by LEA staff, using only paper copies and manual tabulation
of results. Therefore survey findings may be slightly inflated.

**In FFY 2008, the department began utilizing three methods to distribute surveys (electronic, direct US
mail, and take home surveys). A sampling of students was used instead of a census method and a lower
response rate resulted. From FFY 2009 through FFY 2016, electronic and take home surveys have
continued to be utilized with minimal change in response rate.
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*In 2006 and 2007 surveys were conducted by LEA staff, using only paper copies and manual tabulation
of results. Therefore survey findings may be slightly inflated.

**|n FFY 2008, the department began wutilizing three methods to distribute surveys (electronic, direct US
mail, and take home surveys). A sampling of students was used instead of a census method and a lower
response rate resulted. From FFY 2009 through FFY 2016, electronic and take home surveys have
continued to be utilized with minimal change in response rate.
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*In 2006 and 2007 surveys were conducted by LEA staff, using only paper copies and manual tabulation
of results. Therefore survey findings may be slightly inflated.

**In FFY 2008, the department began utilizing three methods to distribute surveys (electronic, direct US
mail, and take home surveys). A sampling of students was used instead of a census method and a lower
response rate resulted. From FFY 2009 through FFY 2018, electronic and take home surveys have
confinued to be utilized with minimal change in response rate.
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LEA Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices Related to
Significant Discrepancy in Suspension and Expulsion
(APR Indicators 4A / 4B)

LEA Name: Date of Review Data Year Generating this Review:

Review Required for:

[ ] APR Indicator 4A - The rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than ten days in a school year for students with disabilities in an LEA reveals a significant
discrepancy greater than the State established bar (risk ratio of 2.0).

[ ] APR Indicator 4B - The rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than ten days in a school year for students with disabilities in an LEA by race/ethnicity reveals
a significant discrepancy greater than the State established bar (risk ratio).

Instructions for Completing the Reviews: The department is conducting a review of LEA policies, procedures, and practices, the development and implementation of IEPs,
the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and the provision of procedural safeguards for any LEA identified as having a significant discrepancy in the rate of
suspension and expulsion (as defined in APR Indicators 4A and/or 4B). This review must be completed by the LEA and include file reviews of students suspended and/or
expelled for greater than ten days during the school year under review (see attached list). This review will address:

1) LEA Policies

2) Education Information System (EIS) Data Entry Verification 5) Individualized Education Programs (IEPs)

3) General Procedures for Disciplinary Removals 6) Positive Behavior Supports and Interventions
4) Analysis of Suspension Data by Special Education Status or Race/Ethnicity 7) Procedural Safeguards

Review Process: Assemble a team of knowledgeable LEA personnel for this review. Consider representation from special education, general education, , behavior specialists,
school psychologists, administration, etc. Note the individuals and titles where noted on the review form. The lead reviewer may be contacted for any follow up.

Documentation and Evidence: For each area, review noted documentation (information to look at) and look for the evidence (information to look for) in the review. Note
what documentation was reviewed during the review of the LEA’s policies, procedures, and practices.

Determination of Compliance: For each item in the review and based on the review of the team, indicate Y (yes, the LEA is in compliance with the specific regulatory
requirement) or N (no, the LEA is not in compliance) in accordance with the requirements of CFR §300.170. Compliance for some items may be determined solely on the
review of individual student records. Any instance of noncompliance, (i.e., failure to meet the requirements of federal and/or state law/ rule) must be determined as noncompliant.
For other items the LEA may consider additional sources of documentation as indicated on the protocol. The LEA must carefully review findings from all documentation and
evidence to make a determination of compliance for each area reviewed. After completing the review the LEA must send electronically to Joanna Bivins, director of school
psychology and behavior services, at Joanna.Bivins@tn.gov.

Department Review: After receiving the completed LEA review the department will review and determine if the LEA is compliant or noncompliant relative to the rate of
suspensions and expulsions of greater than ten days in a school year for students with disabilities. If noncompliant, next steps will be discussed with the LEA to address
noncompliance.

Tennessee Department of Education May 2019 Review for Indicators 4A/4B
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LEA Review Team

#1 Lead Reviewer (LEA contact) Position

Contact Information

#2

#3

#4

#5

A. General LEA Practices

Answer all items below regarding your LEA practices. You may attach additional documents, but please provide a summary response on this page.

ltems

Response

1. Discuss your school/LEA plan for creating a
positive school climate, including positive behavior
interventions and supports, training provided to
staff, and the outcomes when implemented.

2. Describe any established process for preventing
and/or reducing inappropriate behavior in your
school for students with disabilities.

3. Describe your process for determining when and
how to develop individual behavior intervention
plans for students with disabilities?

4. Examine and describe trends in your discipline
data (e.g., offense codes, number of days
suspended, types of consequences, ISS, 0OSS)
related to students with disabilities, and specifically
by race/ethnicity of students with disabilities.

5. What steps are taken when a student with
disabilities is nearing the 11th day of suspension?

Tennessee Department of Education May 2019
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6. Describe your LEA’s alternative school
placements (i.e., type of placements by grade, how
services are provided, programming) for students
with disabilities suspended more than10 days in a
school year.

7.Define the following terms briefly, based on
district policy:

a) In School Suspension:

b) Out of School Suspension

B. LEA Policies Implemented at Student Level

Documentation

Evidence

Look at:

e Student's Records

o Student's EIS Discipline Record
o Student's EIS Attendance Record

Look for:

o Match between EIS student discipline and attendance records
o Accurate reporting of discipline codes and action/duration codes

In column to the right list EIS number of EACH student required for file reviews. (See department-provided

list.)

For items for each student indicate Y, N*, or NA after reviewing
documentation and evidence.

Provide student EIS number vertically in row immediately below.

1. Have all disciplinary actions resulting in a removal from the classroom setting been entered in the EIS?

2. Are all discipline offense and action codes (consequences) accurate (i.e., standard EIS codes)?

3. Does each discipline record entered match the attendance record?

4. Have LEA policies been followed specific to the application of appropriate consequences for
inappropriate behaviors?

5. Were LEA recommended discipline referral procedures followed consistently?

6. On what date did the 11th cumulative day of removal occur? (mm/ddiyy)

7. Are all suspensions and expulsion end dates entered?

Tennessee Department of Education

May 2019
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8. Are all suspension and expulsion start and end dates entered correctly?

* Any “no” responses must be described in a separate attachment and submitted with this review. In most cases the State will consider a “no” response as
noncompliance. However an LEA may provide an explanation when a policy was not implemented for a given student (EIS #) and item # (e.g., A3) as noted above

for additional consideration.

C. General Procedures for Disciplinary Removals Implemented at Student Level

Documentation

Evidence

Look at: Look for:

o Review each student’s special education record for the school year(s) specified. ¢ Same-day parent notification of disciplinary actions, procedural safeguards

including Prior Written Notice (PWN)
¢ Determination of change of placement decision or documentation of
consultation with a teacher when there was not a change of placement
o Completed manifestation determination reviews, FBAs, BIPs
o Implementation of positive behavior supports and interventions

Procedures The LEA's procedures must be reviewed to ensure the rights of students with disabilities under IDEA are
protected specific to disciplinary actions taken by school principals and superintendents.

For items for each student indicate Y, N*, or NA after
reviewing documentation and evidence.

Provide student EIS number vertically in row immediately below

1. Did school personnel consider any unique circumstances on a case-by-case basis when determining
whether a change of placement was appropriate for this student with a disability who violated a code of
student conduct?

2. Did school personnel ensure that the recommendations in this student’s IEPs were implemented when
conducting a manifestation review?

3. If the manifestation team determined the conduct in question was the direct result of the school’s failure to
implement the IEP, were immediate steps taken to remedy those deficiencies?

4. Was the manifestation determination review conducted within 10 school days of decisions to change
student’s placement as a result of disciplinary actions? If so, answer 4a-c.

Tennessee Department of Education May 2019
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a. Were parents provided same day written notice of the removal, notified in writing of meetings and
provided procedural safeguards, including Prior Written Notice (PWN)?

b. Did teams include the student's parent, an individual from the LEA who is knowledgeable about the
student and interpretation of behavior, and any relevant members of the IEP team as determined by
the parent and the LEA?

c. Was all pertinent information in the student’s files reviewed , including the IEP, any teacher
observations and any relevant information provided by parents?

Did the manifestation determination review form document the following decisions of the team (i.e., the
LEA'’s failure to implement the IEP or the behavior had a direct and substantial relationship to the student’s
disability)?

a. Ifthe conduct was a manifestation of the student’s disability, the IEP team

o conducted a FBA and developed a BIP, if one had not been completed; or

o reviewed the existing BIP and revised, as needed, to address the current behavior(s); and

o returned the student to the placement from which the student was removed (except drugs,
weapons or serious bodily injury removals) unless the parent and LEA mutually agreed to
change the student’s placement.

b. If the conduct was not a manifestation of the student’s disability, the |EP team

o applied the disciplinary action, which may include relevant disciplinary procedures applicable
to students without disabilities;

o convened an |EP Team to develop an IEP that specifies the educational services to enable
the student to continue to participate in the general curriculum, although in another setting,
and to progress toward |IEP goals; and

o provided and implemented a FBA and BIP, as appropriate, to help the student replace
inappropriate behaviors with appropriate ones.

For each subsequent removal beyond 10 cumulative school days that was not a change of placement,
did school personnel, in consultation with at least one teacher of the student, determine, document, and
provide those services needed to enable the student to continue to participate in the general education
curriculum, although in another setting, and to progress toward meeting the IEP goals?

Were positive behavior supports and interventions implemented, as appropriate? Specifically, does the
student's file provide evidence that positive behavior supports and interventions:

e have been considered in |EP development ( present levels of performance, annual goals
services and/or BIPs); and/or
e are imbedded in the school-wide positive system of supports for all students?

Did the IEP Team consistently revise the IEP to address continued target behavior(s), when appropriate?

Explain below or on attachment the system for documenting and tracking disciplinary offenses and consequences:

Tennessee Department of Education May 2019
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* Any “no” responses may be described in separate attachment and submitted with this review. In most cases the department will consider a “no” response as
noncompliance. However an LEA may provide an explanation when a policy was not implemented for a given student (EIS #) and item # (e.g., A3) as noted above
for additional consideration.
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Introduction

As per the Individuals with Disabilities Educational Act (IDEA) of 2004, states are required to develop
and send out local determinations to each school district, measuring performance across 17 indicators.
These indicators are a reflection of the special education policies, practices and procedures employed
by districts across the state. In Tennessee, a series of cut points are used to assign districts to one of
four categories: Meets Requirements, Needs Assistance, Needs Intervention, and Needs Substantial
Intervention. Districts assigned to the Needs Assistance, Needs Intervention, and Needs Substantial
Intervention categories must address flagged indicators of particularly low performance in ePlan and
address them in their district's overall plan. For districts determined Needs Intervention and Needs
Substantial Intervention, staff from the Tennessee Department of Education (department) will conduct
site visits to assess current needs of the district and how the department can support the district in the
coming years.

This Self-Assessment for Continuous Improvement Protocol is designed to facilitate discussion and
assess the district's special education policies, practices, and procedures in order to identify
improvement activities. Through this process, department staff will collaborate with the district to
develop an action plan to improve upon the special education policies, practices, and procedures that
led to low performance on the local determinations.

Instructions

Upon being notified of a Needs Assistance or Needs Intervention status, this Self-Assessment for
Continuous Improvement Protocol will be shared with the supervisor/director of special education
programs. Only those sections relevant to the findings will be used for this particular program
improvement planning process, but other sections can certainly guide a district’s future program
improvement activities. The director/supervisor and/or other appropriate staff are asked to
thoughtfully consider items and evaluate the district’s policies, procedures, and activities accordingly.
Regional consultants will be available for consultation and support during the entire process. A level of
technical assistance will be decided upon with the regional consultant and take into account individual
district needs and capacity. Once a program improvement plan is put into place, consultation and
guidance will be available until the improvements are deemed successful. At that point, the district will
receive a letter stating that the improvement plan has been implemented and no further action is
required.





Indicator One: Graduation Rate

Percent of students with disabilities (SWDs) graduating with a regular diploma.
Target is based on accountability data and a growth model of improvement from one year to the next for each
individual district.

Discuss the resources and services provided to ensure successful graduation of SWDs.
Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:
Answer NO if the practice occurs Activities must be included if the district has not
inconsistently, infrequently, or never. Spaceis met the target for this indicator. If appropriate,
provided at the bottom to note particular activities should be planned for individual
schools or district-wide issues. schools as well as district-wide activities.

1. Does the district have policies and procedures
in place to actively promote planning for
students with disabilities to graduate on time
and do all schools do a satisfactory job of
proactively planning?

YES NO

2. Do all schools have quality early warning
systems (i.e., tracking of behavioral/social-
emotional issues, suspension/expulsion,
attendance, credit acquisition, previous
retentions) to identify students at risk of not
graduating on time and do those early warning
systems have an adequate process for
intervening quickly?

YES NO

3. Do all schools have a standardized process in
place to monitor credit acquisition and
intervene at any point needed?

YES NO

4. Do all schools have a process in place to plan a
course of study for students with disabilities
and does that process yield a rigorous but
individualized course of study designed to
meet that student's unique needs?

YES NO






5. Do all schools do a satisfactory job of ensuring
that students with disabilities have access to
credit bearing, core curriculum?

YES NO

6. Do both the district and individual schools
have a satisfactory process for determining the
least restrictive environment that is based
both in data and the principles outlined in
IDEA?

YES NO

7. Are alternative education options for students
with disabilities adequate in number and
appropriateness? Is there an effort to find out
if students who don't graduate failed to use
those options, and if so, why?

YES NO

8. Are the special education services offered in
alternative education programs adequate to
meet the needs of all students with
disabilities?

YES NO

0

Are students with disabilities able to access an
adequate number and type of career and
technical education (CTE) courses and are
there enough available appropriate options for
students with disabilities in CTE programs?

YES NO

10. Are CTE course accommodations and
modifications appropriate and are students in
CTE courses successful?

YES NO

11. Is there a satisfactory number of students
involved in work based learning and are there
appropriate opportunities for students with
disabilities in work based learning?

YES NO






12. Are the transition services provided to
students with disabilities high quality and
effective?

YES NO

13. Are students appropriately enrolled in 6107
(i.e., special education transition) versus 6105
(i.e., career practicum) and are teachers fully
informed regarding the difference?

YES NO

14. Is the data collected to plan and provide
transition services adequate? Consider the
types of transition assessments, the frequency
of assessment, the use of the data, and if all
results are shared with the studentin a
meaningful way.

YES NO

15. Do the district and all schools have effective
procedures in place to actively involve
students in the transition planning process?

YES NO

16. Are the assessments used to determine
measurable post-secondary goals adequate to
help produce meaningful, realistic goals?

YES NO

17. Is the individual student's progress toward
meeting transition goals monitored effectively?

YES NO

18. Are outside agencies involved in the transition
planning for students with disabilities in a
meaningful way and is the district satisfied
with the quality of the services delivered by
outside agencies?

YES NO






19. Does the district provide adequate training on
the various diploma options and their
requirements?

YES NO

Evidence
[IStaff interviews
[(OStudent interviews
Other

LJReview of selected IEPs/transition plans
OSamples of transition assessments
OStudent schedules

Department of Education Evaluation/Comments/Best Practices






Indicator Two: Dropout Rate

Percent of SWDs dropping out of high school.

Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder

groups.
Discuss the resources and services provided to prevent SWDs from dropping out of high school.

Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently.
Answer NO if the practice occurs
inconsistently, infrequently, or never. Space is
provided at the bottom to note particular
schools or district-wide issues.
1. Does the district regularly analyze drop out data
for students with disabilities? Examples of data:
e How many students drop out after the age
of 18
e How many students drop out before the
age of 18
¢ How many students who drop out were
previously retained
¢ How many students who dropped out
previously failed one or more credit
bearing course
e Why the student dropped out
¢ What services did the student fail to use
that may have prevented dropping out

YES

NO

Improvement Plan Activity:

Activities must be included if the district has not
met the target for this indicator. If appropriate,
activities should be planned for individual
schools as well as district-wide activities.

2. Do all schools have quality early warning
systems (i.e., tracking of behavioral/social-
emotional issues, suspension/expulsion,
attendance, credit acquisition, previous
retentions) to identify students at risk of
dropping out and do those early warning
systems have an adequate process for
intervening quickly?

YES

NO

3. Are alternative education options for students
with disabilities adequate in number and
appropriateness? Is there an effort to find out if
students who drop out failed to use those
options, and if so, why?

NO

YES






4. Are wrap around supports are provided to
students/families at risk for dropping out? Is an
adequate amount of quality wrap around
services available? Is providing wrap around
service seen as a function of special education
or are other staff such as guidance and
administration involved?

YES NO

5. Are families authentically involved in the
process of preventing drop out? Is that
involvement of the type and amount needed?

YES NO

6. Do all schools have a standardized process in
place to monitor credit acquisition and
intervene at any point needed?

YES NO

7. Does the district have policies and procedures
in place to actively promote planning for
students with disabilities to graduate on time
and do all schools do a satisfactory job of
proactively planning?

YES NO

8. Do all schools have a process in place to plan a
course of study for students with disabilities
and does that process yield a rigorous but
individualized course of study designed to meet
that student’s unique needs?

YES NO

9. Do all schools do a satisfactory job of ensuring
that students with disabilities have access to
credit bearing, core curriculum?

YES NO

10. Are students with disabilities able to access an
adequate number and type of career and
technical education (CTE) courses and are there
enough available appropriate options for
students with disabilities in CTE programs?

YES NO






11. Are CTE course accommodations and
modifications appropriate and are students in
CTE courses successful?

YES NO

12. Is there a satisfactory number of students
involved in work based learning and are there
appropriate opportunities for students with
disabilities in work based learning?

YES NO

13. Are the transition services provided for
students with disabilities high quality and
effective?

YES NO

14. Are students appropriately enrolled in 6107
(i.e., special education transition) versus 6105
(i.e., career practicum) and are teachers fully
informed regarding the difference?

YES NO

15. Is the data collected to plan and provide
transition services adequate? Consider the
types of transition assessments, the frequency
of assessment, the use of the data, and if all
results are shared with the studentin a
meaningful way.

YES NO

16. Do the district and all schools have effective
procedures in place to actively involve students
in the transition planning process?

YES NO

17. Are the assessments used to determine
measurable post-secondary goals adequate to
help produce meaningful, realistic goals?

YES NO






18. Is the individual student’s progress toward
meeting transition goals monitored effectively?

YES

NO

19. Are outside agencies involved in the transition
planning for students with disabilities in a
meaningful way, and is the district satisfied with
the quality of the services delivered by outside
agencies?

YES

NO

20. Do the district and individual schools have a
satisfactory process for determining the least
restrictive environment that is based both in
data and the principles outlined in IDEA?

YES

NO

21. Does the district provide adequate training on
the various diploma options and their
requirements?

YES

NO

OJReview of selected IEPs/transition plans
OSamples of transition assessments
LIStudent schedules

Evidence

OJStaff interviews
OStudent interviews
OOther

Department of Education Evaluation/Comments/Best Practices






Indicator Three: Statewide Assessment

A) No longer used.

B) Participation rate for students with disabilities (SWDs) in statewide assessments

Target is 95 percent participation of SWDs on the statewide assessments.

C) Proficiency rate for SWDs on statewide assessments.

Target is established based on accountability data for English language arts (ELA) and math and high school

end-of-course (EOC) assessments. The target is an increase in percent of students scoring on track or mastered

from the previous year. Local determinations include growth from one year to the next.
Discuss the resources and services provided to ensure successful outcomes for SWDs.

Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:

Answer NO if the practice occurs inconsistently, Activities must be included if the district has

infrequently, or never. Space is provided at the not met the target for this indicator. If

bottom to note particular schools or district- appropriate, activities should be planned for
wide issues. individual schools as well as district-wide
activities.

1. Does the district have a high quality Response to
Instruction and Intervention (RTI2) framework in
place that is effective and has proven to have
strong Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier Il components in
addition to special education intervention?

YES NO

2. Does the district do an adequate job of ensuring
that students with disabilities have access to
core instruction? Do the schools ensure students
with disabilities receive intervention in addition
to core instruction?

YES NO

3. Does the district prepare an analysis of student
achievement data for students with disabilities
and share that data with school level staff?

YES NO

4. Does the district do any comparative study of
the achievement of students with disabilities
using similar districts or a comparative study
among schools in the district? If so, is that data
shared?

YES NO






Does the district investigate and identify
possible causes for the lack of progress?
Examples: core replacement services versus
inclusion services, poor curriculum alignment,
assessment or instructional materials not
properly aligned to needs, professional
development needed, personnel qualifications,
staff turnover, student attendance, failure to
implement IEPs, etc.

YES NO

Does the district regularly engage in evaluating
the quality and effectiveness of the special
education program? Is that process formal and
does it yield effective program improvement
activity?

YES NO

Does the district have an adequate induction
program for new special education teachers that
includes training on writing high-quality,
effective IEPs? Does the district provide new
special education teachers support to ensure
that high-quality, effective IEPs are in place for
every child?

YES NO

Is the district committed to providing high-
quality, differentiated classroom instruction for
students with disabilities in general education
classrooms? Have general education and special
education teachers been trained on and
implemented the principles of a quality
differentiated classroom?

e (lassroom environment promotes teacher
and student partnership, collective growth,
and student voice

e Curriculum promotes lesson planning is for
engagement, time and support for thinking
and meaning, and teaching up

e Assessment integrated as part of the
learning, is differentiated, and aligned to
what students need to know, understand,
and do

e Feedback provided is clear and actionable

e Instruction focuses on student readiness,
interest, and learning profiles; promotes
student autonomy; utilizes flexible grouping;






and has clearly defined objectives for
students to know, understand, and do

e Classroom leadership and management
where teachers trust students, rich
conversations with students about
differentiation occurs, collaborative problem
solving related to routines and processes
take place, and students have ownership of
learning

e A culture of collaboration where school staff
are provided time and space for co-planning,
general and special education teachers
communicate regarding the needs of all
students, student goals are established
based on a continuum of support and take
into account all educator input, and
professional trust is automatic and visible in
conversations, planning, and the structure of
the school day

YES NO

Does the district engage in collaborative efforts
to promote continuous improvement in
achievement for students with disabilities? This
includes district special education and general
education administration as well as the RTI?
leadership team. Does that collaboration take
place on a regular basis?

YES NO

10.

Have staff received training on the writing of
instructionally appropriate IEPs (IAIEP)?

YES NO

11.

Does the district have a formal process for
monitoring the quality and effectiveness of IEPs?
Does monitoring the quality and effectiveness of
IEPs take place on a regular basis? Does the
district have a standard procedure for correction
and/or improvement of IEP quality?

YES NO






12.

Do district and school staff collaborate to collect
data needed to inform program improvement
decisions for students with disabilities and that
data is used for the purpose intended?

YES NO

13.

Is funding for programs and services adequate
and equitable across the district?
YES NO

14.

Has the district assisted all schools in the
selection of intervention methods and programs
that ensure only high quality, research-based
interventions are being used for students with
disabilities?

YES NO

15.

Are there activities in place to ensure instruction
for students with disabilities is aligned with best
practice? Are special education teachers trained
in:

e Learning and memory techniques that take
into account brain-friendly methods;
facilitate students in making content
personal to them; teach for learning, not
memorization; connect information to what
is already known/mastered; are a blend of
explicit and constructivist, appropriately
matched to student and the content.

e Creating a climate that is motivating and
empowering and focused on student
ownership; uses language as a tool for
empowerment and showing value; and is
appropriately balanced between challenge
and ability.

e Delivering literacy development by teaching
students, not content; understands each
student's literacy strengths and weaknesses;
uses and allows students to create visuals
that are richly and intentionally embedded
with meaning; and teaching that is delivered
through multiple senses to allow maximum
access to new information.

e The three major parts of reading and the
subcategories of each; identifying specific
barriers for each individual student;
recognizing the type and context beneath a
student’s data and uses it to inform
instructional decisions; analyzes all






assessment data to inform present levels
and goals; and uses strategic evaluation
skills, using both needs-based goal
monitoring and broad outcome measures.

e Reading present levels and goals look
beyond symptoms to determine the root
cause of each student's difficulty, are aligned
to individual needs, and are aligned to needs
identified through assessment, including
diagnostics.

e Reading instruction gives frequent, specific
feedback, focused on a growth mindset of
students; adapts during instruction to meet
each student’s needs; is aligned to present
levels and goals; is specific, targeted, and
focused, usually on underlying or
prerequisite skills; systematic and designed
to scaffold and build in layers toward the
student's goal(s); and is always working
toward the goal of reading for full
understanding (meaning is always the end
goal).

YES NO

16.

Are the available resources for special education
interventions adequate and producing the
desired results? Are intervention programs and
materials regularly assessed for effectiveness?

YES NO

17.

Does the school have a high-quality method of
fidelity implementation? Is fidelity checked for all
types of services and settings? Is the information
collected used to make program adjustments?

YES NO

18.

Does the district provide high-quality, skills-
based professional development to all staff
geared toward improving achievement for
students with disabilities? Is that professional
development continually assessed for
effectiveness and results?

YES NO






19.

Does the district actively promote parent
engagement and give schools the tools, skills,
and incentives to build strong family
engagement activities? Does the district actively
and authentically involve parents in improving
achievement?

YES NO

20.

How is student progress reviewed to ensure
appropriate interventions and services? Does
the IEP team consistently evaluate programs and
services in light of student progress? Are
students with flat or declining progress “caught”
quickly and program adjustments made?

YES NO

21.

Does the school formally engage in an analysis
of achievement of students with disabilities and
investigate and identify possible causes for lack
of progress? Is that data used to adjust
programs and services either on an individual or
school wide basis? Does the school identify
possible causes for the lack of progress?
Examples: lack of curriculum alignment, use of
assessment or instructional materials not
properly aligned to needs, core replacement
activity, lack of consistent focus on academic
work, lack of needed professional development,
lack of high-quality, highly qualified staff, staff
turnover, student attendance, lack of
implementation of IEPs, etc.

YES NO

22.

For students with academic content goals, does
the progress toward meeting |IEP goals translate
into improved academic performance in both
the general education and special education
classroom? Is that measured and how? Is the
information used to make programming
adjustments?

YES NO






23.

Does the school take measures to make sure
programs and services are delivered based on a
truly individualized approach rather than a short
list menu of available options?

YES NO

24,

Do all schools engage in collaborative efforts
which include school administration, RTI?
leadership team, and general and special
education teachers to promote continuous
improvement in achievement for students with
disabilities? Does that collaboration take place
on a regular basis?

YES NO

25.

Is the staffing process equitable and does it take
into account unique needs of certain schools
based on the unique needs of certain students?
Is an analysis of staffing done that is linked
directly to achievement of students with
disabilities? Is the type and amount of staff
analyzed for appropriateness based in results
for students with disabilities?

YES NO

26.

Are procedures in place to recruit and retain the
highest quality staff? Are staffing patterns for
students with disabilities analyzed with student
progress in mind?

YES NO

27.

Is staffing adequate to deliver all programs
outlined in IEPs?

YES NO

28.

Are the services outlined on the IEP delivered by
certified and high quality staff? If no, what
measures are being taken?

YES NO






29. Do IEP teams do a satisfactory job of
determining appropriate accommodation use?
Are accommodations and modifications
effectively used to maximize placementin the
least restrictive environment and access to core
curriculum?

YES NO

30. Are there processes are in place to ensure
opportunities for general and special education
teachers to collaborate? Is collaborative time
maximized for effective instructional planning?

YES NO

31. Does the district have adequate and effective
procedures to ensure that students with
disabilities participate in statewide assessments
at or above a rate of 95 percent? Are all staff
appropriately trained in the requirements and
how to carry out those procedures?

YES NO

32. Has the district provided adequate training on
participation in the alternate assessment and is
there a system in place to monitor if the criteria
for participation have been met?

YES NO
CJReview of selected IEPs OStudent interviews
OStaff interviews O Classroom observations
OJReview of case manager schedules [IOther

CIReview of paraprofessional schedules
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Indicator Four: Suspensions/Expulsions

A) The percent of students with disabilities (SWDs) who are suspended/expelled for greater than
10 days (can be non-consecutive) in a school year as compared to all other students.

Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups. The indicator addresses the percent of students suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days.

B) The percent of students with disabilities who are suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days

(can be non-consecutive) in a school year as compared to all other students, broken out by

race/ethnicity.

Target is 0 percent of suspensions/expulsions based on race/ethnicity as a result of inappropriate policies,

procedures, and practices of a school district.
Discuss the resources and services provided to address disciplinary actions of SWDs.

Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. | Improvement Plan Activity:

Answer NO if the practice occurs inconsistently, | Activities must be included if the district has

infrequently, or never. Space is provided at the | not met the target for this indicator. If

bottom to note particular schools or district- appropriate, activities should be planned for
wide issues. individual schools as well as district-wide
activities.

1. Does the district offer professional development
to all staff regarding the issues of behavior and
suspension/expulsion for students with
disabilities and suspension/expulsion
discrepancies regarding race and ethnicity? Does
that training include information that is
delivered in a manner that is responsive to the
cultural and linguistic diversity of the student
population and their families? Does the training
inform staff in a manner that promotes better
understanding of the issues of race, ethnicity,
culture and linguistics?

YES NO

2. Are there district level/building level staff
assigned responsibility for collecting and
analyzing data relevant to the
suspension/expulsion rates? Are follow-up
procedures in place? Is this done on a school by
school basis?

YES NO

3. Has the district done a thorough review of all
district policies and procedures in an effort to
ensure no existing policy or procedure that
contributes to the discrepancies?

YES NO






4. |s there an awareness of the data on students
with disabilities by race and ethnicity both on a
district level and school level that includes all
staff?

YES NO

5. Are suspension/expulsion records for students
with disabilities and race and ethnicity carefully
analyzed for root cause? Does the analysis
contain information about what type of
infractions result in the most suspensions? Are
timely interventions put into place based on
those results?

YES NO

6. Have key stakeholders, specifically those
representing the racial, cultural, ethnic and
linguistic diversity of the community, been
involved in the discussion of factors that may be
contributing to the disproportionate
suspension/expulsion rates?

YES NO

7. Does each school have an adequate
infrastructure for positive behavior supports
that prevents most behavioral problems? Does
each school have an adequate process for
evaluating their effectiveness in the area of
behavior? Is there a process in place to
proactively reduce the number of infractions
that result in the most suspensions?

YES NO

8. Does each school have an adequate array of
alternatives to suspension? Are those
alternatives evaluated for effectiveness?

YES NO






9. Does the school-wide infrastructure contain a
process of analyzing problems and determining
whether or not the problem is a child-centered
problem, clarifying whether other students are
demonstrating similar problems, and
considering the problem in light of a student'’s
cultural or linguistic background?

YES NO

10. Does each school have an adequate array of
supports, interventions, and strategies that a
student who is frequently suspended receives to
prevent further suspensions? Are those
supports, interventions, and strategies
responsive to the cultural and linguistic diversity
of the student population? Does the school
actively seek out individuals who are
knowledgeable about the student's cultural and
linguistic background or is knowledgeable about
the impact the student'’s disability might have on
their behavior? What alternative discipline or
consequences are utilized prior to the use of
suspension? Is there a collaborative problem-
solving approach used to provide appropriate
alternatives to suspension/expulsion?

YES NO

11. Are district procedures for conducting functional
behavior assessments (FBAs) and writing
behavior intervention plans (BIPS) adequately?
Has there been adequate training of school staff
on conducting FBAs and writing BIPs? What
training do schools receive regarding
implementing FBAs? Are all levels of staff
trained, certified and non-certified? Is there an
adequate process in place to evaluate the
effectiveness of all BIPs, including the FBA? Are
BIPs and FBAs carefully monitored and updated?

YES NO

12. Are mental health staff, such as counselors,
social workers, and psychologists incorporated
into the support of the student with continuing
behavior concerns? Are those services adequate
in quality and quantity?

YES NO






13. Does the district and each individual school have
quality behavior assessments used to develop
present levels of performance and measurable
annual goal(s)? (Informal, indirect observation,
direct observation, formal, etc.)

YES NO

14. Are IEPs used to guide the FBA and BIP process?
Is this done on a routine basis or are FBAs and
BIPs done only when suspension reaches a limit?

YES NO

15. Is each school's process for re-entry of
suspended or expelled students adequate to get
the student successfully back into the school
routine? Is that process designed to prevent
future suspensions or expulsions? Is there a
formal process in place?

YES NO

16. Does the district do adequate training of all
relevant staff regarding suspension/expulsion
requirements and reporting requirements for
students with disabilities?

YES NO
OReview of selected IEPs OStudent interviews
OJStaff interviews O Classroom observations
OReview of office referral data OOther

OReview of FBA/BIP data
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Indicator Five: Educational Environment (Ages 6-21)

A) The percent of students with disabilities (SWDs) in the regular education setting 80 percent or
more of the day

Target is established based on longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from
stakeholder groups.

B) The percent of students with disabilities in the regular education setting less than 40 percent
of the day

Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.

C) The percent of students with disabilities in separate schools, residential facilities, or
homebound/hospital placements.

Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.

Discuss the resources and services provided to ensure placement in students’ LRE.
Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:
Answer NO if the practice occurs Activities must be included if the district has not
inconsistently, infrequently, or never. Space is met the target for this indicator. If appropriate,
provided at the bottom to note particular activities should be planned for individual
schools or district-wide issues. schools as well as district-wide activities.

1. Does the district have a true continuum of
special education services? Is adequacy of
available services evaluated on a continual
basis? Are all services recommended in IEPs
based in individual needs of students? Is a full
array of services available for any students
with disabilities who needs it, no matter the
age and what school they attend?

YES NO

2. Are students who come to kindergarten with
an IEP in general education for more than 80
percent of the day?

YES NO

3. Does the district provide specific training on
making IEP determinations based in the
principles of least restrictive environment
(LRE)?

YES NO






4. Does quality training take place to increase
schools’ knowledge and skills of adaptations
consistent with IEPs in order to support special
education students with a range of learning
and behavioral needs within the general
education program? Such adaptations include:
e  Curriculum and instructional adaptations
e  Positive behavioral supports
e  Assistive technology
. Peer supports
e  Social skills instruction and support
e  Communication skills training and

facilitation
e Accommodations and modifications
outlined in IEPs

YES NO

5. Does the district provide an adequate amount
of training to general education teachers
regarding knowledge of students’ IEPs and the
ability to implement IEP adaptations in the
general education setting?

YES NO

6. Does the district need to increase
district/building level capacity to support
students with the most significant needs
including students with behavioral challenges,
students with severe multiple disabilities,
and/or students of preschool age?

YES NO

7. Does the district engage in a periodic review of
all students in self-contained classrooms
within the district and considers if their needs
can be met within the general education and
resource/support programs?

YES NO

8. For any student transitioning out of a self-
contained placement, does in-depth planning
take place to consider all transition activity
needed?

YES NO






9. Are students with autism or an intellectual
disability usually placed in self-contained
classrooms? Is an array of services and
settings available for those students? How is
the LRE for a student determined? Are there
any tools used by your staff in making the
determination with the IEP team?

YES NO

10. Does the district engage in periodic review of
all students in out of district placement and
considers if their needs can be met within the
district? Are causes of the need for an out of
district placement analyzed and within district
program changes considered that might allow
an out of district student to return to their
home district? Is a multi-year plan developed
to increase the capacity of the district to serve
the student(s)?

YES NO

11. Does the district engage in periodic review of
any students placed on homebound and
considers if their needs can be met within the
district? Are causes for the need for
homebound services analyzed and within
district program changes considered that
might allow a homebound student to return to
their home school or another school in the
district?

YES NO

12. For any student returning from an out-of-
district placement, does in-depth planning
occur to consider all transition activity
needed?

YES NO

13. Do both general education and special
education staff have the knowledge and skills
of adaptations consistent with IEPs to support
students with disabilities with a range of
learning and behavioral needs within the
general education program? Such adaptations
include:

o differentiated instruction,






e assessment, curriculum, and instructional
adaptations for students with mild to
significant disabilities,

e positive behavioral supports,

e assistive technology,

e peersupports,

e social skills instruction and support, and

e communication skills training and
facilitation.

YES NO

14. Do special and general education
administrators consistently ensure that the
supports contained in IEPs are provided by:
a. observing classrooms,

b. obtaining the appropriate instructional
materials,

c. reviewing documentation kept by teaching
staff regarding the use of and
effectiveness of IEP supports, and

d. meeting with teachers to reflect on
student progress toward IEP goals.

YES NO

15. Are schools able to and encouraged to
increase the amount of time students with
disabilities spend in the least restrictive
environment by increasing services such as:
a. trainingin differentiated instruction and

generalization across settings,

b. ongoing consultative services for staff
including teacher assistants, related arts
staff, etc.,

c. scheduled collaborative planning time for
general and special education staff,

d. in-class support,

e. positive behavioral support programs,
f. assistive technology, and

g. integrated related services.

YES NO

16. Are special education staff fully integrated into
the school community and participate in
building level activities as an equal member of
the staff?

YES NO






17. Do general education and special education
teachers share a weekly common plan time?

YES NO

18. Do special education teachers have access to
all general education resources and
participate as a member of grade level or
content area teams.

YES NO

19. Do special education teachers participate on
district level committees and engage in district
level program improvement activity?

YES NO
Evidence
OReview of selected IEPs OStudent interviews
OStaff interviews O Classroom observations
OJReview of case manager schedules OOther

LJReview of paraprofessional schedules
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Indicator Six: Educational Environment (Ages 3-5)

A) The percent of students with disabilities (SWDs) receiving the majority of their special
education services in the regular early childhood program.

Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.

B) The percent of students with disabilities receiving the majority of their special education
services in a separate class, separate school, or residential facility.

Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.

Discuss the resources and services provided to ensure appropriate
Early Childhood placement.
Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:
Answer NO if the practice occurs Activities must be included if the district has not
inconsistently, infrequently, or never. Space is met the target for this indicator. If appropriate,
provided at the bottom to note particular activities should be planned for individual
schools or district-wide issues. schools as well as district-wide activities.

1. Indicate the number of inclusive/regular
education (50 percent or more children
without a disability) early childhood
classrooms available and currently used to
serve children with disabilities in the district by
the following types:

State Voluntary PreK: ____
Regional Head Start:

Title 1:

Parent pay or district funded: ___
Other (specify)

2. Are at least 10 percent of the district's Head
Start and Voluntary Pre-Kindergarten (VPK)
seats filled with children with disabilities?

YES NO

3. Does the district provide itinerant special
education services in community based child
care programs to any children (ages 3-5) with
disabilities? If so, describe.

YES NO

4. What regular education environments are
currently available and used for children with
disabilities who are three?






Does the staff involved in making IEP decisions
for early childhood students with disabilities
have adequate training regarding the
principles of least restrictive environment
(LRE)? Are those principles applied when
developing every IEP for early childhood
students with disabilities?

YES NO

Has the district reviewed special education
and related services provided to children
placed in a regular early childhood programs
(e.g., integrated therapy, pull-aside in the
classroom, or pull-out) and found them to be
appropriate?

YES NO

When making placement decisions, does the
district ensure the IEP team always begins with
the regular education setting first and only
considers a separate setting or removal from
the regular education setting if the nature or
severity of the disability is such that education
in the regular education classes with the use
of supplementary aids and services cannot be
achieved?

YES NO

What criteria is used to determine that an
inclusive/regular education classroom is or is
not the appropriate placement for a child?

When determining where special education
and related services (e.g., speech, occupational
therapy, physical therapy, etc.) are provided,
does the district follow LRE expectations and
always begin with the assumption that
services will be provided in the regular
education setting unless the nature or severity
of the disability is such that providing those
services within the classroom setting cannot
be achieved?

YES NO






10. What criteria is used to determine whether or

not related services can be provided in an
integrated setting vs a pull-out method?

11.

For those students that need some or all of
their related services conducted outside of the
classroom, what is the process for moving
toward being able to increasingly provide
those services in the classroom setting?

13.

Is there serious consideration of the principles
of LRE when deciding on a service delivery
model? Are decisions made regarding the
most appropriate approach for service
delivery made on an individual basis with
individual needs the top consideration?

YES NO

14. What training has been given to general

education teachers related to students with
disabilities, differentiated instruction, and
classroom management strategies?

15.

Do the IEP services page and LRE statements
clearly indicate where special education and
related services will be taking place?

YES NO

16.

Does each prior written notice clearly and
thoroughly document the rationale for all
placement decisions and the locations of
services, including those for initial IEPs?

YES NO

17.

Does district staff receive adequate training on
collecting, entering, and reporting early
childhood environment data (i.e., Indicator 6)?

YES NO

18.

Is there a process in place for ensuring that all
early childhood IEP environment data for
children ages three through five is reviewed
for accuracy and updated as needed each fall,
prior to the December 1 data pull?

YES NO






19. What are the district's current LRE
determination process or Indicator 6 related
data collection training needs?

Evidence
[COReview of selected IEPs [0 Classroom observations
[IStaff interviews [0 Review of Behavior Intervention Plans
LJReview of case manager schedules LIOther

CIReview of paraprofessional schedules
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Indicator Seven: Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO)

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

Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.

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

Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.

C) Use of appropriate behaviors to meet student’s needs

Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.

Discuss the resources and services provided to ensure appropriate
Early Childhood placement.
Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:

Answer NO if the practice occurs Activities must be included if the district has not
inconsistently, infrequently, or never. Space is met the target for this indicator. If appropriate,
provided at the bottom to note particular activities should be planned for individual
schools or district-wide issues. schools as well as district-wide activities.

1. What staff training on developmentally
appropriate practice/teaching practices and
the use of the Tennessee Early Learning
Developmental Standards (TN-ELDS) has taken
place for all involved in delivering programs
and services to preschool children with
disabilities?

2. What curriculum is the district using for the
early childhood programs?

3. Has the process of determining ECO ratings
been examined, and if any problems have
been found, have corrections been
implemented?

YES NO

4. Has the district ECO data been examined and
areas of concern addressed?

YES NO

5. Is ECO information included in each child’s IEP
file?

YES NO






Are |EPs routinely checked for the
development of appropriate present levels of
educational performance (PLEPs) and
measurable annual goals (MAGs)? Is there a
formal process for continual improvement?

YES NO

Describe the entrance and exit ECO
determination process the district uses.
Include information about parent involvement,
the use of any tools, such as the Child
Outcome Summary Form or anchor
instruments, that are used to inform ECO
determinations.

Are all district staff, including those serving
children with disabilities in kindergarten, who
are responsible for collecting entrance and/or
exit data adequately trained on how to
accurately determine ECO ratings?

YES NO

Is there a process in place for new staff or
those new to the ECO determination process
within the district to be trained on ECO?

YES NO

10.

Are ECO refresher trainings provided? If so,
how frequently?

YES NO

11.

In what ways does the district use ECO and
other available data to evaluate program
effectiveness?

12.

What training has been provided regarding
behavior management in early childhood
settings?

13.

Are there behavior intervention plans for
preschool students with disabilities?

YES NO






14. Has early childhood staff been trained
adequately on how to implement behavior
intervention plans (BIPs)?

YES NO

15. What are the district's ECO determination
process or indicator 7 related training needs?

Evidence
[COReview of selected IEPs [0 Classroom observations
[IStaff interviews [0 Review of Behavior Intervention Plans
LJReview of case manager schedules LIOther

CIReview of paraprofessional schedules
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Indicator Eight: Parent Involvement

Percent of parents of students with disabilities (SWDs) who report that schools facilitated parent
involvement as a means to improve services and results for students with disabilities.
Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.

Discuss the resources and services provided to facilitate parental involvement.

Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:

Answer NO if the practice occurs inconsistently, Activities must be included if the district has

infrequently, or never. Space is provided at the not met the target for this indicator. If

bottom to note particular schools or district- appropriate, activities should be planned for

wide issues. individual schools as well as district-wide
activities.

1. Does the district have a formal method to
promote parent involvement in each school that
fully includes and promotes involvement of the
parents of students with disabilities?

YES NO

2. Does the district actively promote and teach
teachers how to involve parents of students with
disabilities? Is this training adequate?

YES NO

3. Does the district provide explicit training
regarding cultural, ethnic, and linguistic
sensitivity?

YES NO

4. Does the district provide explicit training
regarding parent involvement for academic and
behavioral issues?

YES NO

5. Is parental involvement a shared issue for the
district, school administration, and teachers?

YES NO






6. Does the school do an adequate job of making
parents aware of their rights, responsibilities, and
expectations of involvement for their child?

YES NO

7. Does the district provide avenues for parents to
connect with other parents?

YES NO

8. Does both the district and each school offer
supports for parents of students with disabilities?
Are those supports adequate to promote
cooperation and shared goals for students? Are
those supports individualized when necessary?

YES NO

9. Are adequate community resources available to
support parents and families?

YES NO

10. Are the processes in place to support parents in
understanding and participating in the IEP
meetings adequate? Does each school have a
track record of good outcomes in parent
cooperation and involvement?

YES NO

11. Are all parents notified of student progress in a
manner that promotes clear understanding and
solicits cooperation in meeting the student's
goals?

YES NO

12. When conflict arises, does the school take
measures in a timely manner to negotiate the
issue and provide reasonable solutions? Does the
school administration actively support a problem-
solving approach with parents? Do teachers feel
supported in their efforts to negotiate those
issues?

YES NO

Evidence

2





[JReview of selected IEPs
[IStaff interviews
CIParent interviews
Other
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Indicator Nine: Disproportionate Representation in Special Education

Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special
education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.
Target is zero percent of students identified with a disability based on race/ethnicity.

Discuss the resources and services provided to address timely evaluations.
Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:
Answer NO if the practice occurs inconsistently, Activities must be included if the district has
infrequently, or never. Space is provided at the = not met the target for this indicator. If
bottom to note particular schools or district- appropriate, activities should be planned for
wide issues. individual schools as well as district-wide

activities.

1. Has the district reviewed its written procedures
for location, referral, and identification to ensure
no contributing factors in the procedures
contribute to disproportionate representation?

YES NO

2. What professional development takes place
regarding location, referral, and identification?

YES NO

3. Is that professional development delivered in a
manner that is responsive to the cultural and
linguistic diversity of the district's student
population and their families?

YES NO

4. Does the district have a process for analyzing
data for the purposes of identifying disparities
among racial/ethnic groups?

YES NO

5. Does the district identify specific schools where
disproportional referral rates are most
pronounced?

YES NO

6. Are all the stakeholders (from the district level to
the individual teacher) aware of the
disproportionality?

YES NO






7. Has the district leadership in conjunction with
the schools involved met to examine causes of
the disproportionality?

YES NO

8. Does the district provide professional
development and other opportunities to increase
understanding of the ways in which race, culture,
ethnicity, and language can influence student
learning and achievement?

YES NO

9. Does the district analyze the effectiveness of
interventions to identify systemic rather than
child centered patterns of academic and
behavioral difficulties at the district, school, and
classroom level?

YES NO

10. Are the school level staff involved in planning and
delivering interventions trained in the issues of
disproportionality?

YES NO

11. Do school staff delivering intervention take active
steps to consider each child’s cultural
background?

YES NO

12. Do school staff delivering interventions actively
consider whether the problem exhibited by the
student may be a result of factors other than that
individual child?

YES NO

13. Does the school have an oversight mechanism to
ensure interventions are applied equitably to all
students?

YES NO






14. Does the district analyze the effectiveness of
interventions to identify systemic rather than
child-centered patterns of academic and
behavioral difficulties at the district, building, and
classroom levels?

YES NO

15. Does that review and analysis focus on the extent
to which the following factors are responsive to
the racial, cultural, and linguistic diversity of the
student population:

a) Range of general education programs and
supports within the district

b) School behavioral and disciplinary rules and
consequences

c) Staffing patterns (years of experience, highly
qualified, fully certified, diversity, shortages)

d) School climate

e) Curricula

f) Instructional organization (including
differentiated instruction), materials,
resources)

g) Methods of evaluating student progress

h) Family involvement and family/school
collaboration

YES NO

16. Does the district use the information from the
data analyses to improve general instructional
practices?

YES NO

Bilingual Considerations

1. Do school personnel have a relevant knowledge
base regarding bilingual and English learners?

YES NO

2. Do school personnel have a relevant knowledge
base regarding second language acquisition and
the relationship of native language proficiency to
the development of English?

YES NO






3. Do school personnel have a relevant knowledge
base regarding best practices for assessment of
students who are not proficient in English?

YES NO

4. Areinstructional/intervention strategies in
general education/ bilingual programs identified,
implemented and evaluated for effectiveness on
the student level, building level, and district level?

YES NO

5. Isinformation being gathered, from a variety of
sources, over a period of time, which assists in
the determination of language difference versus
disability?

YES NO

6. Are the district's identification procedures
coordinated with the process for the
identification of eligible limited English
proficiency students as specified in Tennessee
rules, regulations, and minimum standards?

YES NO

7. Does the identification process ensure
collaborating with staff responsible for the
provision of bilingual services?

YES NO

8. Are parents invited to attend meetings to discuss
the child's academic, behavioral, communication
difficulties in an equitable manner?

YES NO

9. Are non-English speaking parents provided with a
translator and written translated copies of
reports and documents if needed?

YES NO






10. Do parents from racially, culturally, ethnically,
and linguistically diverse backgrounds attend
general education intervention meetings at equal
rates?

YES NO

11. Are parents equally prepared to participate and
contribute information in meetings to discuss the
provision of general education interventions?

YES NO

12. Does the referral team use the instrument
selection form to determine the most
appropriate assessment to use an evaluation to
mediate cultural and linguistic differences?

YES NO

13. Does the district have nonverbal cognitive
assessments that can be used to assess students
who are not proficient in English?

YES NO

14. Does the teacher for English learners participate
in evaluations of English learner students?

YES NO
Evidence
LJReview of selected special education files [JReview of psycho-educational evaluations
OIStaff interviews ClOther

OIDistrict referral procedures

TDOE Evaluation/Comments/Best Practices






Indicator Ten: Disproportionate Representation in Specific
Disability Categories
Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific
disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
Target is zero percent of students identified in one of six high-incidence disability categories based on
race/ethnicity.

Discuss the resources and services provided to address timely evaluations.
Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:
Answer NO if the practice occurs inconsistently, Activities must be included if the district has
infrequently, or never. Space is provided at the = not met the target for this indicator. If
bottom to note particular schools or district- appropriate, activities should be planned for
wide issues. individual schools as well as district-wide
activities.

1. Has the district reviewed its written procedures
for location, referral, and identification to ensure
no contributing factors in the procedures
contribute to disproportionate representation in
specific disability categories?

YES NO

2. Does professional development take place
regarding location, referral, and identification?
Does the training cover issues of
disproportionate representation?

YES NO

3. Is that professional development delivered in a
manner that is responsive to the cultural and
linguistic diversity of the district's student
population and their families?

YES NO

4. Does the district identify specific schools where
disproportional identification rates are most
pronounced?

YES NO

5. Are all the stakeholders (from the district level to
the individual teacher) aware of the
disproportionate representation and the specific
categories in which it has occurred?

YES NO






Has the district leadership in conjunction with the
schools involved met to examine causes of the
disproportionate identification in specific
disability categories?

YES NO

Does the district provide professional
development and other opportunities to increase
understanding of the ways in which race, culture,
ethnicity, and language can influence student
learning and achievement?

YES NO

Does the district analyze the effectiveness of
interventions to identify systemic rather than
child centered patterns of academic and
behavioral difficulties at the district, school, and
classroom level?

YES NO

Are the school level staff involved in planning and
delivering interventions trained in the issues of
disproportionate identification in certain
categories of disability?

YES NO

10.

Do school staff delivering intervention take active
steps to consider each child’s cultural
background?

YES NO

11.

Do school staff delivering interventions actively
consider whether the problem exhibited by the
student may be a result of factors other than that
individual child?

YES NO

12.

Does the school have an oversight mechanism to
ensure interventions are applied equitably to all
students?

YES NO






13. Have representative groups of parents been
trained in issues of disproportionate
identification in certain categories?

YES NO

LJReview of selected special education files
OIStaff interviews
OIDistrict referral procedures

Evidence

LJReview of psycho-educational evaluations
CIOther

TDOE Evaluation/Comments/Best Practices






Indicator Eleven: Child Find

Percent of children evaluated within 60 days from parent consent for initial evaluation.
Target is 100 percent.
Discuss the resources and services provided to address timely evaluations.

Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:

Answer NO if the practice occurs inconsistently, Activities must be included if the district has

infrequently, or never. Space is provided at the not met the target for this indicator. If

bottom to note particular schools or district- appropriate, activities should be planned for

wide issues. individual schools as well as district-wide
activities.

1. Are the types and numbers of assessment
specialists employed by the district adequate to
ensure that all students referred are evaluated
within the 60 day timeframe?

YES NO

2. Have written referral procedures been examined
for adequacy? Has the district examined written
referral procedures for any policy or procedure
that might complicate timely evaluations (e.g.,
vision/hearing screenings)?

YES NO

3. Has the district done an adequate job of training
all staff regarding referral procedures?

YES NO

4. What practices are in place to ensure referral
procedures are followed?

YES NO

5. Has the district examined the Response to
Instruction and Intervention (RTI?) procedures,
both on a district and a school by school basis, to
endure that RTI? procedures do not unduly delay
the 60-day timeline for referrals?

YES NO






6. Have the roles and responsibilities of assessment
specialists been examined for appropriateness in
regard to ability to perform timely evaluations?

YES NO

7. Are formal processes in place to monitor initial
evaluation timelines at both the district and
school level? What follow up occurs to ensure
timelines are met?

YES NO

8. Are staff knowledgeable of the criteria for
timeline extension requests? Are requests for
timeline extension requests monitored and
followed up for substance and legitimacy at the
district level?

YES NO

9. Have all assessments and processes used to
determine the need for a special education
referral been examined and found to be
adequate?

YES NO

10. Have all pre-referral interventions used for
students suspected of a disability been examined
for appropriateness? Is progress monitored in a
way that is effective but does not delay an
appropriate referral?

YES NO

11. Is the assessment specialist involved in the
referral process in an effective and appropriate
way and notified of an initial referral in an
efficient manner?

YES NO

12. Are eligibility meetings scheduled in a timely
manner? Are the responsibilities for scheduling
these meetings clear and efficient?

YES NO






13. What practices are in place to ensure parental
participation in initial eligibility determinations?

YES NO

14. Have the roles and responsibilities for

coordination of the referral process been clearly
delineated in every school in your district, and are

processes in place to ensure that referral

procedures have been met prior to a meeting

being scheduled?

YES NO

CJReview of selected special education files
LIStaff interviews
LIDistrict referral procedures

Evidence

CIReview of psycho-educational evaluations
LIOther

Department of Education Evaluation/Comments/Best Practices






Indicator Twelve: Part C to Part B Transition

Percent of children referred from Part C prior to age three who are eligible for Part B and who
have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthday.

Target is 100 percent.

Discuss the resources and services provided to address timely evaluations.

Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently.
Answer NO if the practice occurs inconsistently,
infrequently, or never. Space is provided at the
bottom to note particular schools or district-
wide issues.

1. Is adequate information provided to the parent(s)
at the transition planning conference (TPC) (e.g.,
contact information, next steps, meeting
schedules)?

YES

NO

Improvement Plan Activity:

Activities must be included if the district has
not met the target for this indicator. If
appropriate, activities should be planned for
individual schools as well as district-wide
activities.

2. After a TPC, is an adequate and efficient process
in place to address the referral? Has that process
been communicated to all involved staff with
roles and responsibilities clearly outlined?

YES NO

3. Have the district's evaluation
procedures/schedules (i.e., screenings,
assessments, meetings) for children transitioning
from Tennessee's Early Intervention System (TEIS)
been thoroughly reviewed for adequacy and
efficiency?

YES NO

4, For children transitioning from TEIS, are
procedures in place to ensure that eligibility is
determined by the third birthday? For children
transitioning from TEIS who are determined
eligible for Part B, are procedures in effect to
ensure that the IEP is in place by the third
birthday? Have those procedures, along with staff
roles and responsibilities, been clearly
communicated to all involved?

YES

NO






5. Are summer/school breaks addressed in a
manner that ensures the indicator timeframes
are met?

YES NO

6. Do you have a process the builds in margin and
plans for potential delays due to various
circumstances (e.g., parents, weather, illness, etc.)
while still meeting the third birthday
requirement?

YES NO

7. s the training on the issues of early childhood
transition (i.e., Indicator 12) adequate and
provided to all staff involved?

YES NO

8. For children transitioning from TEIS who did not
have an IEP in place by the third birthday, is there
a concerted effort to get the IEP into place as
quickly as reasonably possible? Are those efforts
tracked by the district?

YES NO

9. Does the district have a process to ensure late
referrals are prioritized and processed as quickly
as reasonably possible and that documentation is
maintained on each late referral?

YES NO

10. What are the district’s current Indicator 12 related
training needs?

Evidence
OJReview of selected special education files CJReview of psycho-educational evaluations
[IStaff interviews IOther

LIDistrict referral procedures

Department of Education Evaluation/Comments/Best Practices










Indicator Thirteen: Secondary Transition with IEP Goals

Percent of youth aged 16 and above with IEPs in place that have appropriate, measurable
postsecondary goals. These goals must be annually updated and based on transition assessment
and transition services, including a course of study that reasonably enables the student to meet
postsecondary and annual IEP goals related to transition service needs. There must be evidence
that the student and (if appropriate) a representative of any participating agency were invited to
the IEP team meeting where transition was discussed with prior consent of the parent or student
who has reached majority age.
Target is 100 percent.

Discuss the resources and services provided to ensure successful secondary transition.
Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:
Answer NO if the practice occurs Activities must be included if the district has not
inconsistently, infrequently, or never. Spaceis met the target for this indicator. If appropriate,
provided at the bottom to note particular activities should be planned for individual
schools or district-wide issues. schools as well as district-wide activities.

1. Does every school in the district have an early
warning system in place that adequately
identifies any student with a disability who is
not on track for successful transition to
postsecondary life? Is successful transition
tracked by the district in a meaningful way?

YES NO

2. Does the district have adequate processes in
place for planning a course of study for
students with disabilities that has a goal of
successful transition? Have all staff been
trained in transition requirements and
processes, including administration and
guidance? Have parents been adequately
trained?

YES NO

3. If needed by the student, does the district
provide opportunities to learn about his or her
own needs, preferences, interests, and desired
postsecondary outcomes?

YES NO

4. Does every school provide sufficient
opportunity for parents’ and other family
members' concerns, preferences, and interests
regarding the students' educational program to
be incorporated into the development of the
|EP?






YES NO

5. Does each school provide sufficient instruction
for the student to participate as actively as
possible in his or her |IEP meetings? If needed
and desired by the student, does the school
provide instruction for the student to lead his
or her own IEP meetings?

YES NO

6. Does the school provide adequate transition
assessments that yield practical information
that can be easily used for transition planning?

YES NO

7. Is the information collected about the student's
interests, preferences, support needs, and
desired postsecondary goals shared among all
concerned including teachers, guidance staff,
case managers, transition coordinators, etc.?

YES NO

8. To the maximum extent possible, do students
with disabilities participate in the school's
guidance and counseling services in a manner
typical of general education students?

YES NO

9. Does each school provide parents and students
with any assistance needed to apply for
eligibility for needed community resources?

YES NO

10. Does the district have adequate numbers and
types of opportunities for students with
disabilities in work based learning? Are those
programs actively evaluated for their
outcomes?

YES NO






11. Has there been an examination of how many
students are enrolled in 6107 (i.e., special
education transition) versus 6105 (i.e., career
practicum)? Are decisions made in a manner
that has each student’s individual needs in
mind?

YES NO

12. Does the district have quality opportunities for
students with disabilities in career technical
education (CTE)? Are the outcomes for students
with disabilities in CTE courses tracked for use
in program improvement activities?

YES NO

13. Do students have a school district staff person
designated as responsible for serving as a
liaison for postsecondary resources and
making referrals for resources as appropriate?
Do liaisons have good working relationships
with representatives of community service
providers or other agencies and are they
knowledgeable about community resources
and the various referral processes?

YES NO

14. Does the district sufficiently inform parents
when community resources may be needed by
students age 14 and older, either presently or
in the future? These services can include but
are not limited to developmental disabilities,
mental health, social security, vocational
rehabilitation, college student support services,
centers for independent living, local community
resources (e.g., YMCA, library), Department of
Human Services, Department of Children’s
Services, assistive technology, transportation
services, etc. Does the district provide
assistance to parents when applying for
eligibility for needed community resources?

YES NO

15. Does the district formally evaluate the quality
of the IEP transition goals and objectives? Does
the district do so in a manner that ensures a
results-oriented process that is focused on
improving the academic and functional






achievement of the student and facilitates the
movement from school to post-school
activities?

YES NO

16. Are all IEP meetings are conducted in a manner
that ensures that the content of and decisions
made for the IEP adequately reflect the
thoughts, concerns, opinions, and preferences
related to the student’s educational program of
all meeting participants?

YES NO

17. Are annual goals and short-term objectives in
the IEP at a consistent academic and functional
level in relation to the student’s desired
postsecondary goals?

YES NO

18. If needed, do schools provide situational
vocational assessments in the community to
assist in the determination of student's career
strengths, preferences, interests, and needs?
Do schools provide career awareness and
exploration activities, career development
activities, and career preparation activities as
needed and desired?

YES NO

19. If needed, does the school provide the student
opportunities to learn and practice domestic
skills in community living situations? If needed,
does the school provide functional
assessments that assist in determining
domestic skills, strengths, references, interests,
and needs? Instruction on the various types of
adult living arrangements? Opportunities to
visit adult living arrangements and instruction
regarding living in his or her desired living
situation? Instruction on the use of
transportation/mobility training if needed?
Instruction regarding recreation/leisure
activities if needed? Social and communication
skills? Instruction on self-advocacy, self-
determination, and self-management?
Instruction on legal rights?






YES NO

20. If the student is pursuing postsecondary
education, does the school provide the student
with guidance and counseling regarding
financial aid and postsecondary options?

YES NO

21. Are all IEPs and educational programs
monitored to ensure that the instruction
provided leads to the attainment of academic
and other skills needed for success in
postsecondary education?

YES NO

22. Does the school assist with testing and
evaluation information that is needed to
substantiate any need for accommodations
(under section 504) in postsecondary

education?
YES NO
Evidence
OReview of selected IEPs I Transition plans
OStaff interviews OOther

OOStudent interviews

Department of Education Evaluation/Comments/Best Practices






Indicator Fourteen: Post School Outcomes

A) Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school
Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.
B) Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school
Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.
C) Enrolled in higher education or some other postsecondary education or training program; or
competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school
Target is established based longitudinal data, trends, state and national averages, and input from stakeholder
groups.

Discuss the resources and services provided to ensure successful post school outcomes.
Answer YES if the practice occurs consistently. Improvement Plan Activity:
Answer NO if the practice occurs Activities must be included if the district has not
inconsistently, infrequently, or never. Spaceis met the target for this indicator. If appropriate,
provided at the bottom to note particular activities should be planned for individual
schools or district-wide issues. schools as well as district-wide activities.

1. Does every school in the district have an early
warning system in place that adequately
identifies any student with a disability who is
not on track for successful transition to higher
education or competitive employment?

YES NO

2. Does the district have adequate processes in
place for planning a course of study for
students with disabilities that has a goal of
higher education or successful employment?
Have all staff been trained in transition
requirements and processes, including
administration and guidance? Have parents
been adequately trained?

YES NO

3. If needed by the student, does the district
provide opportunities to learn about his or her
own needs, preferences, interests, and desired
postsecondary outcomes, including higher
education, technical school, or employment
opportunities?

YES NO






Does every school provide sufficient
opportunity for parents’ and other family
members’ concerns, preferences, and interests
regarding the students' educational program to
be incorporated into the development of the
|EP?

YES NO

Does each school provide sufficient instruction
for the student to participate as actively as
possible in his or her IEP meetings? If needed
and desired by the student, does the school
provide instruction for the student to lead his
or her own IEP meetings?

YES NO

Does the school provide adequate transition
assessments that yield practical information
that can be easily used for transition planning?

YES NO

Is the information collected about the student’s
interests, preferences, support needs, and
desired postsecondary goals shared among all
concerned including teachers, guidance staff,
case managers, transition coordinators, etc.?

YES NO

Does each school provide parents and students
with any assistance needed to apply for
eligibility for needed community resources that
would enhance opportunities for higher
education, technical school, or employment?

YES NO

Does the district have adequate numbers and
types of opportunities for students with
disabilities in work based learning? Are those
programs actively evaluated for their
outcomes?

YES NO






10. Has there been an examination of how many
students are enrolled in 6107 (i.e., special
education transition) versus 6105 (i.e., career
practicum)? Are decisions made in a manner
that has each student’s individual needs in
mind?

YES NO

11. Does the district have quality opportunities for
students with disabilities in career and
technical education (CTE)? Are the outcomes for
students with disabilities in CTE courses tracked
for use in program improvement activities?

YES NO

12. Do students have a school district staff person
designated as responsible for serving as a
liaison for postsecondary resources and
making referrals for resources as appropriate?
Do liaisons have good working relationships
with representatives of higher education,
technical schools, and competitive employment
in the community?

YES NO

13. Does the district sufficiently inform parents
when community resources may be needed by
students age 14 and older, either presently or
in the future? These services can include but
are not limited to developmental disabilities,
mental health, social security, vocational
rehabilitation, college student support services,
centers for independent living, local community
resources (e.g., YMCA, library), Department of
Human Services, Department of Children’s
Services, blind and visually limited, recreation
services such as Special Olympics, Very Special
Arts, assistive technology, transportation
services, etc. Does the district provide
assistance to parents when applying for
eligibility for needed community resources?

YES NO

14. Does the district formally evaluate the quality
of the IEP transition goals and objectives? Does
the district do so in a manner that ensures a
results-oriented process that is focused on
improving the academic and functional






achievement of the student and facilitates the
movement from school to post-school
activities?

YES NO

15. Are all IEP meetings are conducted in a manner
that ensures that the content of and decisions
made for the IEP adequately reflect the
thoughts, concerns, opinions, and preferences
related to the student’s educational program of
all meeting participants?

YES NO

16. Are annual goals and short-term objectives in
the IEP at a consistent academic and functional
level in relation to the student’s desired
postsecondary goals?

YES NO

17. If needed, do schools provide situational
vocational assessments in the community to
assist in the determination of student's career
strengths, preferences, interests, and needs?
Do schools provide career awareness and
exploration activities, career development
activities, and career preparation activities as
needed and desired?

YES NO

18. If needed, does the school provide the student
opportunities to learn and practice domestic
skills in community living situations? If needed,
does the school provide functional
assessments that assist in determining
domestic skills, strengths, references, interests,
and needs? Instruction on the various types of
adult living arrangements? Opportunities to
visit adult living arrangements and instruction
regarding living in his or her desired living
situation? Instruction on the use of
transportation/mobility training if needed?
Instruction regarding recreation/leisure
activities if needed? Social and communication
skills? Instruction on self-advocacy, self-
determination, and self-management?
Instruction on legal rights?

YES NO






19. If the student is pursuing postsecondary
education, does the school provide the student
with guidance and counseling regarding
financial aid and postsecondary options?

YES NO

20. Are all IEPs and educational programs
monitored to ensure that the instruction
provided leads to the attainment of academic
and other skills needed for success in
postsecondary education?

YES NO

21. Does the school assist with testing and
evaluation information that is needed to
substantiate any need for accommodations
(under section 504) in postsecondary
education?

YES NO

22. Do all schools have a formal process for
connecting students with disabilities to college
or career post-graduation? Is this process
adequate and able to pull in all needed
resources?

YES NO

23. Does each school do an adequate job of
providing opportunities for students to learn
and understand the career and college options
available to them?

YES NO

24. Are the postsecondary transition services that
are currently provided to students with
disabilities adequate in type, amount, and
scope?

YES NO






25. If the student is pursuing postsecondary
education, does the school provide the student
with guidance and counseling regarding
financial aid and postsecondary options?

YES NO

26. Are all IEPs and educational programs
monitored to ensure that the instruction
provided leads to the attainment of academic
and other skills needed for success in
postsecondary education?

YES NO
Evidence
LJReview of selected IEPs O Transition plans
OStaff interviews OOther

CJStudent interviews

Department of Education Evaluation/Comments/Best Practices
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LEA Name
Local Determinations Data Matrix - FFY 2018-19 APR

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) Determination

Statewide averages and raw data comparisons of all LEAs across the state are used to assign points within the scales specified for each indicator.

Results Elements

Indicator | Performance \ Target |Target Met\ Score Required Actions

Indicator 1: Graduation Rate

> 0,
(weight x 3; assigned points scale of 1-5) 274.43%

Indicator 2: Dropout Rate

(weight x 1; assigned points scale of 1-5)
Indicator 3: Statewide Assessment
(weight x 4; assigned points scale of 1-5)
Participation rate for subgroup taking regular assessments. Percentage only includes those taking the regular statewide assessment; those taking the alternate assessment are excluded.
Growth in percent of subgroup scoring at or above approaching.

<3.20%

RLA 3-8 Assessment Participation Rate >90.00%
RLA 3-8 Assessment Growth +3.00%
Math 3-8 Assessment Participation >90.00%
Math 3-8 Assessment Growth +3.00%
EOC English (English 1l) Assessment Participation >90.00%
EOC English (English Il) Assessment Growth +3.00%
EOC Math (Algeb_ra.\ I/Ir_ltegrated Math 1) 90.00%
Assessment Participation
EOC Math (Algebra I/Integrated Math 1) +3.00%
Assessment Growth
Indicator 7: Early Childhood Outcomes
(weight x 0.333; assigned points scale of 1-5)
Part A, S1-Social-emotional skills >89.50%
Part B, S1-Acquisition of knowledge and skills >89.50%
Part C, S1-Appropriate behaviors >91.00%

Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes
(weight x 0.5; assigned points scale of 1-5)
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secondary training; or competitively employed or in >71.00%
some other employment
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Part A - Aggregate of subgroup No Finding
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(weight x 0.5; assigned points scale of 1 OR 5)
Indicator 11: Child Find 100%
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(weight x 1; assigned points scale of 1, 3, OR 5)
Indicator 13: Secondary Transition with IEP Goals 100%
(weight x 1; assigned points scale of 1 OR 5)
Other Elements
Indicator 5: LRE (Ages 6-21)
Part A - In regular ed. environment 80% or more of day >70.00%
(weight x 3; assigned points scale of 1-5)
Indicator 6: LRE (Ages 3-5)
Part A - Receiving majority of special ed. services in reg. ~38.00%
early childhood program -
(weight x 2; assigned points scale of 1-5)
Indicator 8: Parent Involvement ~90.00%

(weight x 0.5; assigned points scale of 1, 3, OR 5)
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SWDs
Indicator 3B: Reading: 96.23% | Reading: 97.89% | Reading: 95.00% | Reading: Y
Assessments: Math: 97.08% Math: 97.97% Math: 95.00% Math: Y
Participation for
SWDs
Indicator 3C: Reading: 12.51% | Reading: 12.29% | Reading: 15.51% | Reading: N
Assessments; Math: 13.85% Math: 15.16% Math: 16.85% Math: N
Proficiency for SWDs
Indicator 4A:
Suspension/Expulsion o o o
Rate for SWDs (% of 20.00% 26.32% 8% N
LEAs with significant
discrepancy)
Indicator 4B:
Suspension/Expulsion
Rate for SWDs by 0% 23.53% 0% N
Race/Ethnicity (% of
LEAs with significant
discrepancy)
Indicator 5: Sections: Sections: Sections: Sections:
Educational A: 69.69% A: 70.88% A: 70.00% AY
Environments (Ages
6-21) B: 11.49% B: 11.38% B: 10.85% B: N

C:1.81% C:1.61% C:1.77% cC.Y
Indicator 6: Sections: Sections: Sections: Sections:
Educational A: 24.27% A: 26.58% A: 38.00% AN
Environments (Ages
3-5) B: 33.73% B: 32.42% B: 29.00% B: N
Indicator 7: Sections: Sections: Sections: Sections:
Early Childhood Al: 90.10% Al: 89.23% Al: 93.00% Al:N
Outcomes (Ages 3-5)

A2: 58.55% A2: 57.50% A2: 60.00% A2: N

B1: 88.32% B1: 89.47% B1: 89.50% B1: N

B2: 55.49% B2: 54.75% B2: 57.00% B2: N

C1:90.27% C1:90.14% C1: 93.90% C1:N

C2: 68.80% C2:66.23% C2: 69.00% C2:N






Indicator 8:

89.48% 91.33% 94% N
Parent Involvement
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Disproportionate 0% 0% 0% Y
Representation (all
disabilities)
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Disproportionate 5.07% 2.90% 0% N
Representation (high-
incidence disabilities)
Indicator 11:

94.28% 94.88% 100% N
Child Find
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Early Childhood 96.37% 96.88% 100% N
Transition
Indicator 13:

74.03% 65.12% 100% N
Secondary Transition
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Post-School A:26.11% A: 21.99% A: 26.00% A:N
Outcomes

B: 61.08% B: 33.30% B: 61.00% B: N
C:71.13% C: 74.63% C: 71.00% cC.Y

Indicator 15:

66.67% 47.27% 14.00% Y
Resolution Settings
Indicator 16:

53.85% 70.59% 75.00% N
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